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MEANING OF TERMS 


USED IN CLASSIFYING ANNOTATING CASES. 


THE different expressions used to describe the effect of the annotating cases have the 
folowing meanings, and the classification of the annotating cases has been done strictly 
in accordance with these meanings. The annotating cases, except such as are ciassified 
as ‘‘ Mentioned,” are grouped according to the points in the case which they annotate : 
within these groups they are listed chronologically, except such as are classified as 
‘* Referred to,’’ which come at the end of the group and are arranged inter se in chrono- 
logical order. Cases which annotate the annctated case generally are grouped together 
after cases which annotate specific points, similarly arranged, and are followed by cases 
classified as ‘‘ Mentioned ”’ arranged chronologically inter se. The terms used in classi- 
fying the annotating cases are as follows :— 


** APPLIED ”’ (Apld. ).—This expression is used to denote the fact that the principle of law 
enunciated in the annotated case has been applied to a new set of facts and circum- 
stances in the annotating case. -- 


‘* APPROVED ” (Apprvd.).—This expression is used to denote the fact that the annotated 
case has been considered to be good law in the annotating case where the latter is 
in a higher court than the former. 


‘““ CONSIDERED ”’ (Consd.).—This expression is used where the remarks in the annotating 
case are devoid of adverse criticism and merely denote the giving of more or less 
careful consideration to the annotated case. 


** DISTINGUISHED ”’ (Distd.).—This expression is used where the earlier case is not neces- 
sarily doubted, but where some essential difference (either on the facts or in law) 
between it and the annotated case is pointed out. 


‘* DOUBTED ”’ (Dbtd.).—This expression is used where the court in the annotating case 
without definitely going to the length of saying that the annotated case is wrong, 
adduces reasons which secm to show that it is not accurate. 


** EXPLAINED ” (Expld.).—This expression is used where the earlier case is not necessarily 
doubted, but the decision arrived at is justified or accounted for by calling attention 
to some point of fact or of law which is usually, but not necessarily, one not obvious 
on the face of the report. 


** EXTENDED ”’ (Extd.).—Compare ‘‘ APPLIED,’’ supra. 


‘* FOLLOWED ”’ (Folld.).—This expression is used to denote that the same princip‘tes of law 
are applied in the two cases. It does not necessarily imply that the facts are sub- 
stantialiy identical in the two cases. 


‘“ NoT FOLLOWED ” (N.F.).—Compare ‘*f FOLLOWED,” supra, to which it is the adverse. 

** OVERRULED ” (Overd.).—This expression is used where the annotating case is on sub- 
stantially identical facts with the annotated case and in a higher court and the rule 
in the latter case is held to be wrong. 


** REFERRED ”’ (Refd.).—This expression is used only where the annotating case deals with 
the point of the Digest paragraph and is without comment of any detinite character 
on the case annotated, and where there is no delicate shade of approval or disapproval 
which would justify the use of any of the foregoing words. 


*‘ MENTIONED ”’ (Mentd.).—This expression is used only where none of the foregoing terms 
apply. In other words, it is used only where the case annotated is cited on a point 
having nothing to do with the point in the Digest paragraph. 
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Part I.—APPOINTMENT OUT OF CouRT. 


Part 1.—Appointment out of Court. 


1. Receiver of beneflce—Leases of Ecclesiastical 
Benefices Act, 1571 (c. 20).,—To a declaration in 
covenant by a sequestrator for rent due under a 
lease, whereby D., the rector of S., demised to deft. 
the rectory & parsonage, with the tithes, except 
the parsonage house, etc., for a term of fourteen 
years, if the rector should so long live, at the 
yearly rent of £980, deft. pleaded, that, before 
the sequestration, D. was indebted to V. & M. 
in large sums of money, & requested them to give 
time for payment, & also requested V. to lend him 
a further sum, which they consented to do, & V. 
lent the money, upon the terms that D. should 
execute the indenture in the declaration mentioned, 
& also another indenture for the purpose of 
authorising deft. to apply the rent as the agent 
& for the benefit of V. & M.; that D. did execute 
the indenture in the declaration mentioned, & 
also another indenture of the same date, between 
deft. of the one part, & D. of the other part, 
whereby, after reciting the demise to deft. of the 
rectory & parsonage, with the tithes, except the 
parsonage-house, & also reciting, that, by a deed 
of even date therewith, D. had appointed deft. 
his receiver, agent, & attorney, to collect the 
tithes, rents, etc., except as in the lease excepted, 
with a declaration that deft. might retain a per- 
centage for his trouble; & it was thereby agreed 
that he should apply the surplus of the tithes, 
rents, etc., as D. should direct; D. covenanted 
with deft., & directed that the surplus of the tithes, 
rents, etc., should be applied, amongst other 
purposes, in payment of the debts due to V. & M., 
with interest, after payment of certain taxes, rates, 
& outgoings, & the premiums on policies of assur- 
ance on the life of D., for the benefit of V. & M. 
The plea then alleged, that the lease was executed 
as part of the same transaction; that D. well 
knew that deft. was the attorncy & agent of V., 
& that the indenture was made by JD. with deft. 
as such agent & attorney, & to enable him to apply 
the rent reserved by the Icase, in the manner 
above mentioned; that there was due from D. 
to V. &M. moneys exceeding the damages in the 
declaration mentioned, & the rent duc under the 
lease; & that deft. had applied the moneys alleged 
to be due for rent according to the provisions of 
the second indenture. Deft. pleaded also, that, 
before the execution of the lease, D. was indebted 
to V. & M. & others, & in consideration thereof, 
& of a further sum to be lent by V., & of deft. 
consenting to be V.’s agent, D. agreed with the 
deft. & V. to charge the rectory S. with that sum 
& the others, by making the lease in the declara- 
tion mentioned & appointing deft. receiver of the 
tithes, rents, etc., in order that he might apply 
the rent reserved by the lease in payment of the 
moneys so to be charged on the benefice ; that the 
money was advanced by V.; & that D., in pur- 


suance of the agreement, & in order to charge the 
benefice, executed the lease, & also an indenture 
appointing deft. receiver: that the lease was part 
of the same transaction, & was a charging of the 
benefice contrary to the statute. On special 
demurrers to these pleas :—Held : the former plea 
did not show any defeasance of the covenant to 
pay the rent reserved by the lease ; but under the 
second indenture, there was an equitable assign- 
ment or valid appropriation of so much of the rent 
as Was necessary to pay V. & M. their debts; & 
such assignment was a charge upon the benefice 

& therefore the lease, which was part of the same 

transaction, was void under 13 Eliz. c. 20.— 

WALTHEW v. ORAFTS (1851), 6 Exch. 1; 20 

L. J. Ex. 257; 16 L. T. O. 8. 491; 155 BE. R. 428. 
2. Receiver of rents—By rule of building society 

—Interference with action for breach of covenant.| 

—Covenant by trustees of a benefit building 

society upon a mtge. security given by one of 

the members upon an advance made to him out 
of the funds of the society pursuant to the rules 
thereof, whereby deft. covenanted to pay money, 

& observe the rules of the society. The breaches 

alleged were the non-payment of the instalments 

of the money advanced, & of other sums due from 
him for subscriptions & fines. 

Plea set out a rule of the society authorising the 
directors, in case of the member failing to pay or 
observe the rules, to appoint a person to collect 
the rents of the mtged. premises, & in case of 
obstruction by the member to sell the same; & 
then alleged that deft. had always been willing 
to permit any person appointed by the directors 
to collect the rents, but that they had neglected to 
do so :—Held: this plea was bad, as the right to 
appoint a receiver did not interfere with the right 
of action for breach of deft.’s express covenant.— 
REEVES v. WHITE (1852), 17 Q. B. 995; 21 L. J. 
Q. B. 169; 18 L. T. 0.8. 271; 165. P. 118; 16 
Jur. 637; 117 EB. R. 1562. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Callaghan vc. Dolwin (1869), L. TN. 
4 (C. P, 288; Huckle v. Wilson (1877), 2 C. P. D. 410; 
Davies v. Second Chatham Permanent Benefit Bldg. 
Soc., Mackenzie v. Everton & West Derby Permanent 
Benefit Bldg. Soc. (1889), 61 L. T. 680. 

Appointment by debenture-holders.|—-See Com- 
PANIES, Vol. X., pp. 791-793, 794, 811, Nos. 4971- 
4983, 5004, 5184. 

Appointment as remedy of mortgagee.|—Sce Morr- 

GAGE, Vol. XXXV., pp. 528-531, Nos, 2598-2615. 
Effect of appointment.|——See Part ITI., post. 
Powers & duties.|\—See Part IV.. post. 
Liabilities.|—See Part V., post. 

Remuneration & allowances.|—See Part VIL, 
post. 

Accounts.|—See Part VITI., post. 

Discharge.|—See Part IX., post. 

Position of sureties.|—See Part X., post. 


RECEIVERS. 


Part [1—Appointment by Court. 


Sect. 1.—JURISDICTION 
SUB-SECT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 


See, now, Supreme Court of Judicature (Con- 
solidation) Act, 1925 (c. 49), s. 45. 

3. Effect of Judicature Acts.|—-In an action 
for partition where one of the co-owners is in 
occupation though not in exclusive occupation of 
the property the ct. has jurisdiction under Jud. 
Act, 1873 (c. 66), s. 25 (8), to appoint a receiver 
until the hearing.— PORTER v. LOPES (1877), as re- 
ported in 7 Ch. D. 358, 

Annotations :—Refd. Real & Personal Advance Co. v. 
McCarthy & Smith (1879), 40 L. T. 878; Carter v. Fey, 
Wroce 2 Ch. 641; Collison v. Warren, [1901] 1 Ch, 812. 

enta. Saxton wv. Bartley (1879), 48 L. J. Ch. 519; 

Belcher v. Williams (1890), 45 Ch. D. 510; Hexter v. 

Pearce, [1900] 1 Ch. $41. 

4. Whether {jurisdiction enlarged.) — 
Under that sub-sect. [Jud. Act, 1878 (c. 66), 
s. 25 (8)] the ct. may & does grant receivers when 
it never could have done so before. Thus, for 
instance, it has power to grant a receiver under 
that sect.. where a pltf. has himself the power of 
obtaining possession at law (CoTTon, L.J.).— 
ANGLO-ITALIAN BANK v. DAVIES (1878), 9 Ch. D. 
aa L. J. Ch. 833; 39 L. T. 244; 27 W. R. 
Annotations :—Apld. Bryant v. Bull, Bull v. Bryant (1878), 

10 Ch. D. 153. Consd. Re Watkins, Kx p. Rvans (1879), 

13 Ch. D. 252. Apld. Oliver v. Lowther (1880), 42 L. T. 

47; Westhead v, Filey (1888), 25 Ch. D. 413. Consd. 

Holmes v. Millage, {1893} 1 Q. B. 551. Refd. Smith v. 
Cowell (1880), 6 Q. B D. 75; Re Peace & Waller hag 
24 Ch. D. 405; Re Pope (1886), 17 Q. B. D. 743; Re 
Whiteley, ley. v. Learoyd (1887), 566 L. _T. 846; 
Cadogan v. Lyric Theatre, [1894) 3 Ch. 338; Harris v. 
Beauchamp, [1894] 1 Q. B. 801; Re Jones & Judgments 
Act, 1864 (1895), 39 Sol. Jo. 671; Tyrrell v. Painton, 
{1895} 1 Q. B. 202; Thompson v, Gil, [1903] 1K. B. 
760; R.v. Selfe, [1908] 2 K. B. 121; Asburton v. Nocton, 
[1915] 1 Ch. 274; Re Pearce, Official Receiver v. Pearce 
(1918), 120 L. T. 334; Ideal Films v. Richards, [1927] 


5. -]—Pltf. in an action, which 
had been followed by a cross-action, obtained an 
order in both actions that his costs of the cross- 
action should be paid by deft. in the action, a 
matried woman, entitled for life, for her separate 
use, to the dividends of a sum of stock, standing 
in the names of trustees, who were not parties to 
either action. Plitf. had endeavoured to obtain 
a sequestration, but failed from not being able to 
find deft.’s address so as to serve the subpeena for 
costs. He then moved the ct. for a receiver, under 
Jud. Act, 1873 (c. 66), s. 25 (8). After service of 
the notice of motion, but before the motion was 
heard, the deft. made an affidavit, in which her 
address was set forth :—Held: the principle of 
Anglo-Italian Bank v. Davies, No. 4, ante, 
applied, & pltf. was entitled to a receiver; & order 
made on the hearing of the motion accordingly.— 
BRYANT ¥. BULL, BULL v. BRYANT (1878), 10 Ch. D. 
aoe 48 L. J. Ch. 325; 39 L. T. 470; 27 W. R. 
Annotation :—Apld. Oliver v. Lowther (1880), 28 W. R. 381. 
———.] —GAWTHORPE v. GAWTHORPE, 


[1878] W. N. 91. 

7. .|— before the Jud. Act, 1873 
(c. 66), neither the Ct. of Q. B. nor the Ct. of 
Ch. could have made the order asked for on such 
an application as this. Then has the Judicature 
Act given the Court such a power? The question 
depends on sect. 25, sub-sect. 8. Those words are 











a 








very wide, & give to all the Divisions a larger 
power than the Ot. of Ch. possessed before. The 
ower there given is of the largest kind, unless if 
s circumscribed in point of time by the words 
‘‘interlocutory order.” But it is said that 
interlocutory must mean something between action 
begun & final judgment. I cannot agree. In my 
opinion ‘interlocutory order ’’ there means an 
order other than a final judgment or decree in an 
action (BRETT, L.J.).—SmITH v. COWELL (1880), 
6Q. B.D. 75; 50L. 3. Q. B. 88; 438 L. T. 528; 
29 W. R. 227, C. A. 
Annotations :-—Consd. Morgan v. Hart, [1914] 2 K. B. 183. 
Refd. Manchester & Liverpool District Banking Co. v. 


Parkinson (1888), 22 Q. B. D. 173; Holmes v. Millage, 
[1893] 1 Q. B. 551. 

8. |—The ct. has a general power 
under Jud. Act, 1873 (c. 66), s. 25 (8), to appoint 
receivers (CHITTY, J.).—Re CONEY, CONEY wv. 
BENNETT (1885). 29 Ch. D. 993; 541. J. Ch. 1130 ; 
52 L. T. 961; 33 W. R. 701. 

Annotations :—Distd. Holmes v. Millage, [1893] 1 Q. B. 
551. Refd. He Pemberton, Pemberton.v. Koyal Hospital 
for Incurables, [1907] W.N. 118. Mentd. Archer v. 
Archer, [1886] W. N. 66. 


9. .|—(1) Before Jud. Act, 1873 (c. 68), 
the Ct. of Ch. exercised a jurisdiction in aid 
of judgments at law, & that jurisdiction was most 
frequently exercised in the case of a writ of elegit 
against land by the eae of a receiver of 
the rents & profits of the land, which, when he had 
received them, were paid into ct. by the receiver, 
& in course of time were paid out to the judgment 
creditor in satisfaction pro tanto of his judgment. 
In this way he obtained payment of the money to 
which he was entitled under his judgment. There 
were, no doubt, some other cases in which the Ct. 
of Ch. would assist a creditor who had issued a 
fi. fa. against goods under a judgment atlaw. This 
was the extent of the jurisdiction of the Ct. of 
Ch. in aid of a judgment at Law before Jud. Act. 
That Act, by s. 25 (8), enabled the High Ct. to 
appoint a receiver ‘in all cases in which it shall 
appear to the ct. just or convenient that such 
order should be made,’ & it is under the juris- 
diction thus conferred that the order now in 
question has been made (Fry, L.J.). 

(2) The receiver holds the goods as agent for the 
ct., not for the creditor (LORD EsHER, M.R.).— 
Re DIcKInNson, Har p. CHARRINGTON & Co. (1888), 
22Q. B.D. 187; 58L. J.Q.B.1; 60 L. T. 138; 
37 W. R. 180; 5 T. L. R. 82; 6 Morr. 1, C. A. 
Annotations :—As to (2) Apld. Re Hastings, Ex p. Brown 

1892), 61 L. J. Q. B. 654. Consd. fe Potts, Hr p. 

aylor, [1893] 1 Q. B. 648; Re Pearce, He pn. Official 

Receiver, The Trustee, [1919] 1 K. B. 354. Refd. Mason 

arry v. Soc. Industrielle et Commerciale des Métaux 

Sania} 5T. L. R. 682; Re Tillett, Hx p. Kingscote (1889), 

5 T. L. R. 269; Levasseur v. Mason & Ba (1890), 63 

L. T. 700; Re Anglesey, De Galve v. Gardner, [1903] 

2 Ch. 727. Generally, Mentd. Re Detmold, Detmold v. 

Detmold (1889), 58 L. J. Ch. 495, 

10. ——.] ——- A judgment having been 
obtained in an action to recover money due, the 
judgment debtor died, leaving a will by which she 
appointed an exor. The judgment debtor at the 
time of her death was possessed of certain furniture 
& chattels, & was carrying on a business. The 
judgment remaining unsatisfied, the judgment 
creditors obtained an order at chambers appointing 
a certain person receiver of the furniture & chattels 
& of the business, & to get in & receive the debts 
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due to such business, & directing him to pay the 
balance which should appear due on his accounts 
in or towards satisfaction of the judgment. By 
a subsequent order the receiver was empowered 
to sell the furniture & the assets, property & 
effects of the business including the book debts :— 
Held: in the absence of any legal impediment to 
obtaining execution of the judgment in the ordina 
course of law by fi. fa., or attachment of debts, 
there being no special circumstances showing it to 
be just or convenient that a receiver should be 
appointed, the order for appointment of a receiver 
was wrongly made, & ought to be rescinded. 

Was there in this case any ground on which the 
et. could properly make an order for the appoint- 
ment of a receiver? It was said that it could be 
made under Jud. Act, 1873 (c. 66), 8. 25 (8), 
which provides that an order may be made for 
the appointment of a receiver in all cases in which 
it shall appear to the ct. to be just or convenient 
that such order should be made. It is said that 
that sect. gives the ct. power to do what neither 
a ct. of law nor a ct. of equity could have done 
before the Act; & the case of Smith v. Covell, 
No. 7, ante, seems to show that to be so, but 
the condition is that it shall appear to the ct. to 
be just or convenient that the order should be 
made (LORD EsHER, M.R.).—MANCHESTER & 
LIVERPOOL DISTRICT BANKING Co. v. PARKINSON 
(1888), 22 Q. B. D. 173; 58 L. J. Q. B. 262; 387 
W.R. 264; 5T. L. R. 185, C. A. 

Annotations :—Distd. Re Hartley, Nuttall ». Whittaker 

(1892), 66 L. T. 588. Apid. Goldschmidt v. Oberrheinische 

etallwerke, [1906] 1 K. B. 373. Consd. Morgan v. Hart, 

[1914] 2 K. B. 183. Refd. Holmes v. Millage, [1893] 1 
Q. B. 551; Harris v. Beauchamp, (1894) 1 Q. B. 801. 

11. -.|—Under Jud. Act, 1873 (c. 66), 
s. 25 (8), the ct. has jurisdiction to appoint a 
receiver wherever it shall appear just or convenient 
so to do.— FOXWELL v. VAN GRUTTEN, (1897] 1 Ch. 
64; 66L. J. Ch. 53; 75 L. T. 368; 41 Sol. Jo. 
80, C. A. 

Annotations :—Consd. John v. John, [1898] 2 Ch. 573. 

Refd. Marshall v. Charteris, [1920] 1 Ch. 520. 


12. .J}—An order was made against 
defts. in an action, who were defaulting trustees, 
for the payment of money into ct. Defts. having 
failed to comply with such order, an application 
was made by pltfs. that a writ of attachment might 
issue against them. At defts.’ instance, however, 
the ct. made an order allowing payment by weekly 
instalments. L., one of defts., had made an 
affidavit on that occasion stating that all the 

roperty he possessed was the furniture in his 

ouse. It subsequently transpired that L. had 
executed bills of sale affecting the furniture ; but 
that pltfs., in other proceedings, had successfully 
disputed the validity of such bills of sale. An 
application was accordingly made on behalf of 
pltfs. for the appointment of a receiver of the 
furniture by way of equitable execution. For 
de ft. L. it was contended that the legal & proper 
remedy of pltfs. was by sequestration, & that the 
ct. had no jurisdiction to appoint a receiver :— 
Held; although under R. S. C., 1883, Ord. 42, r. 4, 
sequestration was the appropriate remedy yet 
under Jud. Act, 1873 (c. 66), 8. 25 (8), the ct. had 
jurisdiction to appoint a receiver if it appeared Just 
or convenient so ie do; in the present case, it was 








16 i. Discretionary exercise of juris- 
diction—Governed by all the circum- to 
stances of the case.}—The jurisdiction 
given to the ots. to appoint receivers 
must be most cautiously exercised. 


MAHANT DHARAM 
6 Lah. 74.—IND. 


into consideration, & then decide proper case 


whether it would be just & convenient 
G : Pp dies CMTEE. v 

URDWARA PARBANDH . % 
Das (1924), I. L. R. 


In the appointment of 


receiver the ct. acta o 
= being made out for the 


just: & convenient to appoint a receiver, & an order 
must be made accordingly. 

Every one knows that the construction which the 
cts. have put upon that sect. of the Act of Parlia- 
ment is that it very much enlarges the practice 
of the ct., at any rate with regard to the appoint- 
ment of a receiver (Kay, J.).—Re WHITELEY, 
WHITELEY v. LEAROYD (1887), 56 L. T. 846. 

13. .}—An action by a -married 
woman “‘ suing in respect of her separate estate ’’ 
was at the trial dismissed with costs, to be taxed 
& ‘‘ payable out of her separate property, but not 
otherwise.”’ The only separate property of pltf. 
consisted of a share coming to her under a will. 
Before the taxation of defts.’ costs had been 
completed by certificate, the trustees of the will 
being about to distribute their estate & pay 
pitf. her share, defts. applied for the appointment 
of a receiver to receive the share & hold it as 
security for the costs when taxed :—Held: 
independently of Jud. Act, 1873 (c. 66), s. 25, 
there was jurisdiction to protect by injunction or 
the appointment of a receiver the fund out of 
which the costs were payable, & a receiver ought 
to be appointed. 

It [Jud. Act, 1873 (c. 66), s. 25] has not 
revolutionised the law, but it has enabled the ct. 
to grant injunctions & receivers in cases in which 
it used not to do so previously. I will not say 
where it had no jurisdiction to do so, that would 
be going too far, but where in practice it never 
did so, as, for example, in trespass & in the case of 
a first mtgee. who was out of possession (LINDLEY, 
M.R.).—CUMMINS v. PERKINS, [1899] 1 Ch. 16; 
68 L. J. Ch. 57; 79 L. T. 456; 47 W. R. 214; 15 
T. L. R. 76; 48 Sol. Jo. 112, C. A. 

14, The only sect. of Jud. Acts 
expressly applying to receivers is sect. 25 (8) of 
Jud. Act, 1873 (c. 66), which provides that a 
receiver may be appointed in all cases in which it 
shall appear to the ct. just or convenient that 
such order should be made (VAUGHAN WILLIAMS, 
L.J.).— EDWARDS & Co. v. PICARD, [1909] 2 K. B. 
903; 78 L. J. K. B. 1108; 101 L. T. 416; 25 
T. L. R. 815, C. A. 

Appointment by way of equitable execution. | 
—See, generally, EXECUTION, Vol. XXI., pp. 664 
et seq. 














——.,} 








Right of mortgagee to a receiver.|—See 
MorTGAGE, Vol. XXXV., p. 521, No 2505. 

15. Jurisdiction independent of Judicature Acts.] 
—CUMMINS v. PERKINS, No. 13, ante. 

16. Discretionary exercise of jurisdiction — 
Governed by all the circumstances of the case.}—— 
OwEN & GuTcH v. Homan, No. 397, post. 

17. .|}—The ct. has now a dis- 
cretionary power to appoint a receiver whenever 
it appears to the ct. to be just & convenient. 
The discretion must be exercised with a view to 
all the circumstances of the case.—JOHN v. JOHN, 
[1898] 2 Ch. 573; 67 L. J. Ch. 616; 79 L. T. 362 ; 
47 W. R. 52; 14 T. L. R. 583; 42 Sol. Jo. 731, 
C. A. 

Annotations :—Distd. Marshall v. Charteris, [1920] 1 Ch. 

520. Mentd. Hewson v. Shelley, [1913] 2 Ch. 384. 

18. Probate proceedings.]—-(1) A suit was 
instituted for the appointment of a receiver 
pending proceedings in the Probate Ct. to impeach 











exercise of its jurisdiction acco to 
—SHAROMAIN well established principles, & in that 
sense only can a receiver be to be 


ex justitie whether the applica- 
tion be interlocutory or made at the 
hearing, whether the appointment of 
the receiver is the sole object of the 
action or only incidental to other 


my Yor the relief, & whether the relief is sought at 
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Sect. 1.—Jurisdiction: Sub-sects. 1 & 2, A. & B.] 


a will which had been already proved. A motion 
for a receiver was refused. The will was after- 
wards declared void, & pltf. then moved that the 
exors. might pay the costs of the suit for a receiver. 
The Vice-Chancellor made an order staying all 
proceedings in the suit without costs, except as 
to some infant defts. whose costs pltf. was ordered 
to pay :—Held: the appeal was one for costs only, 
& therefore it could not be entertained. 

(2) The appointment of a receiver in such a suit 
is a matter entirely within the discretion of the Ct. 
—GRIMSTON v. Trims (1870), 18 W. R. 781, L. J. 

19. Whether subject to appeal—Appoint- 
ment in action by debenture-holder.]|—The Ct. of 
Appeal will not, except in very special circum- 
stances, interfere with the discretion of the judge 
in the appointment of a receiver & manager in a 
debenture-holder’s action.—Re NEw ZEALAND 
MIDLAND Ry. Co., SMITH v. LUBBOCK (1897), 13 
T. L. R. 212, C. A. 

—— Action to ‘recover aoe REAL PRO- 
PERTY, Vol. XXXVIII., pp. 783, 784. 

20. Appointment by court preferable — Where 
action pending.|—A legal la ee being a possession 
of the mtged. property, applied to the ct. for the 
appointment of a receiver :—Held: although the 
mtgee. might, under Conveyancing Act, 1881 
(c. 41), appoint a receiver without coming to the 
ct., it was ‘more desirable, where an action was 
pending, that the appointment shoul be made 
by the ct. under Jud. Act, 1873 (c. 66).—TILLETT 
v. Nrxon (1883), 25 Ch. D. 238; 53 L. J. Ch. 199; 
49 L. T. 598; 32 W. R. 226. 
anadalen :—Consd. Anchor Trust Co. v. Bell, [1926] Ch. 





SUB-SECT. 2.—PARTICULAR COURTS. 
A. House of Lords. 

21. On failure of lower court to appoint.|— 
The creditors of a person resident in Ireland, filed 
a bill in the English Ct. of Ch., & obtained a decree 
for an account, etc., & afterwards, the property 
of the debtor lying chiefly in Ireland, filed a bill 
in the Ct. of Ch. there, praying to have the full 
benefit of the proceedings in the English suit. 
The Ct. of Ch. in Ireland dismissed such second bill 
as for want of jurisdiction :—Held:; this House 
could either remit the case with directions, or 
appoint a receiver, & take such other procecdings as 
the Ct, of Ch. in Ireland might have done.— 
HOULDITCH v. DONEGALL (MARQUESS) (1834), 2 
. Fin. 470; 8 Bli. N. S. 301; 6 BE. R. 1232, 


Annotations :—Mentd. Price v. Dewhurst rege Donnelly, 
264; Koster v. Sapte (1838), 1 Curt. 691; Henderson v. 
Henderson (1844), 6 Q. B. 288; Bank of Australasia ». 
Harding (1850), 9 C. B. 661; Paul v. Roy (1852), 15 
Beav. 433; Barber v. Lamb (1860), 8 C. B. N. 8. 95; 

J. & Sm. 365; 


Cookney v. Anderson Skeet 1 De G. 

Godard v. Gray (1870), L. R. 6 Q. B. 139; Abouloff ». 
Oppenheimer (1882), 10 Q. B. D. 295; Re Henderson, 
Nouvion v. Freeman (1887), 56 L. T. 829; Re Maudslay 
& Field, Maudslay v. Maudslay & Field, (1900) 1 Ch. 602. 


B. The Supreme Court of Judicature. 
See Supreme Court of Judicature (Consolidation) 
a 1925 (c. 49), ss. 45, 163 (1); R.S.C., Ord. 50, 
r. 6. 


the instance of a Judgement creditor, MERRIAM vw, 


or of any one else.—SmiTH v. PorT 
DoveR & LakR Huron Ry. Co. 
§1884), 8 O. R. 256; 12 A. R. 288.— 


b. —~~—.]-— The ct. has power to 


ap t a receiver at any stage of the 
pd Pre & for any sufficient cause.— 


c, ———.) — The 


KENDERDINE REALTY 
Co. (No. 2) (1915), 9 O. W. N. 35, 129 ; 
34 0.1L. R. 563.—CAN. 


receiver is a matter resting in the dis- 
cretion of the ct.—SImDHESWARI DaBI 
v. ABHOYESWARI DABI (1888), I. L. R. 
15 Calc. 818.—IND. 


22. Chancery Division..—Upon the purchase of 
a steam vessel, it was agreed among the pur- 
chasers that two of them should be the ship’s 
husbands, & should not be removed except on 
certain grounds specified in the agreement. The 
ship’s husbands thus appointed obtained a charter- 
party for her, & they privately stipulated for a 
weekly payment, by way of commission for them- 
selves, in addition to the weckly sum payable by 
the termg of the charterparty. In the month of 
May following, the captain, who was a part owner, 
had a conversation with a clerk of the charterers, 
in which an observation of the latter led him to 
suspect that there was some undecrhand bargain : 
but the subsequent part of the conversation 
removed the suspicion. In Oct. he acquired correct 
knowledge of what had been done, &, together 
with the other part owners, except the ship’s 
husbands, gave the ship’s husbands notice of 
dismissal. The ship’s husband denied the right 
to dismiss them, & they possessed themselves of 
some of the machinery of the ship, which was at 
an engineer’s for repairs. The other part owners 
thereupon filed a bill & moved for an injunction 
to restrain the ship’s husbands from interfering 
with her sailing by detention of the machinery, 
& for a receiver of the machinery :—Held: the 
application was not too late; &, on it appearing 
that a decree of possession could not be obtained 
in the Ct. of Admlty., by reason of pltfs. being in 
possession of the hull, or at all events could not be 
obtained in time to enable the vessel to fulfil her 
engagement, the Ct. of Ch. had jurisdiction upon 
motion to appoint a receiver of the machinery, & 
to direct possession of it to be delivered to him: 
é& an order was made accordingly, the captain 
being appointed receiver ad interim. 


It was incumbent on defts. trusted & employed 
as they were to show pltfs. or one of themn at least, 
acquainted, or in default for not having become 
acquainted, earlier certainly than the month of 
Oct. last, as the condition of being heard to allege 
effectually acquiescence, laches, or delay on pltfs.’ 
part (KNIGHT BRucE, L.J.).\—BRENAN v. PRESTON 
(1852), 2 De G. M. & G. 813; 1 W. R. 86; 42 
E. R. 1090, L. JJ. 


28. .|}—A bill having been filed by 
inspectors under a deed of inspectorship against 
debtor, charging him with obstructing them in 
their duties as inspectors & with collecting assets 
& applying them to his own purposes, pltfs. moved 
for an injunction & the appointment of a receiver : 
—Held: as the Ct. of Bkpcy. had apparently no 
jurisdiction to appoint a receiver, the Ct. of Ch. 
could do so.— RICHES v. OWEN (1868), 16 W. Rh. 
963; affd., 3 Ch. App. 820, L. JJ. 

Annotations :—Refd. Bell v. Bird (1868), T.. R. 6 Eq. 635; 
Martin v. Powning (1869), 4 Ch. App. 356; Stone v. 
Thomas (1870), 5 Ch. App. 219. 

24. Concurrent proceedings in Mayor’s 
Court.|—-Debtor, against whom a bkpcy. petition 
had been presented under which a receiver had 
been appointed, died insolvent, having by will 
left all his property to his wife, & appointed her 
his extrix. Petitioning creditor thereupon filed a 
bill praying the appointment of a receiver until 
@ personal representative should be duly con- 
stituted. Before the suit came on for hearing the 
extrix. proved the will, & thereupon pltf. amended 


d. —— Whether questionable collater- 
ally.}—The propriety of an order or 
decree made in a cause in which the 
ct. has jurisdiction cannot be challenged 
collaterally.—BHAIRAB CHANDRA DUTT 
©. NANDIRAM AGRANI oe ,r.L. R. 
46 Cale, 70; 22 C. W. N. 526.—IND. 








appointment of 
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his bill, & prayed for administration of testator’s 
estate & the appointment of a receiver. On 
the same day on which the amended bill was 
filed, a friendly creditor filed a bill for administra- 
tion of testator’s estate in the Lord Mayor’s Ct., 
within whose jurisdiction the greater part of the 
assets was, & a decree was taken by consent & 
a receiver appointed :—Held: owing to the 
collusive nature of the proceedings in the Lord 
Mayor’s Ct., a receiver should be appointed in the 
Chancery suit.—NoOTHARD v. PRocTOR (1875), 1 
Ch. D. 4; 45 L. J. Ch. 302; 33 L. T. 709; 24 
W. R. 34, C. A. 


Annotation :—Mentd. Vickers v. Stevens & La Conception 
Gold Mining Co. (1881), 44 L. T. 679. 


Probate proceedings.|—See Part II., Sect. 
6, sub-sect. 2 A. (a), post. 

25. Court of Appeal—Original application.]— 
CHAPLIN v, YOUNG (1862), 6 L. T. 97, L. C. 

26. -|—~In an action for the specific 
performance of an agreement to accept a lease of 
a farm, in which judgment had been given for deft., 
pltf. having appealed, the Ct. of Appeal, no previous 
application having been made to the Div. Ct. or a 
judge, appointed pltf. receiver & manager of the 
farm without security, on his undertaking to abide 
by any order which the ct. might make in the 
matter.—HYDE v. WARDEN (1876), 1 Ex. D. 309; 
25 W. BR. 65; 3 Char. Pr. Cas. 397, C. A. 

27. District registrar.|—-On admissions by deft. 
on the pleadings, for accounts to be taken & 
inquiries to be made in a district registry & for the 
appointment of a receiver. <A similar order made 
by the district registrar was, at the same time, 
pronounced to be ultra vires & irregular.—BRASS- 
INGTON v. CUSSONS (1876), 24 W. R. 881; 3 Char. 
Pr. Cas. 361. 

28. .]|—District registrars have no power 
to appoint receivers.—Re SMITH, HUTCHINSON uv. 
WARD (1877), 6 Ch. D. 692; 36 L. T. 1783; 25 
W.R. 452, 


Annotations :—Refd. Finlay v. Davis (1879), 12 Ch. D. 735. 
Monti. Re Bowen, Bennett v. Bowen (1882), 20 Ch. D. 


29. -|—In a creditor’s action for the 
administration of testator’s real & personal estate, 
which was commenced in a district registry, it 
was held, upon motion for judgment, that the ct. 
had jurisdiction to appoint a _ receiver.—Re 
yoy ae ROBERTSON v. CAPPER (1878), 26 W. R. 

30. Probate, Divorce & Admiralty Division — 
Probate proceedings—Power to appoint receiver in 
district registry.]|—Although the ct. has power to 
direct accounts & inquiries to be taken & made in 
a district registry & has also power to appoint a 
receiver, it has no power to appoint a receiver in 
the district registry.—- WALKER v. ROBINSON (1876), 
34 L. T. 229; 24 W. R. 427; 3 Char. Pr. Cas. 266. 
Annotation :—Refd. Re Capper, Robertson v. Capper (1878), 

26 W. lt. 434. 

31. -.] — Re CAPPER, ROBERT- 
SON v. CAPPER, No. 29, ante. 

32. -|—Jud. Act, 1873 (c. 66), s. 25 
(8), enables any Judge of the High Ct. to appoint 
@ receiver of deceased’s estate, before grant of 
probate or administration, notwithstanding the 
absence of lis pendens; but applications for any 
such order being on the way to probate proceedings 
are properly made in the Probate Div., & if made 
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32 i. Probate, Divorce & Admiralty 
Division — Probate proceedings.) — 
HASTwoop v. EASTwoop (1867), 16 
w R. 320.—IR. 


possesses the same powers with regard 
to the appointment of a receiver as are 
ossessed & exercised by the cts. in 
England under Judicature <Act.— 
JAIKISSONDAS GANGADAS . ZENABAI 
(1890), I. L. R. 14 Bom, 431.—IND. 


{. Judge in chambers,]— Receiver- 


elsewhere will not be encouraged.—Re PARKER, 
DEARING v. BROOKS (1885), 54 L. J. Ch. 604. 
Annotations :—Expld. Salter v. Salter, [1896] P. 291. 

Refd. Re Wenge (1911), 55 Sol. Jo. 553. Mentd. In the 

Estate of Luke (1909), 25 T. L. R. 825. 

33. -]—Where an exor. had, before 
probate, & without the assent of his co-exor., 
intermeddled in the estate & made preparations 
to dispose of a portion of it, the ct. gave leave to 
the co-exor. to issue a writ against him claiming an 
injunction to restrain him from dealing with the 
estate before probate, & praying for the appoint- 
ment of a receiver.—IJn the Goods of MOORE (1888), 
13 P. D. 386; 57 L. J. P. 37; 58 L. T. 3863; 52 
J. P. 200; 36 W. R. 576. 

Arnotation :—Refd. In the Estate of Luke (1909), 25 T. L. R. 
ve 


34, ——. |—Re MALLALIEW, RADCLIFFE v. 
MALLALIEW (189]), 91 I. T. Jo. 398. 

35. —— ——-.]|—Re GREEN, GREEN v. KNIGHT, 
[1895] W. N. 69. 

Annotation :—Refd. Re Wenge (1911), 55 Sol. Jo. 553. 

36. .J—A. entered a caveat against 
probate of a will. B., the exor. named in the will, 
warned it, & A. appeared. Before anything 
further had been done A. moved for an order for a 
receiver & administrator pendente lite :—Held: 
there was no jurisdiction to make the order, for the 
caveat proceedings did not constitute a lis pendens, 
&, a8 no writ had been issued, there was no applica- 
tion to the ct. on which the ct. could act.—SALTER 
v. SALTER, [1896] P. 291; 65 L. J. P. 1173 75 
L.T.7; 45 W.R.7; 12 T.L. BR. 512; 40 Sol. Jo. 
635, C. A. 

37. —— ——.]—Pltf., as exor. of a will, pro- 
pounded the will for probate, & deft. contested 
its due execution & claimed to be the heir-at-law 
& one of the next of kin. Pitf. did not admit 
deft.’s claim to be the heir-at-law, & alleged that 
the heir-at-law was a person residing in the United 
States. Pltf. moved for the appointment of a 
receiver & administrator pendente lite without 
citing the person in America stated to be the heir- 
at-law, upon the ground that rents had to be 
collected & payments made immediately. The 
ct. made the order.—In the Goods of MESSITER- 
TERRY, MATHEW v. TOOZE (1908), 24 T. L. R. 465 ; 
52 Sol. Jo. 379. 

38. Admiralty proceedings— Action by 
equitable mortgagee of ship & freight.|—-THE 
EDDERSIDE, BELL v. EDDERSIDE SHIPOWNING 
Co., LTpD. (1887), 31 Sol. Jo. 744. 

39. ——— -}—In an action in per- 
sonam by a pltf. claiming to be equitable mtgee. 
of the foreign ship I’. & her freight to secure a 
liability incurred by him in accepting bills of 
exchange which had been drawn by the managing 
owner, it appeared that the alleged mtge. was 
given to pltf. by the managing owner ; that pltf., 
when he accepted the bills, thought the managing 
owner was sole owner, & that it was subsequently 
sworn on affidavit that the managing owner was 
only a part owner, but it did not appear whether 
the amount of the bills was in fact expended on 
the purposes of the ship. The fF. was in an 
English port under charter to carry cargo to a 
foreign port, when, on application by pltf., the 
judge made an order appointing a receiver & 
authorising him to proceed with the ship to the 
foreign port & there receive the ship & all the 





























ship orders must be made by the ct. & 
eatnot be made by a judge sitting in 
chambers.—WAKEFIELD v. TURNER 
(1898), 6 B. C. R. 216.—CAN. 


g.—— Continuation of appoint- 
ment.J}—A judge in chambers has 


10 


Sect. 1.—Jurisdiction: Sub-sect. 2, B., C. & D. 
Sect. 2: Sub-sects. 1 & 2.) 


ae due upon the voyage. Defts. appealed :— 
Held: even assuming the managing owner to be 
only a part owner, yet, as it did not appear that the 
amount of the bills was not expended solely for the 
purposes of the ship, the ct. had authority to 
appoint a receiver to receive the whole of the 
freight, & in the circumstances, it was expedient 
that the order should stand.—BURN v. HERLOFSON 
& SIEMENSEN, THE Faust (1887), 56 L. T. 722; 
3 T. L. R. 382; 6 Asp. M. L. C. 126, C. A 


Annotation :—Mentd, Pringle v. Dixon (1896), 2 Com. Cas. 


40. ——— Divorce proceedings.|]—_GorpDon v. 
GORDON (1912), Times, Nov. 26, Dec. 10. 

41. Bankruptcy proceedings.|—RICHES v. OWEN, 
No. 23, ante. 

42, -|—The Ct. of Bkpcy. has jurisdiction 
under Jud. Act, 1873 (c. 66), s. 25 (8), to appoint 
a receiver by way of equitable execution for the 
purpose of enforcing orders for the payment of 
money to the trustee in bkpcy. ; but such an order 
will not, as a general rule, be made on an 
ex p. application — Re GoupIE, Ez p. OFFICIAL 
RECEIVER, [1896] 2 Q. B. 481; 65 L. J. Q. B. 671; 
75 L. T. 277; 45 W. R. 80; sub nom. Re Goupiz, 
ef p. OFFIcI4L RECEIVER v. STRAND, 3 Mans. 

Jurisdiction in lunacy.|—See Lunatics, Vol. 
XXXIII., p. 169, No. 551, 


C. County Courts. 


See, generally, Counry Courts, Vol. XIII., 
p. 518, Nos. 657-660. 


D. Other Courts. 
43. Mayor’s Court.]—-NoTHARD v. PROCTOR, 
No. 24, ante. 
44. Lancaster Palatine Court.]—- Re CoNNOLLY 
BROTHERS, Lrp., Woop v, CONNOLLY BROTHERS, 
Lrp., No. 113, post. 





SECT. 2.—APPLICATION FOR APPOINTMENT, 
SUB-8ECT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 


See R. 8. C., Ord. 50, r. 6. 

45. Necessity for appearance of persons in- 
terested in property.|—Where property is vested in 
trustees for the benefit of A., on a bill filed for the 
purpose of establishing securities given by A., the 
ct. will not direct any accounts against him in his 
absence, nor appoint a receiver.—BROWN v. 
BLountT (1830), 2 Russ. & M. 83; 9 L. J. O. 8. Ch. 
74; 39 KE. R. 326. 

Annotations :—-Apld. Shaw v. Shore (1835), 5 L. J. Ch. 79. 
Distd. Holmes v. Bell (1840), 2 Beav. 298. Consd. 
Kirwan v. Daniel (1849), 7 Hare, 347; Minter v. Kent, 
Buasex & General Land Soc. (1895), 72 L. T. 186. Ref. 
Lyde v. Hale (1835), 4 L. J. Ch. 180; M‘Calmont », 
Bowyer Woseid  kaight “dass W Beat aa) 
Mentd. Malcolm v. Scott (1848), 3 Bare ay ee 
46. ——— Mortgagee.} A receiver cannot be 

appointed without mtgee. being before the ct., if 

a mtge. appears upon the face of pleadings.— 

rea v. WILLIAMS (1806), Coop. G. 31; 35 H.R. 
47. —— Persons out of the jurisdiction.] — 

The grantor of an meeps Matra by an equitable 

charge on certain lands which are subject to a prior 
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ch » goes to reside abroad; but, by his agent, 

continues in the receipt of the rents & profits: 

the ct., on the application of the annuitant, will 
appoint a receiver, though the grantor has not 

appeared to the suit.—TANFIELD v. IRVINE (18286), 

2 Russ. 149; 88 BR. R. 292. 

Annotations :—Expld. Shaw v. Shore (1835), 5 L. J. Ch. 
79. Refd. Lyde v. Hale (1835), 4 L. J. Ch. 180; Meaden 
v. nonley ieee), 6 Hare, 620. Mentd. Caddick v. Cook 
(1863), 1 New Hep. 463. 


48. -.|}—In a suit for the specific 
performance of a contract for the sale of an estate 
in the West Indies, against a purchaser who 
resided there, & had got into possession without 
paying the purchase-money, & to which the 
consignees of the estate were also defts., an 
application for a receiver of the proceeds of the 
consignments was refused, the principal deft., the 
purchaser, having never been served with a 
subpcena.—STRATTON v. DAVIDSON (1830), 1 
Russ. & M. 484; 39 EB. R. 186, L. C. 


Annotations ‘Apia. Shaw v. Shore (1835), 5 L. J. Ch. 79. 
Refd. Lyde v. Hale (1835), 4 L. J. Ch. 180. 


49. -|—The ct. will not appoint a 
receiver, in a cause, where the persons representing 
the estate are out of the jurisdiction, & have not 
appeared in the suit. ; 

annuity was granted out of property in 
Calcutta ; the grantors became insolvent in India, 
& were afterwards made bkpts. in England. The 
assignees of insolvency in India received the rents, 
& sold the estate, but did not pay the annuity. 
The annuitant filed a bill against the assignees of 
bkpcy. in England, the assignees in India, & the 
purchaser, to obtain payment of the arrears. The 
assignees in India & the purchaser were out of 
the jurisdiction, & did not appear. The ct., under 
these circumstances, refused an application for an 
injunction & receiver.—SHAW v. SHORE (1835), 5 
L. J. Ch. 79. 

50. .|— Receiver granted against a 
deft. who was out of the jurisdiction.—GIBBINS 
v. MAINWARING (18387), 9 Sim. 77; 59 I. R. 287. 

; Absconding defendant.] — Order 
for a receiver made before appearance against a 
deft., who had absconded to avoid service.— 
DOWLING v. Hupson (1851), 14 Beav. 423; 51 
I. R. 349. 
Anon :—Distd. Caillard v. Caillard (1858), 25 Beav. 

512. 


52. .}— An order having been 
made to take the bill pro confesso against an 
absconding deft., & a decree made, the ct. refused 
to dispense with service of the decree before the 
expiration of the three years which deft. has 
allowed him to show cause against it. Semble: 
the appointment of a receiver may, in such & case, 
be proceeded with without service of the decree.— 
JAMES v. RIcE (1854), 5 De G. M. & G. 461; 24 
L. T. 0.8.57; 2W.R. 6583; 43 H.R. 949. 
Annotations :—Mentd. Fussell v. Daniel (1854), 10 Exch. 

581; Hughes v. Lumley (1854), 4 KM. & B. 274; Bond v, 

Bell (1857), 4 Drew. 157. 

53. .J—Service of the writ in an 
action to recover possession of leasehold houses 
against an absconding deft., who had given the 
tenants notice to pay their rents to him, directed 
to be effected by leaving a copy of the writ at each 
of the houses, & by advertising in the London 
Gazette & the Times. In such a case the ordinary 
eight days’ time will run from service of the copy 
of the writ & issue of the advertisements. _ 

You may also take an order for a receiver 












































dariadict on to entertain an applica- PowxL. v. SASKATCHEWAN LaND Co. a local master has jurisdiction to 

m to continue the eppomntment of (1914), 30 W. L. R. 201; 7 W. W.R. appoint a receiver.—Wa4RL ¥, NUGENT 
@ receiver made with consent of 686.—OAN. ea] 1D. L. R. 157; [1924] t 
deft. by the master in chambers.— h. Local master.j}—In Saskatchewan We W. RAR, 49; 18 Sask. L. R. 1.—CAN. 


Part IJ.—APPOINTMENT BY CouRT. 


(HALL, V.C.).—-CRANE v. JULLION (1876), 2 Ch. D. 
220; 24 W. R. 691; 2 Char. Pr. Cas. 209. 


Annotation :—Refd. Wolverhampton & Staffordshire Bank- 


ing Co. v. Bond (1881), 43 L. T. 721 

54. .|—Pltf., who resided in Ireland, & 
deft. entered into a partnership contract executed 
in London, deft. being described as a civil engineer 
of Victoria Street, Westminster, for the construc- 
tion of a railway in Ireland. Deft. & his family 
went to reside in Ireland, he having to superintend 
the works in progress. The contract provided 
that the business should be carried on in Victoria 
Street & Ireland, & that the books should be kept 
at Victoria Street. After a very short time this 
clause was abandoned & the business & the 
books were carried on & keptin Ireland. Disputes 
having arisen, pltf., while residing for a short time 
in England, obtained leave from the Chief Clerk, 
upon an ex p. application in chambers, to issue & 
serve out of the jurisdiction a writ in an action for 
the taking of the accounts & for the appointment 
of a receiver & manager :—Held: under R.S. C., 
1875, Ord. 11, rr. 1, 14, the application of pltfé. 
was improper, & the writ must be discharged with 
costs.—TOTTENUAM v. BARRY (1879), 12 Ch. D. 
797; 48 L. J. Ch. 641; 28 W. R. 180. 

55. ——— ——— Foreigner—Service of summons 
abroad.|—Pltf. having obtained judgment against 
deft., a foreigner resident out of the jurisdiction, 
& summons was issued by leave of a judge at 
chambers calling on deft. to show cause why a 
receiver should not be appointed. On an applica- 
tion for leave to serve this summons on deft. out 
of the jurisdiction :—Held: there was no juris- 
diction to grant such leave.—WELDON v. GOUNOD 
(1885), 15 Q. B. D. 622; 1 T. L. R. 631, C. A. 


Annotations :—Refd. Re Bowron, zx p. Brandon (1886), 
oe ae ie 2 Jte Busfield, Whaley v. Busfield (1886), 














56. —— Alien enemy.]— ELLIS & 
EVERARD, Lip. v. HOCHBERG (COUNT) (1914), 58 
Sol. Jo. 809. 

57. —— — .|—WILD (J.) & Co., Lrp. 


v. Krupps (F.) AKT. (1914), 58 Sol. Jo. 867. 

58. Whether notice of motion sufficient.|— 
HIULBERT v. HANSON (1848), 11 L. T. O. 8S. 197. 
Effect of non-appearance of mortgagor.]— 
Bre MortTGaGE, Vol. XXXV., p. 527, Nos. 2592- 

O97, 

59. Prior incumbrancer objecting—Must assert 
legal right—& take possession.|—(1) A receiver 
appointed of the profits of a rectory under 
ioe bande & an injunction granted against 
enforcing sequestrations. 

(2) The ct. will not allow a prior incumbrancer 
to object to the ct.’s appointing a receiver by any- 
thing short of a personal assertion of his legal right 
& a taking possession himself (LORD ELDON, O.).— 
SILVER v. NORWICH (BP.) (1816), 3 Swan. 112, n. ; 
36 H. R. 794, L. C. 

Annotations :—As to w) Consd. Rhodes v. Mostyn (1853), 
1 Eq. Rep. 212. Refd. White v. Peterborough (Bp.) 
(1818), 3 Swan. 109. 

60. Whether other claims may be joined.| — 
(1) The ct. will not treat a bill to restrain an acting 
partner from collecting or creating debts & appoint- 
ing a receiver, as if it were in nature of a bill to 
restrain waste, whatever they might do where 
such partner should have been shown to have 
been guilty of culpable conduct or to be insolvent. 
Nor will they permit pltf. in aid of such a motion, 
to use an affidavit made & filed after the coming 
in of deft.’s answer: though in a case analogous 








PART II, SECT. 2, SUB-SEOT. 2. 


kk. Creditor —— Judgment oreditor for 
collection of proceeds of promissory note 


— Where attachment would lie.) — 
MARSHALL v. ROGERS (Alta.), [1924] 
] D. L. R. 888.—CAN. 

]. Whether adult plaintiff.}--An adult 


1} 


with that of irreparable waste, such an affidavit 
made & filea before answer may be used. 

(2) An application for an injunction, & the 
appointment of a receiver should be made the 
subject of two successive motions.—LAWSON v. 
MoRGAN (1815), 1 Price, 303; 145 HE. R. 1410. 

61. ———.]|—Bill by infant pltfs. by next friend 
for administration of the trusts of a settlement, for 
appointment of a guardian & receiver, & for an 
account of the proceeds of sales of part of the 
property which had been effected by deft., who 
was not a trustee of the settlement, & had not 
otherwise interfered. There was no other deft. 
A demurrer for multifariousness was overruled.— 
THOMAS v. REES (1855), 1 Jur. N.S. 197; 3 W. R. 
281. 

62. Action for receiver—Not treated as action 
to restrain waste.|—LAWsON v. MorGan, No. 60, 
ante. 

63. ——— Must not attempt discovery of merits 
of pending litigation.|—A bill for a receiver, pend- 
ing a litigation as to probate, ought not to seek 
discovery in reference to the merits on that 
litigation.—Woop v. HitcHinaes (1841), 3 Beav. 
504; 10 L. J. Ch. 257; 49 E. R. 198. 

Annotation :—Refd. Horlock v. Patch (1845), 10 Jur. 108. 

64. Executors condemned in costs in probate 
proceedings —- Receiver pendente lite refused — 
Whether executors liable for further costs.}— 
GRIMSTON v. Timms, No. 18, ante. 

65. Indorsement of claim on writ—Appointment 
substantial object of action.|—-Pltf. should indorse 
his writ with a claim for an injunction or receiver 
when the obtaining of either is a substantial object 
of his action.—COLEBOURNE v. COLEBOURNE (1876), 
1 Ch. D. 690; 45 TL. J. Ch. 749; 24 W. BR. 235; 
2 Char. Pr. Cas. 197. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—By WHom MADE. 

See Metropolis Management Act, 1855 (c. 120), 
gs. 188; Public Health Act, 1875 (c. 55), s. 239 ; 
Railway Companies Act, 1867 (c. 127), 8.4; Local 
Loans Act, 1875 (c. 83), s. 12; Licensing (Con- 
solidation) Act, 1910 (c. 24); Supreme Court of 
Judicature (Consolidation) Act, 1925 (c. 49), ss. 45, 
56 (1) (a), 225; R.S. C., Ord. 50, r. 6. 

66. Defendant—Executor filing bill against co- 
executor.|—A motion by a deft. for a receiver 1s 
irregular, even in a case where one exor. filed a 
bill against his co-exor., insisting that a recelver 
was necessary.—ROBINSON v. HADLEY (1849), 11 
Beav. 614; 18 L. J. Ch. 428; 14 L. T. O.S. 288 ; 
50 EK. R. 954. 

67. ——- Application before decree.]|—SARGANT 
v. READ, No. 73, post. 

—— Ex parte application.]—See No. 108, post. 

68. Appellant—Where decision deprives him of 
interest.|—Woop v. Hrrcuines, No. 324, post. 

69. Creditor—Judgment creditor who has issued 
elegit..—A judgment creditor, who has issued an 
elegit, is entitled to file a bill & have a receiver 
appointed.— RHODES v. MosTyN (LORD) (1853), 1 
Eq. Rep. 212; 21 L. T. 0.8. 150; 22 L. T. 0.8. 
92; 17 Jur. 1007; 1 W. R. 866. 

Annotation :—Apld. Cadogan v. Lyric Theatre, [1894] 3 


Ch. 338 

70. Of unregistered loan soctety.] — A 
petition was presented by a creditor for winding 
up an unregistered loan anaent formed under 


Loan Societies Act, 1840 (c. 110), which at the 








ltf. debtor cannot obtain an order for 

he appointment of a receiver over his 
own estate,— PIERS v. LATOUCHE (1825), 
1 Hog. 310.—IR. 
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Sect. 2.—Application for appoiniment: Sudb-sects. 2, 
8,4 & oe for app 


date of the petition consisted of less than seven 
members :—Held: under Cos. Act, 1862 (c. 89), 
ss. 199, 200, an order for winding up could not be 
made; but, the society desiring to be wound up, 
the ct. directed the petition to stand over in order 
that an action for dissolution of partnership might 
be commenced. An action having been com- 
menced accordingly, the society was ordered to be 
dissolved, & at the request of creditors a person 
was appointed to act as receiver or liquidator.— 
Re BOLTON BENEFIT LOAN SOcIETY, CooP v. 
Boots (1879), 12 Ch. D. 679; 49 L. J. Ch. 39; 


28 W. R. 164. 
Annotation :—Refd. Re Bowling & Welby’s Contract, 


n — 

[1895] 1 Ch. 663. 

71. ——- Of deceased person’s estate.) — Re 
MALLALIEW, RADCLIFFE v. MALLALIEW (1891), 
91 L. T. Jo. 398. 

72. —— Assignee of judgment creditor — Ap- 
plication under Railway Companies Act, 1867 
(c. 127).1—Under above Act, s. 4, a person to whom 
a judgment against a railway co. has been assigned 
may, without joining his assignor, apply for the 
appointment of a receiver & manager of the 
co.’s undertaking.—Re FRESHWATER, YARMOUTH 
& NEWPORT Ry. Co. (1913), 29 T. L. R. 568; 57 
Sol. Jo. 593. 

78. Plaintiff & defendant — Single order — 
Carriage of order given to one par y.|—Under 
R. S. C., 1875, Ord. 52, r. 4, deft. in an action 
may, before judgment, apply for an injunction 
& a receiver. Deft. may do so notwithstanding 
that pltf. has already served notice of motion 
for the like purpose; & in such case one order 
will be made on the two motions, but the conduct 
of the proceedings will in general be given to pltf. 
—SARGANT v. READ (1876), 1 Ch. D. 600; 45 
I. J. Ch. 206 ; 2 Char. Pr. Cas. 81. 


Annotations :—Consd. Jte Lioyd, Allen v. Lloyd (1879), 
12 Ch. D. 447. Refd. Taylor v. Neate (1888), 39 Ch. D. 
538; Burt, Boulton & Hayward v. Bull, [1895] 1M a 

entd. 


276; Collison v. Warren, [1901] 1 Ch. 812. 

Carter v. Foy, [1894] 2 Ch. 541. 

74, —— -—.]—SHEPHARD v. BEANE, 
[1876] W. N. 61; 2 Char. Pr. Cas. 230. 

75. Plaintiff suing on behalf of class—Objection 
by one of class—Application to be made defendant.| 
—In an action commenced by a bondholder on 
behalf of himself & all other bondholders, pltf. 
obtained an order for a receiver One of the 
bondholders represented by pltf., being dis- 
satisfied with the order, applied for leave to 
appeal :—Held: the order having been made in 
favour of the class to which appct. belonged, & 
having been obtained by pltf., who represented 
him in the action, he could not appeal against 
it. Semble: the proper course for the dissentient 
shareholder to pursue was to apply to the ct. 
below to be made a deft. to the action.— WATSON 
v. CAVE (No. J) (1881), 17 Ch. D. 19; 44 L. T. 
40; 29 W. R. 433. 

Annotations :—Refd. McH v. ris . Dd. 
202. Mentd. May ». Newton (i887), 34 Ch D, yt as 
Mortgagee.|—See MortGaGE, Vol. XXXV., 

pp. 520-522, 525, 531, Nos. 2496-2518, 2555, 

2617-2620. 

Partner.|—See PARTNERSHIP, Vol. XXXVI., 
pp. 483, 484, Nos. 1460-1469. 





Sun-spect. 8.—WHEN MADE. 


See R. S. C., Ord. 50, r. 6. 
76. Before service of writ.|—PITcHER v. HELLIAR, 


No. 78, post. 
77. .|—Re H.’s Estate, H. v. H., No. 108, 


post. 

78. Pendente lite—Appointment apart from lis 
pendens.]—A receiver of an infant’s estate ordered 
upon filing the bill, & before a subpoena to appear 
had been served.—PrrcHeR v. HELLIAR (1781), 
2 Dick. 580; 21 E. R. 396, L. C. 
aie :—Refd. Coward v. Chadwick (1826), 2 Tuss. 

79. .|—A receiver of the rents of 
real estates descended on an infant appointed on 
petition, without suit.—Re LEEMING, He GAS- 
COYNE (1851), 20 L. J. Ch. 550; 17 L. T. O. S. 


231; 18 L. T. O.S. 3. 
Aeon :—Folld. Ze Reynolds (1852), 19 L. T. O. S. 


80. .]— Receiver of the rents of 
real estates appointed on petition. Re REYNOLDS 
(1852), 19 L. T. O. S. 311. 

81. -——.] — Re 
Brooks, No. 82, ante. 
Appointment of new trustees.]—Re- 
ceiver appointed upon motion in a suit for the 
appointment of new trustees, reasons being 
assigned for the delay in bringing the cause to a 
eee v. BarRTLEY (1845), 9 Jur. 

24. 

83. Originating summons.] — Sembic: on 
an originating summons for foreclosure, the ct. 
has jurisdiction to appoint a receiver.—GEE v. 
BELL (1887), 35 Ch. D. 160; 56 1. J. Ch. 718; 
56 L. T. 305; 85 W. R. 805. 


Annotations :—Mentd. Kingdon v. Kirk (1887), 37 Ch. D. 
141; Jamaica Ry. v. Colonial Bank, (1905] 1 Ch. 677. 


84, —— J—SMEED, DEANE & Co., LTD. 
v. CUMBERLAND (1887), 31 Sol. Jo. 659. 

‘ For administration.]——In an 
administration action commenced by originating 
summons, a receiver may, in a proper case, be 
appointed immediately after the service of the 
summons, & before any order for administration 
has been made.—te FRANCKE, DRAKE v. FRANCKE 
(1888), 57 L. J. Ch. 4873; 58 I. T. 305. 

86. Petition — As to appointment of 
executor—No action as to validity of will.}—The 
ct. has no jurisdiction to appoint a receiver of the 
real estate of deceased when the only litigation 
is by petition in reference to the individual ap- 
pointed exor., & there is no suit pending touching 
the validity of the will.— GRANT v. GRANT (1869), 
LR1P. & D. 654; 3881. J.P. & M. 55; 20 
L. T. 684; 33 J. P. 678. 

87, ——. In lunacy — Before service of 
petition.|— te PounTaAIN, No. 111, post. 

88. Caveat proceedings.}] — SALTER v. 


SALTER, No. 36, ante. 
89. Before appearance.!—CAILLARD v. CAILLARD, 


No. 104, post. 

90. Before defence.|— Duckworth v. TRAFFORD 
(1810), 18 Ves. 283; 34 EB. R. 324, L. C. 

91. ——.]—WoopyaTT v. GRESLEY, No. 449, 
post. 
92. During amendment of pleadings.) — After 
answer the bill was amended & a plea was put in 
to the amended bill:—Held: the original bill 
having been answered, the pendency of the plea 
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defence :—Held: an order for the 
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m. Pendente lite.}—The order for 
appointment of a receiver can only be 
made where a suit has been instituted. 


—Hxr p. PEILLON (1858), 2 Thom. 405. 
—CAN. Cer ee 
n, -—— Foreclosure action.}—CRoWwk 


v. HALLIDAY (1788), 2 Ridg. ‘1, : 
58.—IR. ( ne. kau, Hep 


92 i. During amendment of pleadings.) 
—Where an agreement was entered 
into under which deft.’s solr. was per- 
mitted to withdraw the defence pleaded 
by him & to prepare & deliver a new 


appointment of a receiver, made while 
the first defence was on the record, 
& which had not been abandoned, & 
of which neither deft., nor his soir., 
had notice, was irregularly made & 
must be set aside with costs.—Boak v. 
HIaGIns (1900), 32 N.S. R, 494.—CAN. 


Part II.—APppointMENT By Court. 


to the amended bill did not prevent the hearing 
of a motion for a receiver.—THOMPSON v. SELBY 
(1841), 12 Sim. 100; 59 BH. R. 1069. 

98. After decree.|——A receiver appointed after 
decree upon motion, in an urgent case.—THOMAS 
v. DAVIES eeu 11 Beav. 29; 50 E. R. 727. 
Annotation :—Distd. Fallows v. Dillon (1852), 1 W. RB. 101. 

94, Partition action—Pending appeal.]— 
WRIGHT v. VERNON, No. 426, post. 

95. Administration summons—Order made 
in proper case.|—BROOKER v. BROOKER, No. 345, 
post. 











Equitable execution.|—Sce TExEcurion, 
Vol. XXI., pp. 664 et sey. 

96. At trial of action.|—(1) Undcr Jud. Act, 
1873 (c. 66), 5. 25 (8), the ct. has a discretion as 
to the appointment of a recciver. 

(2) A receiver may be appointed at the instance 
of a legal intgee., but he has no absolute right to 
a receiver. 

(3) The power given by Jud. Act, 1873 (c. 66), 
s. 25 (8), can be exercised at the trial of an action 
as well as upon an interlocutory application. 

(4) I will, the mtgors. not objecting, appoint 
[the mtgee.] himself receiver, without salary & 
without security (Nortu, J.).—Jte PRYTHERCH, 
PRYTHERCH v. WILLIAMS (1889), 42 Ch. D. 590; 
59 L. J. Ch. 79; 61 L. T. 799; 38 W. R. 61. 
Annotation :—Gencrally, Mentd. Anchor Trust Co. v. Bell, 

[1926] Ch. 805. 

97. On interlocutory application./—Re Pry- 
THERCH, PRYTHERCH v. WILLIAMS, No. 96, ane. 

Mortgage proceedings.|—Sec Morra@aar, Vol. 
XXXV., p. 527, Nos. 2588-2591. 


SUB-SECT. 4.—How Mabr. 

Sce R. 8. C., Ord. 50, r. 63 Ord. 54, 1. 12 (c¢). 

98. In open court—Appointment in place of 
receiver already in possession.|—Application for 
the appointment of a receiver in the first instance 
must be made to the ct., but if a fresh receiver is 
sought in the place of one already appointed, that 
may be done in chambers.—GROTE v. BING (1852), 
20 L. T. O. S. 124; 1 W. R. 80. 

99. In chambers—Appointment due to vacancy 
occasioned by death of owner.|—GROTE v. BING, 
No. 98, ante. 

100. Appointment by consent.] — Applica- 
tion for appointment of receiver by consent should 
be by summons at chambers.—BLACKBURKOW v. 
RAVENHILL (1852), 22 L. J. Ch. 108; 20 L. T. 
O.S. 88; 16 Jur. 1085; 1W.R. 51. 

101. ——— Protection of property — Defaulting 
trustees.|—--Where in an administration suit, begun 
by bill, an order had been in force for some years, 
under which trustees were directed to continue 





93 i. After decree.J—A receiver will 
not be appointed in this ct. after a 
final decree.—BARKER v. ROE (1842), 
Long. & T. 655.—IR. 

Oo. By new action.)-—A pltf. who 
has obtained a judgment declaring 
him entitled to certain royalties there- r. 
after to accrue must bring a new action 
for a receiver & an account, & may 
not have such relief upon a motion in 
the first action.—HOFFMAN v. MOCLOY 











(1917), 38 O. L. R. 446; 33 D. L. R. 
526.—CAN. 

Pp. Decree for account in 
foreclosure action.]—The ct. refused a 


receiver in a foreclosure suit after a 
decree to account & a report finding 


a. Where other remedy available — 
Power to garnish.}—An order for a 
receiver should not be made in respect 
of a fund which may be reache 
garnishing proccoss.—MILLAR v. 
SON (1900), 19 P. R. 294.—CAN. 


Remedy ineffective.}—When 
the circumstances are such as_ to 
justify the granting of an injunction 
against the disposition of goods, & 
it appears that an injunction is likely 
to be ineffective, the ct. may go the 
further step of appointing a receiver 
to take actual possession of the guods. a 
—Kay v. Ratz (Alta.), 
W. W. R. 885; 44 D. L. R, 145.—CAN. 
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to receive testator’s income, but were ordered to 
pay the annuities given by his will, to pass their 
accounts & pay their balances into ct., the appoint- 
ment subsequently of a receiver was held to be 
not a matter affecting the right to property, but 
only one connected with the management of 
property within Court of Chancery Act, 1852 
(c. 80), & there was, consequently, jurisdiction to 
make the appointment in chambers in the first 
instance.—BooTH v. COLTON (1868), 18 L. T. 
384; 16 W. R. 683, L. JJ. 

Appointment by way of equitable execution.|— 
See EXECUTION, Vol. XXI., pp. 670, 671, Nos. 
2499-2511. 

Receiver in mortgage suits.]—Sce 
Vol. XXXV., pp. 527, 566, Nos. 
2985-2989. 


MORTGAGE, 
2588-2591, 


SUB-SECT. 5.—IEX PARTE APPLICATION. 

See 2. S. C., Ord. 50, 1. 6. 

102. Whether granted—-Before service of writ.] 
—PITCHER v. HELUIAR, No. 78, ante. 

103. -|— Where bkpcy. & conse- 
quent loss to a trust estate is expected, a receiver 
may be appointed before the service of the writ 
in an action.—Re H.’s Estate, H. v. H. (1875), 
1 Ch. D. 276; 45 L. J. Ch. 749; 24 W. RR. 317; 
2 Char. Pr. Cas. 80. 

104. Before appearance.|— Lx p. motion, 
before appearance, for a receiver refused.—CAIL- 
LARD v. CAILLARD (1858), 25 Beav. 512; 53 E. R. 
733. 

105. —-— Pending grant of administration.|— 
The ct., on an ex p. application, appointed a 
manager & receiver to carry on the business of an 
intestate pending proceedings in the Ct. of Probate 
for a grant of letters of administration.—BLACKETT 
v. BLACKETT (1871), 24 L. T. 276; 19 W. R. 559. 
Annotation :—Refd. Re Baker, Giddings v. Baker (1882), 

26 Sol. Jo. 682. 

106. Protection of property.] — Appoint- 
ment of receiver where house falling into disrepair 
pending action of cjectment by landlord of house 
against tenant refused.—HABERSHON v. GILL 
(1875), Bitt. Prac. Cas. 45; 1 Char. Cham. Cas. 
14 














Annotation :—Expld. Pease v. Fletcier (1875), 1 Ch. D. 273. 

107. Action for specific performance.|— 
TAYLOR v. ECKERSLEY, No. 280, post. 

108. Application by defendant.|—HIck v. 
Lockwoop, [1883] W. N. 48. 

109. In special case.] — A receiver ought 
not to be granted ex p. except in cases of extreme 
emergency (LINDLEY, L.J.).—PIPERNO v. HARM- 
sToNn (1886), 3 T. L. R. 219; sub nom. PEPERNO 
v. HARMISTON, 31 Sol. Jo. 154, C. A. 

110. ———,|—WALBROOK & Co. v. JONES 
& Lewis (1887), 3 T. L. R. 609, C. A. 














may be appointed ex p. in case of 
emergency or where there is danger 
apprehended in the disposal of pro- 
aa Coren v. Ross (1896), 17 
> 


by 
. 237.—-CAN, 


THOMP- 





ft; Extreme urgency.J—Save in 
cases of extreme urgency, a receiver 
should not be appointed upon an ex p. 
application.—CHAPMAN ¥. ROSE-SNIDER 
Kur Co., Rosk v. ROSE-SNIDER FUR 
Co. (1922),69 D.L. R 639; 510. L. R. 
603.—CAN, 


; For management of busi- 
ness.J—A receiver ought not to be 
appointed ec p., especially for the 
purpose of taking possession of & 





[1918} 3 


but , managing wu going business, except 
sane ne" rod peat bearer og eee PART II. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 5 Taidue SEtiio inary circumstances.—— 
HACKETT v. SNOW (1847), 10 I. Kg. Rt. 106 i. TV hether grunted—Protection of | TRUSTS & GUARANTEE Co. v. DRUM- 
220.—IR. property.;—After judgment a receiver HELLER POWER Co. (Alta.), [1924 
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Sect. 2.—Application for appointment: Sub-sects. 5, 
6,7&8. Sect. 3.] seed 


111. —— Interim receiver of alleged 
lunatic’s estate.|—In a proper case ct. will pending 
an application for an inquisition appoint an 
i m receiver of the estate of the supposed 
lunatic & if the case is urgent will do so upon an 
ex p. application. Re PoUNTAIN (1888), 37 
Ch. D. 609; 57 L. J. Ch. 465; 59 L. T. 76, C. A. 
Annotations :—Retd 


Re Plenderleith, [1893] 3 Ch. 332; 
Re Clarke, [1898] 1 Ch. 336. 


112. .} — Re Patrick, ‘Bitts v. Tat- 
HAM (1888), 32 Sol. Jo. 798. 

11 -|/—(1) Where a _ debenture- 
holder in a co. carrying on business in the County 
Palatine of Lancaster, the debentures creating a 
first charge on all the co.’s assets, & stipulating 
that the co. should not create any subsequent 
charge in priority thereto, commenced a repre- 
sentative action in the Ch. Div. of the High Ct. 
to enforce the debentures & gave notice of motion 
for the appointment of a receiver, &, before the 
motion came on for hearing, the owner of an 
equitable charge granted by the co. after the 
issue of the debentures on land acquired by it in 
Manchester commenced an action in the Lancaster 
Palatine Ct. with full knowledge of the High Ct. 
action, to enforce his security & obtained ex p. 
the appointment of a receiver, who was subse- 
quently continued on notice, notwithstanding 
that in the meantime, to the know‘edge of the 
Palatine Ct.,a different person had been appointed 
receiver in the High Ct. action. Upon a motion 
in the Ch. Div. by pltf. in the High Ct. action for 
an injunction to restrain pltf. in the Palatine 
action, who had since been added as deft. to the 
High Ct. action, from further proceeding with 
the Palatine action :—Held: the ct. had juris- 
diction to grant the injunction & that jurisdiction 
ought to be exercised on the ground that the 
Palatine action was vexatious. 

(2) eee under extraordinary circumstances 
the ct. ought not to appoint a receiver ex p. 

(3) I understand the receiver appointed by the 
Vice-Chancellor is in actual possession &, as he 
is an Officer of the Palatine Ct., I think the proper 
course would be to apply in that action for his 
ee (PARKER, J.).— Re CONNOLLY BROTHERS, 
Lrp., Woop v. CONNOLLY BROTHERS, L®ID., 
[191]] 1 Ch. 731; 80 L. J. Ch. 409; sub nom. 
Re CONOLLY BrotTuErs, Lrp., Woop v. CONOLLY 
BROTHERS, Lrv., 104 L. T. 698, C. A. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Refd. Guaranty Trust Co. of New 


York v. Hannay, (1915] 2 K. B. 586; C lk 
{1919} 1 K. B. 410. - ohen v. Rothficld 


114, ——- Leave to serve notice of motion with 
originating summons—Action for foreclosure.|— 
SMEED, DEANE & Co., Lrp. v. CUMBERLAND 
(1887), 31 Sol. Jo. 659. 

115. Alimony in arrear — Bill of sale on 
husband’s furniture.|—Where money was due to 
the wife for arrears of alimony & taxed costs, & 
her husband had a bill of sale on his furniture, 
the ct., on an ex p. application, appointed a 
receiver of the amount said to be standing in the 
husband’s name at his bank over the next motion 
day, & limited to the amount stated in the affi- 




















2D. L. R. 208; [1924] 1 W. W. RR. of receiver.}—The 


1029.—CAN 


reference for the appointment of a 


RECEIVERS. 


davits.—ANGLIss v. ANGLIss (1893), 69 L. T. 
462; 1R. 682. 

116. ——— Previous inquiry as to intervention of 
Board of Trade—Receivership of company.|— 
Before an ex p. application is made by counsel 
for the appointment of a receiver of a co. he must 
inquire whether the Board of Trade have inter- 
vened, under their emergency powers, to appoint 
an inspector or other officer to supervise & control 
the business of the co.—Re DENTON (WILLIAM), 
Lrp., SMITH v. THE Oo. (1916), 33 T. L. R. 88; 
61 Sol. Jo. 131. 

Concurrent application for interim injJunction— 
Equitable execution.]—See EXECUTION, Vol. XXI., 
p. 672, No. 2514. 


SuUB-SECT. 6.—EVIDENCE IN SUPPORT. 


117. Affidavit—Made & filed after defendant’s 
defence—Whether available to plaintiff.|—Law- 
SON v. MORGAN, No. 60, ante. 

; What allegations must be answered— 
Allegations not contained in statement of claim.|— 
DAWSON v. YATES, No. 153, post. 

119. Misleading affidavit — Misdescription 
of deponent—Effect of.|—(1) In a debenture- 
holders action by pltfs. S. had been by order of 
Nov. 24, 1916, appointed receiver & manager of 
the property & assets of defts. In an affidavit 
of W., described as a ‘‘ directur of public com- 
panies,’”’ he stated that for five years past he had 
known S., of No. 1, R. street, A., ‘‘ accountant,”’ 
the proposed receiver & manager, that the ac- 
countant had carried on business as such for 
upwards of five years at No. 1, R strect & else- 
where in the City of London, & that S. was a 
person of respectability & a fit & proper person 
to be appointed recciver & manager of defts.’ 
property & assets. 8. was, according to the 
evidence, secretary to a political league, & had 
an office at No. 1, R street for two months past. 
& there was no evidence that he had carried on 
business as an accountant. On motion to dis- 
charge S. from the receivership :—Held: the 
appointment had been procured by means of a 
misleading affidavit, & the receiver must be 
discharged. 

(2) ‘ Director of public companies ’”’ or ‘‘ mer- 
chant ’’ is not a proper description of a dcponent 
in an affidavit, & does not conform to the require- 
mente of R. S. C., Ord. 38, r. 8.— Re CHurcn 
Press, Lrp., Vicror14 House PRINTING Co., 
Lrp. v. CHURCH PREss, Lrp. (1917), 116 L. T. 
247. 








SuB-sEcT. 7.—EFFECT OF DEATH OF PARTY. 
120. Order for receiver made.]— LeDGARD v, 


HovaeEs (1844), cited in 12 Ch. D. at p. 204. 
sh a . Re Parker, Cash v. Parker (1879), 12 


121. —— Plaintiff to secure appointment of 
administrator de bonis non.]—In a creditor’s 
action for administration against an extrix. a 
decree had been made & a summons taken out for 


should be by motions ex p., & not on 
notice, except in pension cases.— 
FLANNERY ¥. RYAN, ({1919] 2 I. R. 3388, 


application for a 


b. —— Deft. abaconding to avoid new receiver in the room of one who 
service.}—A receiver appointed on died, may be by a motion ex ».— -——IR. 
of Oat. who eran nded BPs avald ae 499 a eee e, Concurrent application intert 
7) ) avo . « LQ. ~—~IlM. ’ or % m 
being served with a subpoena to 4 injunction.}—NEWHOUSE v. NORTHERN 


answer.—MaGuIRE v. ALLEN (180 
1 Ball & B, 75.—iR. cee) 


appointment on death 


piisation f eter Stat : for a 
or appointment of a 
receiver by way of equitable execution 240.—OAN 


LIGHT, POWER & CoaLCo., LTp. (Y. T.) 
nee), 26 W. L. R. 632; 15 DL. RR, 


Part I].—APPOINTMENT BY COURT. 


a receiver; but pending the summons the sole 
deft. died. The ct., on the application of pltf., 
appointed an interim receiver, whose powers were 
to extend for ten days after the appointment of 
an administrator de bonis non, pltf. undertaking 
to use all possible speed in obtaining the appoint- 


ment of such administrator & to accept short. 


notice of motion to discharge the receiver.—Re 
PARKER, CASH v. PARKER (1879), 12 Ch. D. 293; 
48 L. J. Ch. 691; 40 L. T. 878; 27 W. BR. 835. 

Amnotattons :—Distd. Re Shephard, Atkins v. Shephard 


rt » 43 Ch. D. 131. Folld. Re Clark, Clark v. Clark 
1910), 55 Sol. Jo. 64. 


122. Protection of property pending con- 
stitution of rh iaeapeahir pelts On the death of a 
sole deft. after a motion has been launched for 
a@ receiver in respect of property alleged to be in 
his hands as trustee, the ct. has jurisdiction, in 
spite of the abatement of the action caused by 
his death, to appoint a receiver to protect the 
property pending the constitution of a repre- 
sentative of deceased.—Re CLARK, CLARK wv. 
CLARK (1910), 55 Sol. Jo. 64. 








SUB-SECT. 8.—EFFECT OF ACQUIESCENCE OR 
DELAY. 

128. Acquiescence.|—Motion for a receiver on 
@ mining concern refused upon a claim of partner- 
ship in the equitable interest, not raised, until the 
concern at a great expense became prosperous, 
& denied by the answer.—NORWAY v. ROWE 
(1812), 19 Ves. 144; 34 HE. R. 472, L. C. 
Annotations :—Refd. Rock v. Mathews (1848), 2 De G. & 


Sm, 227; Sheppard v. Oxenford (1855), 1 K. & J. 491; 
‘Talbot v. Hope-Scott (1858), 4 K. & J. 96. Mentd. 
Hodgson v. Dean (1825), 2 Sim. & St. 221; Deere v. 


Guest (1836), 1 My. & Cr. 516; Boddington v. Woodley 
1838), 8 Sim. 167 ; Bowser v. Colby (1841), 1 Hare, 109 ; 

anser v. Jenner (1843), 2 Hare, 600; Prendergast v. 
Turton (1843), 13 L. J. Ch. 268; Tatam v. Willianis 
1844), 3 Hare, 347; Galbreath v. Armour (1845), 4 Bell, 
c. App. 374; Haigh v. Jaggar (1845), 2 Coll. 231; Boyd 
vw. Boyd (1848), 11 L. T. O. S. 325; Albert (Prince) v. 
Strange (1849), 1 Mac. & G. 25; Cowell v. Watts (1850), 
2H. & Tw. 224; Re German Mining Co. (1854), 2 Eq. 
Jtep. 983; Hart v. Clarke (1854), 19 Beav. 349; Myers 
v. United Guarantee, etc. Co., United Guaranteo, etc. 
Co. v. Cleland (1855), 7 De G. M. & G. 112; Holmes v. 
Powell (1856), 8 De G. M. & G. 572; Clarke & Chapman v. 
Hart (1858), 6 H. I. Cas. 633; Clements v. Hal] (1858), 
27 L. J. Ch. 3489 ; Whalley v. Whalley (1860), 2 De G. F. 
& J. 310; Hunter v. Stewart (1861), 4 De G. F. & J. 
168; Erlanger v. New Sombrero Phosphate Co. (1878), 
3 App. Cas. 1218; Rule v. Jewell (1881), 18 Ch. D. 660; 
Palmer v. Moore, [1900] A. C. 293. 


124. .}— The comrs. of a canal make an 
agreement for letting the tolls, not warranted by 
the Act under which they derive their authority, 
& prejudicial to an interest expressly reserved by 
the Act to the public ; this agreement is acquiesced 
in for forty-seven years, without complaint on 
the part of any of the shareholders, &, during that 
period, the lessee remains in undisturbed posses- 
sion of the tolls: the ct. will not, at the suit of 
shareholders, disturb his possession by the appoint- 
ment of a receiver.—GRAY v. CHAPLIN (1826), 2 
Russ. 126; 38 8. R. 283, L. C. 

Annotation :—Refd. Bedford v. Ellis, [1901] A. C. 1. 

125, ———.]—Where property has been adminis- 
tered & applied without complaint according to 
a uniform course of management for a long series 
of years, the ct. will not, by an interlocutory order, 





PART II, SECT, 2, SUB-SECT. 8, 9 might, 
tf. in an adminis- 
ined an order for 
It was not made 


absolute or ac mn until 1834. 

Abe gt. directed thatifit should appear early as he ht have 
t It was by pitf.’s default that the v. Drew (1844) 

receiver was not appointed, & if he Jo. & Lat. 446. 


through such appointment, 
have kept down the interest on his 
own demand, he should not now be 
entitled to so much of the interest on 
his debt as would have been Pe by 
the receiver, had he been appo 


t ha 
7 I. E e R, $49; 1 
iz : qa 
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disturb the possession upon pao round that such 
application ig a breach of trust, unless it is perfectly 
clear that the party in whom the property is 
vested is a mere naked trustee, & has not, even 
to a limited extent, any of the rights or interests 
of an owner. 

A motion for the appointment of a receiver of 
the estates vested in the Irish Society, at the 
instance of one of the London cos. claiming a 
beneficial interest in the income of the estates, 
was therefore refused.—SKINNERS’ Co. v. IRISH 
SoclETY (1836), 1 My. & Cr. 162; 40 BE. R. 338. 

126. ——.]—CHAYTOR v. MACLEAN (1848), 11 
L. T, GO. S. 2. 

127. Delay.] —-KIRWAN  v. (1836), 
Donnelly, 71; 47 E. R. 238. 

128. ——.] —There would be a great deal of 
difficulty in this case in appointing a receiver 
because pltf. has allowed defts. materially to 
alter their position (MALINS, V.-C.).—THOMSON v. 
ANDERSON (1870), L. R. 9 Hq. 523; 39 L. J. Ch. 
468; 22 L. T. 570; 34 J. P. 500; 18 W. R. 445. 


Annotations :—Mentd. Fraser v. Ehrensperger (1883), 129 
Q. B.D. 310; He Mitchell & Izard & Governor of Ceylon 
(1888), 21 Q. B. D. 408. 


KIRWAN 


Sect. 3.—RECEIVER NOT CLAIMED BY WRIT. 

See R. S. C., Ord. 50, r. 6. 

129. Whether order made.]—OsBORNE v. HarR- 
vEY, No, 454, post. 

130. .}— Receiver appointed on motion 
after decree, though not prayed for by the bill. 
—BOWMAN v. BELy (1844), 14 Sim. 392; 14 L., J. 
Ch. 119; 60 E. R. 409. 
ancien :—Distd. Fallows v. Dillon (1852), 1 W. I. 





131. ——.|—-BICKFORD v. CHALKER (1850), 14 
Jur. 997. 
132. -.|]—CHALK v. SANDERS (1850), 15 


L. T. O. S. 296; 14 Jur. 847. 

133. .}— Motion by pltf. in a creditor’s 
suit after decree, but before report, for the appoint« 
ment of a receiver, the bill not praying for a 
receiver, refused with costs.-—FALLOWS v. DILLON 
(LorD) (1852), 1 W. R. 101. 

134. No fresh action necessary.] — Held: 
so long as the final judgment in an action remains 
unsatisfied, the action is a ‘‘ cause or matter pend- 
ing”? within Jud. Act, 1873 (c. 66), 8. 24 (7), & 
consequently, in an action by creditor against 
debtor in which pltf. has obtained final judgment 
the ct. has power, under that sub-sect. in order 
to satisfy the judgment, to grant equitable execu- 
tion against deft. by appointing o receiver upon 
motion in that action, although the writ may not 
have been indorsed with a claim for a receiver ; 
it being unnecessary in such a case to bring another 
action for the purpose. 

A receiver was sometimes appointed by the 
Ct. of Ch., & I suppose may still be appointed by 
the Ch. Div., not to act till some other receiver 
who had been Epos in some other proceeding 
was discharged (JESSEL, M.R.).—SALT v. COOPER 
(1880), 16 Ch. D. 544; 50 L. J. Ch. 529; 43 
L. T. 682; 29 W. R. 558, C. A. 

Annotations :-—Distd. Wills v. Luff (1888), 38 Ch. D. 197. 


Consd. Holmes v. Millage, [1893] 1 Q. B. 551. Expld. 
Re Hearn, De Bertodano v. yee) Lgt), 108 Il. T. ac 








PART IJ. SECT. 3. 


129i. Whether order madejJ —A 
rayer for a receiver is not necessary 
o get. a receiver appointed, if the facts 

sta authorise t appointinent of 
one.—. LM ©. MONTGOMERY (1824), 
2 Mol. 500.—IR. 


nted as 
pbeen.—NEWBY 
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Sect. 3.—Receiver not claimed by writ. 
Sub-sect. 1, A. & B. (a), (b) & (c).] 
Consd. Ideal Films v. Richards, [1927] 1 K. B. 374. Refd. 
ott v. Western (1884), 12 Q. B. D. 287; Walmsley 
. Goodenough (1884), 50 L. 1. 317; Re 
Whiteley, Whiteley v. Learoyd (1887), 56 L. T. 846; 
Brereton v. Edwards (1888), 21 Q. B. DD. 226; Harris v. 
Beauchamp, [1894] 1 Q. B. 801. Mentd. Ponnamma 
v. Arumogam, [1905] A. C. 383. 


Sect. 4 


vw. Mundy, Ex 


Secr. 4.—CHOICE!OF PERSON TO BE APPOINTED. 
SuB-SECT. 1.—PROPER PERSONS. 
A. In General. 

See R. S, C., Ord. 50, r. 6. 

185. Practising barrister.|—The master’s judg- 
ment is conclusive in appointing a roceiver, unless 
some substantial objection is shown. It is no 
objection to a receiver, that he is a practising 
barrister: but the solr. in the cause cannot be 
receiver.—GARLAND v. GARLAND (1793), 2 Ves. 
137; 30 EB. R. 561, lL. C. 

Annotation :—Refd. A.-G. v. Day (1817), 2 Madd. 246. 

136. ——.] — WILKINS v. WILLIAMS (1798), 
3 Ves. 588; 30 E. R. 1169, L. C. 

Annotation :—Refd. A.-G. v. Day (1817), 2 Madd. 246. 

137. .|\—WYNNE v. NEWBOROUGH (LORD), 
No, 228, post. 

188. Person inexperienced in estate manage- 
ment.}—-WILKINS v. WILLIAMS (1798), 3 Ves. 588 ; 
30 E. R. 1169, L. C. 

Annotation :—Reid. A.-G. v. Day (1817), 2 Madd. 246. 

139. Member of Parliament.]—- WYNNE  v. 
NEWBOROUGH (LORD), No. 223, post. 

140. Person recommended by  testator.} — 
WYNNE v. NEWBOROUGH (LORD), No. 223, post. 

141. Relationship to family.|—-WyYNNE v. NEw- 
BOROUGH (LORD), No. 223, post. 

142. Peer.]—-A peer not to be the receiver. 
There is an objection to appointing a peer 
receiver; in many instances a receiver may be 
committed (Lorp ELDON, C.).—A.-G. v. GEE 
(1813), 2 Ves. & B. 208; 35 HE. R. 298, L. C. 

143. Person residing at great distance from 
property.|—-WYNNE v. NEWBOROUGH (LORD), No. 
223, post. 

144. .|—The ct. has jurisdiction to appoint 
a receiver & manager of the undertaking & assets 
of aco. on the application of the holder of a deben- 
ture issued by the co., secured by a floating charge, 
if the principal money thereby secured has become 
due before the time when the application is made, 
although at the date of the issue of the writ no 
default had been made in payment of interest, 
the money was not. payable, & the security was not 
in jeopardy. 

The holder of a debenture secured by a float- 
ing charge on the assets of the co. issued a writ 
in an action claiming an account, execution of 
the trusts of the debenture trust deed, realisation 
of the security, & the appointment of a receiver 
& manager. At the date of the issue of the 
writ the pe money secured was not due 
& no default d been made in payment of 
interest. Plitf. moved for the appointment of 
a receiver & manager, but the motion was refused 








PART II. SECT. 4, SUB-SECT. 1.—A. LUPTON v. 


f. Person i ig eae in estate 

ma U aking to act under g. 
direct of another person.}—The 
appointment of a person as receiver 
over a kind of property, the manage- 
ment of which he does not under- 
stand, with an undertaking to act 
under the direction of a person who 
does understand it, is proper.— 


to select a 


STEPHENSON (1848), 11 
I. Eg. R. 484.—IR. : 


_ Person unexceptionable to all 
parties. j—A receiver, though an officer 
in the position of 
trustee to all interested in the estate 
or fund. Therefore, in making the 
appointment the ct. will endeavour 

person unexceptionable 
to all parties, not only fit & competent, 


of the ct., stands 


RECEIVERS. 


on the ground that the money was not due, no 
default had been made, & the security was not 
in jeopardy. After the money became due pltf. 
served another notice of motion for the appoint- 
ment of a receiver & manager. This was opposed 
on the ground that pltf. had no cause of action 
when he issued his writ & that the action could not 
be maintained :—Held: pltf. as the holder of a 
floating security had a right to issue his writ 
before the money became payable, & the ct. had 
jurisdiction, inasmuch as the money was now 
payable, to appoint a receiver & manager. 

The management of such an estate as this does 
not require constant attention, & I do not see 
why a manager should not do the work as well 
from Birmingham as any one residing in London 
(WARRINGTON, J.).—Be CARSHALTON PARK ESTATE 
LTpD., GRAHAM v. THE Co., TURNELL v. THE Co., 
[1908] 2 Ch. 62; 77 L. J. Ch. 550; 99 L. T. 12; 
24'T. L. R. 547; 15 Mans. 228. 

145. Person having given security to Crown— 
In respect of particular office.J—(1) When the 
master has approved one of two persons proposed, 
the ct. will not disturb the master’s choice, unless 
the person he chooses is shown to be unfit, but 
does not enter into the more or less of fitness in 
the competitors (PLUMER, V.-C.). 

(2) The master received their proposal of LP. 
as receiver, but did very right in afterwards 
rejecting him upon finding he was Receiver-General 
for the county of C.; for having given, as such, 
security to the Crown, if he were to become in- 
debted to the Crown & to the charity, the Crown 
might, by its prerogative process, sweep away all 
his property (PLUMER, V.-C.). 

(3) I have not found any one contested case 
in which the receiver was a nominee only of the 
master, exclusive of the persons interested ; though 
some of the masters, certainly, say they are entitled, 
if the parties interested neglect to propose, to 
make such nomination. This, however, is a 
special case, & one in which it is not necessary to 
decide upon the rights of the masters (PLUMER, 
V.-C.).—A.-G. v. Day (1817), 2 Madd. 246; 56 
BE. R. 325. 

146. Guardian of infant—No claim as of right.] 

‘A ct. of equity docs not recognise the character 
of common law guardian as conferring a right 
to be receiver of the infant’s estate.—Ha p. 
BouRNE (1846), 7 LL. T. O. S. 43. 

147. Illiterate person.] — When a receiver has 
been appointed the ct. will not remove him on 
the mere ground of his being an illiterate person 
unless some other reason can be given, such as 
mismanagement, dishonesty, or incompetency to 
manage the estate. 

The duty of a receiver is merely to collect tho 
rents & account for them to the parties interested 
(per CUR.).—CHAYTOR v. MACLEAN (1848), 11 
L. T. O. S. 2. 

148. Official receiver.]|—BritisH LINEN Co. v, 
SouTH AMERICAN & MEXICAN Co., No. 189, post. 

Receivers in company cases.|——-See COMPANIES, 
Vol. X., pp. 794, 795, Nos. 5004-5012. 

Receivers on behalf of mortgagees.|—-Sce Mort- 
GAGE, Vol. XXXV., p. 520, Nos. 2494, 2495. 


but also acceptable. — SIMPSON 0». 
OTTAWA & PRESCOT? Ry. Co., 1 Ch. Ch. 
99.—CAN. 

h. Beneficed clergyman.}—A_ oclergy- 
man hav cure of souls, cannot act 
as a receiver, since the passing 5 Geo, 4, 
c. 91, 8. 2.—MAYNE v. MAYNE (1825), 
2 Mol. 362.—IR. 

k. Solicttor’s clerk.) — Re SToKES 
(1844), 71. Eq. R. 450.— IR. 


Part II.—Aprorntment py Court. 


Receivers of partnership Eroper ysl See Nos. 
170-173, post; PARTNERSHIP, Vol. XXXVI., p. 
488, Nos. 1516-1529. 


B. Interested Party. 
(a) In General. 

See R. S. C., Ord. 50, r. 6. 

149, Partiality — Next friend of infant.]—The 
next friend of infant petitioners, not permitted 
{io act as receiver.—STONE v. WISHART (1817), 
2 Madd. 64; 56 EB. BR. 258, 

150. Son of next friend of infant.] —I 
think it is not right that the son of the next friend 
should be the receiver (LORD ELpon, C.).— 
TAYLOR v. OLDHAM (1822), Jac. 527; 87 EK. R. 
949), 

151. Father.|—The ct. will not in general, 
on minute circumstances, interfere with the 
master’s appointment of a receiver, but on principle 
will do so. 

The father evidently has a partiality, which 
renders him unfit for the office of receiver (SHAD- 
WELL, V.-C.).—-BLAKEWAY v. BLAKEWAY (1833), 
2L. J. Ch. 75. 

152, Hostility towards one of parties.|— 
GILES v. NuTTaLL, Re THousrkr IMPROVEMENT 
Assocon., Lip. (1885), 78 L. T. Jo. 180, 852, ©. A. 

153. Party to action— By consent.|—Where 
facts, not founded on allegations in the bill, are 
introduced into affidavits in support of an applica- 
tion for a receiver, the ct. will disregard them, & 
a deft. acts properly in not answering them.— 
DAWSON v. YATES (1839), 1 Beav. 301; 2 Jur. 
960; 48 E. R. 956. 

154, —-— Pending appeal.]-—~Hypr v. WARDEN, 
No. 26, ante. 

155. Only in exceptional circumstances.]— 
Re Luoyp, ALLEN v. LLOYD, No. 159, post. 
.|—Compare Sub-sect. 1, B. (d), posé. 

156. Pecuniary interests conflicting with duties 
of office.} —I*ripr v. Coarnn Ry. Co., FRipp v. 
BRIDGEWATER & TAUNTON CANAL, ETC., Co. 
(1853), 11 Hare, 241; 1 Eq. Rep. 503; 22 L. J. Ch. 
1084; 17 Jur. 887; 1 W.R. 477; 68 E. R. 1264. 


Annotations :—Refd. Ames v. Birkenhead Docks Trusteos 
(1855), 20 Beav. 332; GOriffin v. LBishop’s Castle Ry. 
(1867), 16 L. T. 345. entd. Preston v. Yarmouth Corpn. 
(1872), 20 W. R. 358; Stephens v. Crown, Stephens v. 
Clark, [1901] 1 Ch. 894. 




















(b) Solicitor having Conduel of Case. 

157. General rule.|] — GARLAND v. GARLAND, 
No. 185, ante. 

158. Solicitor under lunacy commission — Re- 
ceivership of lunatic’s estate.|—Solr. under com- 
mission of lunacy not to be appointed receiver of 
the estate of the lunatic.—Hxz p. PINCKE (1817), 
2 Mer. 452; 35 HE. R. 1013. 

159. Member of firm of plaintiff’s solicitors.]— 
A., who was a member of a firm of solrs., was 
appointed exor. of a will, probate of which was 
contested. Immediately after testator’s death 
A. commenced against his widow an action in 
the Ch. Div. to administer his estate, the writ in 
which was by leave of the ct. amended by asking for 
a& receiver pending the litigation in the Probate 
Div. <A.’s firm appeared for both pltf. & deft. in 


' PART II, SECT; 4, SUB-SECT. 1.— 
e (&). 


}. Party to action.] — It is no 
Objection to a receiver that he is u 
Party in the cause.—DOWNSHIRE 
(MARCHIONESS vw. TYRRELL (1831), 
Hayes, 354.—IR. 


m. -)— TURNER v. DONEGAL 
(LORD) (1845), 8 I. Eq. R. 235.—IR. 


J.—VOL. XXXIX. 


—FINGAL (EARL) 


defendant.}—The 





n. Jleir-at-law.] -—- The heir-at-law 
may be appointed the roceiver, but 
except by consent, without poundage. 

v. BLAKE (1829), 2 
Mol. 50, 60, 61.—IR. 
o. Person acting under direction of 
appointment of a 
receiver who acts under the directions 
of a deft. is objectionable.—LUPTON v. 
Soe ENEON (1848), 11 I. Hq. R. 484.— 
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the Ch. action, & an order was made appointing 
A. to be reéeiver of the personal estate until the 
decision of the Probate action, & also to receive 
the rents of the real estate, the only security 
ordered being the payment of £2,000 into ct., 
though the rents were about £3,500 per annum. 
The widow afterwards obtained an order to change 
her solrs., & moved to discharge A. from being 
receiver. She denied having given the firm any 
authority to appear for her, & it was established, 
at all events, beyond doubt that she had never 
sanctioned the appointment of A. as receiver :— 
Held: the appointment of A. as receiver was 
improper, for that the appointment of a member 
of the firm of pltf.’s solrs. to be receiver makes it 
impossible to secure the proper checking of the 
receiver’s accounts, & a party to the action ought 
not, except in an extreme case, to be appointed a 
receiver without the assent of the other party ; 
A. was accordingly discharged from being receiver. 
—fRe Luoyp, ALLEN v. Lioyp (1879), 12 Ch. D. 
447; 411. T.1713 28 W.R. 8,0. A. 


(c) Trustees. 

160. Whether appointed.| — ANon. (1797), No. 
229, post. 

161. -|—(1) A trustee cannot be recciver, 
whether he is sole trustee, or jointly with others. 
(2) Receiver not passing his accounts shall always 
pay interest upon the balances in his hands.— 
-— v. JOLLAND (1802), 8 Ves. 72; 32 BE. R. 278, 
Annatations :—Refd. Dixon v. Wilkinson (1859), 4 De CG. 

. 508; Ke Dangar’s Trusts (1889), 41 Ch. JD. 178 


& J Tk, 
Mentd. British Mutual Investment Co. 7. Cobbold (1875), 
lL. hk. 19 Eq. 627. 


162, Without remuneration —In special 
case.|—Trustee not to be receiver ; unless a special 
case & without emolument.—Sykges v. HAsTinas 
(1805), 11 Ves. 363; 32 E. R. 1128, L. C. 

163. .|—General rule, that a trustee 
shall not be the receiver with emolument.—SuTrtTon 
v. JONES, JONES v. SUTTON (1809), 15 Ves. 584; 33 
E.R. 875, L. C. 

164. When no other can be pro- 
cured.|—HIBBERT v. JENKINS (1805), cited in 11 
Ves. 363; 32 HM. RR. 1128, L. C. 

Ae :—Expld. Sykes «. Hastings (1805), 1] Ves. 


165. Trustee paid receiver of testator’s 
estate—Continuation on behalf of infant bene- 
ficiary.|—Testator appointed, as trustee & exor., 
a person who, for many years, had been the paid 
receiver & manager of his estate. The tenant 
for life being an infant, the ct. continued the 
exor. as receiver at a salary.—NEWPoRT v. Bury 
(1857), 23 Beav. 30; 53 E. R. 12. 

166. Trustee in bankruptcy—Appointment 
by consent.|—Where a receiving order had been 
made against members of a firm other than an 
infant partner, & after the date of such receiving 
order debtor executed an instrument dissolving 
the partnership, & transferring the assets to the 
solvent infant partner, the ct., on the application 
of the trustee in the bkpcy., declared the transfer 
void as against the trustee & appointed him, but 
by consent, receiver of the partnership assets.—Re 























p. Deblor.J-—- Re Goupina (1888), 


21 L. R. Ir. 194.—IR. 
PART II. SECT. 4, SUB-SECT. 1.— 
B,. (b). 


157 i. General rule. |—A solr. is eligible 
as receiver, but he cannot act as solr. 
in any of the proceedings which it 
may be necessary for him to take as 
recelver.—WILSON v. PoK (1825), 1 
Hog. 322.—IR. 


C 
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Sect, 4.—Choice of dee to be appointed: Sub- 
sect. 1, B. (c), dy & ; sub-sects. 2 & 3.] 


BEAUCHAMP BROTHERS, a p. Carr & BEAU- 
CHAMP (1895), 2 Mans. 151; 15 R. 246.° 

167. Trustee allowed to "propose himself — Ap- 
pointment with remuneration.]|—BroniE v. BARRY 
(1811), 3 Mer. 695; 36 BK. R. 267, L. C. 

Annotation :—Refd. Browell v. Reid (1842), 6 Jur. 530. 

168. One of two trustees declining to act— 
Infant beneficiary.|—Where one of two trustees of 
real estate declines to act, the ct. will appoint a 
receiver on behalf of infant cestuis que trust; but 
with liberty to either of the trustees to offer him- 
self.—TaitT v. JENKINS (1842), 1 Y. & C. Ch. Cas. 
492; 62 BE. R. 985. 

169. —— To act without remuneration— 
Whether master bound to accept proposal.]— Where 
a trustee offers to act as receiver without salary 
he will be allowed to propose himself, but the 
master is not bound to accept him.—BANKS v. 
BANKS (1850), 14 Jur. 659. 





(ad) Persons with Special Interests or Qualifications. 
170. Whether interest bar to appointment— 
Partner.|— WILSON v. GREENWOOD (1818), 1 Swan. 
471; 1 Wils. Ch. 223; 36 BH. R. 469, L. C. 
Annotations: -—Consd. Collins v. Barker 11893) 1 Ch. 578. 
efd. Francis v. Spittle (1840), 9 L. nig 230: Re Fer- 
nandes, Ez p. Hope (1844), 3 Mont. D ce De G.720; Hall 
v. Hall (1850), 3 Mac, &G.79; Tibbitts v, at a (1853), 
10 Hare, 355; Whitmore v. Mason (1861), 2 & H. 
204; Mackintosh v. Pogose, [1895] 1 Ch. (053 Re Sag 
sou Johnson, Ez pn. Matthews & wi near, 11904] 1K 
134; Re Wombwell (1921), 37 T. L. h. 62! 


171. -|—BLAKENEY v. DME (1851), 
15 Beav. 40; 51 E. Xf. 451. 

172, -|— Under the provisions of a 
partnership deed between two medical men, pltf. 
paid to deft. £100 as a premium on the purchase 
of one third of deft.’s business. Deft. had offered 
pitf., before the purchase, an opportunity of 
seeing the nature of the business, but of that offer 
he had not availed himself, & he retained out of 
the purchase-money so much as amounted to his 
estimated share of the business for the first year. 
Upon a bill filed for a dissolution of the partnership. 
for repayment of the £100, for assessment of 
pltf.’s damages, for an indemnity, an injunction 
& a receiver :—Held: deft. to be receiver of the 
debts of the business, & an account to be taken 
of all the profits, but under the circumstances no 
costs on either side.—AIREY v. BORHAM (1861), 
29 Beav. 620; 4L. T. 391; 54 E. R. 768. 
Ancien ‘—Refd. Belfield v Bourne (1893), 69 I. T. 


173. | — Deft. not objecting, pltf. 
P., the senior partner, would be appointed peeves 
(BACON, V.-C.).—PLEws v. BAKER (1873), L. R. 
16 Eq. 564; 43 1. J. Ch. 212. 

Annotations : :—Conad. _Law v. Garrett (1878), 8 Ch. D. 26. 























ihe ne also, PARTNERSHIP, Vol. 
XXXVI., p. 488, Nos. 1516-1529. 
174. Tenant for life -]|—The tenant for life 


& two others having been by order in a cause 
appointed trustees of the will of 1787, & there 
being great & continuing decay of the house 
property, a receiver was, at the instance of the two 


PART II. SECT. 4, SUB-SECT. 1.— 
_ B. (d). 


q. Where otherwise unexceptionable.} 
— Although the appointment of a 
receiver should not be lightly dis- 
turbed, still where there was personal 
{1l-feeling between the person appointed 
& some of those interested, & a person 


qualified to 


made 
other to be ap 
WILLOUGHBY (187 


who had been proposed By. other 
pare to the cause was, to 
8 business habits, like] 
discharge 
receiver, & was entirely unexception- 
able, the ct., vacated the Sppoint 
by the pecoaeri te ord. pees 


—BRA 
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other trustees, appointed over the whole of the 
house property, but not over the manors & farms. 
The tenant for life was himself appointed receiver, 
he giving security, & to act without salary.— 
Powys v. BLAGRAVE (1853), 18 Jur. 462; subse- 
a proceedings (1854), 4 De G. M. & G. 448, 


175. Executor appointed receiver of testa- 
tor’s business.|—-WELLS v. WALES (1855), 4 De 
G. M. & G. 8186; 8 W. R. 217; 48 BE. R. 727; 
sub nom. WELLS v. WALE, WESTLEY v. LESLIE, 24 
L. T. O. S. 286, L. C. 

Annotation !—Reti. Neave v. Douglas (1857), 26 L. J. Ch. 


176. Lien holder.|—U. S 
No. 475, post. 
177. 





. A. v. PRIOLEAU, 





Person skilled in management of 
collieries.|—Pltf. filed a bill to rescind a contract 
entered into by him to purchase a leaschold colliery, 
on the ground of misrepresentation. It was 
essential that the colliery should be worked to 
prevent flooding & avoid forfeiture of the lease. 
Pitf., who was in possession, moved for a receiver, 
& manager until the hearing. The ct. appointed 
a receiver & manager accordingly. 

Pitfs. will nominate a receiver & defts. will be 
heard in chambers, but it will be my duty to see 
that a man is appointed who is skilled in the 
management of collieries & who will do the best 
he can for both parties (MALIns, V.-C.).—GIBBS 
v. Davin (1875), I. R. 20 Hq. 373; 44 L. J. Ch. 
770; 33 L. T. 298; 23 W. R. 7886. 

—— Liquidator jJ—See COMPANIES, Vol. X., 
pp. 794, 795, Nos. 5004-5012. 





C. Creditors or Their Nominees. 


178. Whether creditor himself appointed.] — 
The practice of a mtgee. in possession charging fees 
as a receiver, although he receives the profits for 
the liquidation of his debt, would, according to the 
language of the cases referred to, have such a 
tendency to usury, that the general rule of cts. of 
equity should be not to allow such a change (LORD 
WYNFORD).—SAYERS v. WHITFIELD (1829), Il 
Knapp, 133; 12 B. R. 271. 

Annotations : -—Refd. ane Daly (1828), 1 Moo. P. C. C. 

51; Leith v. Irvine (1833), 1 My. & K. 277; Faulkner 


v. Daniel (1843), 3 Hare, 199; Bertrand v. Davies (1862), 
31 Beav. 429. 


179. .I—Pltf., who had obtained judgment 
against defts., husband & wife, was upon his 
application ex p. appointed receiver [without 
security] of the income of the wife’s reversionary 
interest under a will.—FuUGGLE v. BLAND (1883), 
11 Q. B. D. 711, D. C. 


Annotations : -—Apld. Westhead v. Riley ee 25 Ch. D. 
413; Tyrrell v. Painton, [1895] 1 Q. B. 


180. .| — CUMMINS v. Bons, [1899] 1 
Ch. 16; 68 L. J. Ch. 57; 79 L. T. 456; 47 W. R. 
214; 1517. L. R. 76; 43 Sol. Jo. 112, C. A. 

181. Nominee of creditor.] WILKINS v. WIL- 
LIAMS (1798), 3 Ves. 588; 80 EB. R. 1169, Lh. C. 
Annotation :—Refd. A.-G. v. Day (1817), 2 Madd. 246. 

182. .]| — Plitfs. were equitable mtgees. of 
the shares of H. in the Woollen Cloth co., & the 
Dhobah co. were general creditors of H. Both cos. 
having notice of pltf.’s rights, the Dhobah co, 
commenced proceedings in the Lord Mayor’s Ct., 
& attached the dividends on the shares in the 
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178i. Whether creditor himself a 
pointed.) -—— GILROY v. CONN (1914), 
21 0. W. R. 626; 30. W.N N38. 8 

1D. L. R. 580; oD. R131 GA 


178 ii. -}~M‘GARRY ¥v. WHITE 
(1885), 16 L. R. Ir, 322.—IR. 


to be better 
he duties of 


pie 





Part [I.—APppPorIntMENT BY CouRT. 


hands of the Woollen Cloth co. The same solr. 
was employed for both cos., & two persons were 
directors in both cos. No defence was made, & 
the Dhobah co. obtained payment :—Held: pltf. 
was entitled to a receiver of the future dividends. 

If pltfs. will mention some person whom they 
think proper to appoint receiver, & give notice 
to the other side, if no objection is made, I will, 
in the decree, introduce that person’s name as 
receiver, instead of requiring proceedings to be 
taken ...in chambers (ROMILLY, M.R.).—AN- 
DERSON v. KEMSHEAD (1852), 16 Beav. 329; 51 
i. R. 806. 

183. Whether court bound to nominate.]— 
Appointment of receiver is in the discretion of the 
master, who need not state his reasons. Tosupport 
an exception there must be a substantial objection. 

The interest of the owner of the equity of redemp- 
tion seems fully equal to the other, & there is no 
danger of the mtgee. losing her money; under 
these circumstances there is no reason to sct aside 
the master’s report (LORD THURLOW, C.).— 
THOMAS v. DAWKIN (1792), 1 Ves. 452; 3 Bro. C. C. 
508; 30 E. R. 433, L. C. 

Annotation :—Refd. A.-G. v. Day (1817), 2 Madd. 246. 

184. .|—It is the duty of the ct. to 
appoint the person nominated by appct. as 
receiver & manager, if he is a fit & proper person ; 
& a standing rule of the county ct. ‘ to appoint 
the high bailiff receiver & manager in every case, 
whether nominated or not, unless very special 
reasons are shown for appointing another person,”’ 
is ultra vires & wrong.—Re WALTON, Hap. WALTON 
a 51 L. J. Ch. 5389; 46 L. T. 433; 30 W. R. 
642. 

185. More than one action—Receiver appointed 
in each—Carriage of order to plaintiff first serving 
notice of motion.|—Where there were two suits 
for administration, & a motion for a receiver in 
each suit came on upon the same day, the receiver 
was appointed in both suits, & the ct. gave the 
carriage of the order to pltfs. by whom the first 
notice of motion for the receiver had been given. 
aa v. TuLK (1849), 6 Hare, 611; 67 EB. R. 

6. 


Annotation :—Mentd. Newton v. Chorlton (1853), 10 Hare, 
App. 1, XXXI. 


186. Nomination by trustees of debenture- 
holders—In preference to nomination by individual 
debenture-holder.|—Ke SEPTIMUS PARSONAGE & 
Co., Lrp., Arts v. SAME, LAW GUARANTEE & 
rer Society, Lrp. v. SAME (1901), 17 T. L. R. 











SUB-SECT. 2.—JOINT RECEIVERS. 

See R. 8. C., Ord. 50, r. 6. 

187. Party to action — With nominee of other 
party.|—RAMSDEN v. FAIRTHROP, No. 383, post. 

188. Of partnership property.) COOMBER v. 
ATKINS (1805), 39 Sol. Jo. 793. 

189. Appointment of single receiver detrimental 
to property.;—On July 24, 1893, a petition was 
presented for the compulsory winding up of a co. 
On July 26, 1893, a writ was issued in a debenture- 
holders’ action for the realisation of pltfs.’ security ; 
& on Aug. 2, 1893, an order was made appointing 
T., who was an accountant nominated by pltfs., 
to be receiver & paneer of the property comprised 
in the debentures. n the same date an order 
was made to wind up the co. The debentures 
comprised (inter alia), the uncalled capital of the 
co. of which there was a considerable amount. 
There was also capital which had been called up 
but not got in. The debenture-holders were fully 
secured. An application by the official receiver 
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& provisionad liquidator was made in the debenture- 
holders’ action, asking that the order of Aug. 2, 
1893, appointing the receiver & manager in that 
action might be discharged, appct. undertaking, 
if 80 required by the ct., to keep a separate account 
on behalf of the debenture-holders of the assets 
received by him as such provisional liquidator ; 
or in the alternative that appct. might be appointed 
receiver & manager or receiver in the action, in the 
place of or jointly with the debenture-holders’ 
receiver & manager. The judge decided that the 
order of Aug. 2, 1893, appointing the receiver must 
be discharged, & the official receiver be appointed 
in his place as receiver on the terms of his giving 
the undertaking above-mentioned as to keeping 
@ separate account. Pltfs. appealed. Upon the 
hearing of the appeal further evidence was adduced 
showing that many of the securities included in the 
debentures could only be realised to advantage by a 
person in touch with the financial world :—Held: 
unless there were strong reasons to the contrary, 
it was extremely undesirable to have two or three 
persons concerned in the winding up of a co.3 
but the present was a peculiar case, inasmuch as 
the further evidence showed that a great many 
of the assets mortgaged to the debenture-holders 
were of such a nature that it was difficult to suppose 
they could be realised satisfactorily by an official 
of the ct., or by anyone who was not in touch with 
the financial world; therefore the proper course 
was to appoint T. receiver of the particular 
securities referred to in the further evidence, 
leaving the official receiver to receive the remainder 
of the assets & the uncalled capital.— BRITISH 
LINEN Co. v. SouTH AMERICAN & MEXICAN Co., 
[1894] 1 Ch. 108; 10 T. L. R. 48; 37 Sol. Jo. 840 ; 
sub nom. INDUSTRIAL & GENERAL TRusT, LTD. v. 
SoutTu AMERICAN & MEXICAN Co., 63 L. J. Ch. 169 ; 
69 L. T. 693; 42 W. R. 181; 1 Mans. 92; 7R 





64, C. A. 
190. .|—In an action against (a) a Dutch 
corpn., trustces of a debenture deed, (b) the 


receivers, appointed under this deed resident in 
Kngland, & (c) an English co. having property & 
assets in Brazil to enforce an alleged prior equitable 
charge made in England, upon property & assets 
in Brazil, & now vested in first deft., on the applica- 
tion of pltfs. a receiver of the assets in the debenture 
deed was also appointed. 

“Tt would be probably so inconvenient & 
detrimental to the property to appoint a separate 
receiver that I think it would be right to appoint 
defts. S. & C. to act as receivers for pltfs. in this 
action, if they are willing to do so’ (BYRNE, J.).— 
DUDER v. AMSTERDAMSCH TRUSTEES KANTOOR, 
[1902] 2 Ch. 182; 71 L. J. Ch. 618; 87 L. T. 22; 


50 W. fh. 551. 
Ae :—Mentd. Bank of Africa v. Cohen, [1909] 2 
yh. 129. 


SuB-SECT. 3.— RECEIVERS OF FOREIGN PROPERTY. 


191. Appointment of resident in foreign 
country.|—DrEwry v. DARWIN (1765), 1 Seton’s 
Judgments & Orders, 7th ed. 777. 
sa vie -—Folld. Hinton v. Galli (1854), 2 Eq. Rep. 

192. —— Receiver appointed in England to 
receive remittances.|—HANSON v. WALKER (1815), 
1 Seton’s Judgments & Orders, 7th ed. 777. 

198. Sureties must be resident in England.] 
—COCKBURN v. RAPHAEL, No. 532, post. 

194. Existing agent of foreign property.]— 
Where appcts. were willing that the present agent 
of the Irish estates, who had never experienced 
any difficulty in collecting the rents, 8 i be 

C 
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Sect. 4.—Choice of person to be appointed: Sub- 
secis. 3&4,4.,B. &C. Sect. 5: Sub-sects. 1 


appointed receiver, the ct. considering that the 
difficulties attending the appointment of a receiver 
of Irish estates by the English ct. were considerably 
modified by that circumstance, appointed him 
receiver.— BOLTON v. CURRE (1894), 70 L. T. 759 ; 
38 Sol. Jo. 579. 

195. Appointment of receiver in England— 
Authority to employ agent abroad.]—Appoint- 
ment of a receiver of an estate in India. The 
receiver to be in England, acting by an agent. 
Inquiry directed, what should be the term, beyond 
which he should not be permitted to let.— Vv. 
LINDSEY (1808), 15 Ves. 91; 33 E. R. 689. 

AnEO a On Rein, Houlditch v. Donegal (1834), 8 Bli. 


196. .|—A receiver will be appointed 
to collect personal estate in a foreign country & 
not only to get in rents, but also to sell the real 
estates in such foreign country & receive the 
produce thereof when sold. 

If found expedient the receiver should be 
authorised to appoint an agent in Italy (RoMImuty, 
M.R.).— HINTON v. GALL (1854), 2 Eq. Rep. 479 ; 
24 L. J. Ch. 121. 

197, -.}— UNDERWOOD v. FROST 
a 1 Seton’s Judgments & Orders, 7th ed. 

















198. Joint receivers.}|—DUDERv. AM} rERDAMSCII 
TRUSTEES Kantoor, No. 190, ante. 


SUB-SECT. 4.—NOMINATION. 
A. In Court, 
See R. 8S. C., Ord. 50, r. 6. 
199. When parties consent.]—- WILSON 1. 
GREENWOOD (1818), 1 Swan. 471; 1 Wils. Ch. 228 ; 
36 E. R. 469, L. C. 


Annotations :—Expld. Hall v. Hall (1850), 3 Mac. & G. 
79. Consd. Collins v. Barker, [1893) 1 Ch. 578. Refd. 
Francis v. Spittle (1840), 9 L. J. Ch. 230; Tibbits v. 
Phillips (1853), 10 Hare, 355. Mentd. Re Fernandes, 
Ex p. Hope (1844), 3 Mont. D. & De G. 720; Knight v. 
Browne (1861), 380 L. J. Ch. 649; Whitmore v. Mason 
(1861), 2 John. & H. 204; Mackintosh v. Pogose, (1895} 
1 Ch. 505; Re Johnson Johnson, Exp. Matthews & 
bi ae eel eee 1K. R. 134; Re Wombwell (1921), 


25 
200. .|] — ANDERSON 1. 

182, ante. 

201. -}—PLEWS v. BAKER (1873), I. R. 16 

Eq. 564; 43 L. J. Ch. 212. 

Annotations :—Consd. Law v. Garrett (1878), 8 Ch. D. 286. 
Refd. Compagnie du Senegal ». Woods (1883), 53 L. J. 
Ch. 166. entd. Minifie 7. Railway Passengers Assce. 
Sao hog L. T. 552; Joplin vw. Postlethwaite (1889), 61 


202. }—R. S. C., 1883, Ord. 55, r. 10, 
applies to an administration action commenced 
before, but tried after, those rules came into 
operation. An order was therefore made referring 
such an action to chambers to determine whether 
it was necessary that a general administration of 
the estate should be directed. 

The parties consenting, I will appoint the gentle- 
man who is proposed as receiver now (NorTu, J.).— 
Re LLEWELLYN, LANE v. LANE (1883), 25 Ch. D. 
He 53 I. J. Ch. 602; 49 L. T. 899; 32 W. R. 

208. -|— Maxkins v. IBoTson (PERCY) & 
Sons, No. 276, post. 

204. -| — HODGKINS  »v. 
37 Sol. Jo. 777. 

205. .J}—If the parties can agrce as to a 
proper person to be appointed receiver, his name 





KEMSHEAD, No. 

















SINCLAIR (1893), 





RECEIVERS, 


may be inserted in the order. If not, there must 
be the usual reference to chambers (BYRNE, J.).— 
NAISH v. ODyY (1897), 41 Sol. Jo. 726. 

206. ——.] — BuDGETT 7. IMPROVED PATENT 
ForcED DRAUGHT FURNACE SYNDICATE, LTD., 
[1901] W. N. 23. 

207. Nominee alone interested in property./— 
An application by a married woman for a receiver 
of estates settled to her separate use, granted 
without a reference to the master to approve of a 
fit person, notwithstanding a strong affidavit of 
the unfitness of the person nominated to be the 
receiver. 

Here the only person interested is Mrs. B... . 
& therefore, notwithstanding the affidavit for deft., 
I am of opinion that Mrs. B. may appoint whomso- 
ever she pleases to be a receiver of her own pro- 
perty (SHADWELL, V.-C.).—BaGoT v. BAGOT 
(1838), 2 Jur. 1063. 

208. In urgent case—Interference with sailing 
of ship.]—BRENAN v. PRESTON, No. 22, ante. 

209. Threatened sale of property.|— 
Testator devised all his real & personal estate to 
his daughter & her husband for life, ‘‘ with re- 
version at their deaths to his granddaughter S.,”’ 
& he appointed the husband cf his daughter sole 
exor. On bill filed by S. against the exor. alleging 
irreparable waste & injury to testator’s estate, 
some parts of testator’s personal estate having 
been taken in execution by the sheriff under a 
judgment recovered against the exor. for his own 
private debt, & a threatened immediate sale 
thereunder, ‘S. was appointed receiver instanter 
on waiving all salary, & giving the usual security.— 
RAWSON v. Rawson (1864), ]1 L. T. 595. 

210. Review of appointment — Withdrawal.|— 
The appointment of deft. who is an exor. & 
trustee to be a consignee, with the usual profits, 
is a matter for the discretion of the ct.; but 
when such a discretion has been exercised, & an 
appointment made under it has been acted upon, 
the ct. will not afterwards withdraw its sanction 
from the appointment so made.—MoRriIson v. 
Monison (18388), 4 My. & Cr. 215; 3 Jur. 528; 
41 E. R. 85, L. ©. 

211. By Court of Appeal.]— The ct. will 
not allow an appeal from an order of a Vice- 
Chancellor as to the choice of a receiver.—LEY v. 








Iny (1856), 25 Ju. J. Ch. 600; 27 L. T. QO. S. 
267, L. JJ. 
212, ——— ——— Objection on question of prin- 


ciple.|—-CooKEs v. CooKES (1865), 2 De G. J. & 
Sm. 526; 46 E.R. 479, L. J. 

213. |—The Ct. of Appeal 
discharged an order of the ct. below by which, 
where a co. was being wound up, subject to the 
supervision of the ct., & a liquidator had been 
appointed, a receiver of the co.’s property was 
appointed in a suit by an equitable mtgee., & an 
injunction awarded to restrain the liquidator 
from receiving the profits of the co.’s undertaking 
or interfering with its property, & appointed the 
liquidator to be receiver in his stead, & this was 
done as a matter of principle, & not merely on 
the ground that expense would be saved.—PERRY 
v. ORIENTAL HOTELS Co, (1870), 5 Ch. App. 420 ; 
23 L. T. 625; 18 W. RR. 779, L. J. 


Annotations :—Distd. Boyle v. Bettws Liantwit Colliery Co. 
(1876), 2 Ch. D. 726. Apld. Tottenham v. Swansea Zinc 
Ore Co. (1884), 53 L. J. Ch. 776. Expld. British Linen 
Co, v. South American & Mexican Co., [1894] 1 Ch. 108. 
Refd. 7?e Pound & Hutchins (1889), 42 Oh. D. 402: Re 

Joshua Stubbs, Barney v. Joshua Stubbs, [1891] 1 Ch. 
A 


75. 











Appointment of liquidator in place of re- 
ceiver.|—See CoMPaANirs, Vol. X., pp. 794, 795, 
Nos. 5006-5008. 





Part I].—APpPporIntTMENT BY Court. 


B. Reference to Master. 


See BR. S. C., Ord. 50, r. 6. 

214. Reference with special direction — Pre- 
ference to nominee of one party.|—DILLON v. 
MOUNT-CASHELL (LADY) (1727), as reported in 
4 Bro. Parl. Cas. 306; 2 E. R. 207. 
aoa ;omentt. fe Salisbury’s Istate (1876), 24 


215. .|] — COCKBURN @. RAPHAEL 
(1825), 2 Sim. & St. 453; 4 1. J. O. S. Ch. 60; 
57 E.R. 419. 

216. -}—In order to give effect to 
the claim of the tenant for life the ct., in contra- 
vention of a previous letting by the trustees of 
the will to a person who had notice of the trusts, 
granted a receiver of the property, with a direction 
to let it to the tenant for life upon the terms of 
giving such security. 

If the master shall approve of any person or 
persons to be proposed by pltf., let such person 
or persons be appointed by the master in preference 
(KNIGHT-BRUCE, V.-C.). — BAYLIES v. BAYLIES 
(1844), 1 Coll. 537; 63 Kh. R. 533. 

217. No preference.|—NonkToN v. GOVER, 
11877] W. N. 206. 

218. Discretion of master— Master need not 
state reasons.|—'T'HOMAS v. DAWKIN, No. 188, ale. 

219. Application for reference refused—Appoint- 
ment by court.|—LROWN v. OaKsioTY (1853), 20 
L. T. O. S. 268. 

220. Parties unable to consent.;—ANDERSON v. 
KEMSHEAD, No. 182, ante. 

221, ——.]—NAISH v. Obvy, No. 205, ante. 

222. Whether master’s judgment treated as con- 
clusive.|—GARLAND v. GARLAND, No. 135, ante. 

3. -] — Petition to change a receiver. 
The master’s judgment not absolutely conclusive, 
but the ct. interferes with reluctance. The 
recommendation of testator, & the respect due 
to a considerable family, are to be attended to in 
the appointment. The circumstances of the 
person proposed, in this instance a relation of the 
family, a residence, distant from the estate, being 
in Parliament, & a practising barrister in town, 
though no absolute disqualification, are to be 
considerably regarded.—WYNNE v. NEWBOROUGH 
(LORD) (1808), 15 Ves. 283; 33 KE. R. 761, L. C. 

224. Interference with appointment — Court 
interferes reluctantly.|—-WYNNE v. NEWBOROUGH 
(LORD), No. 223, ante. 

225. —-— Proof of impropriety of appointment.| 
—lLixception to a master’s report of a proper per- 
son to be receiver overruled ; as the report ought 
to stand till the party approved is impeached as an 
improper person.—CREUZE v. LONDON (Bp.) (1787), 
2 Bro. ©. C. 253; 2 Dick. 687; 29 E.R. 140, I. ©. 
Annotations :—Consd. A.-G. v. Day (1817), 2 Madd. 246. 

Mentd. Bamford v. Bamford (1843), 13 L. J. Ch. 25, 


























226, —— .|— THOMAS v. DAWKIN, No. 
183, ante. 
227. —— Comparison of merits of com- 





petitors.|—A.-G. v. Day, No. 145, ante. 

228. Special grounds.|—The ct. will not 
interfere with the master’s appointment of a con- 
signee unless upon special grounds & a strong 
case.—~-BOWERSBANK v. COLASSEAU (1796), 3 Ves. 
164; 30 EB. R. 949. 


Annotations :—Apprvd. Tharpo v. Tharpe 


(1806), 12 Ves. 
317. Consd. A.-G. v. Day (1817), 2 Madd. 246. 


PART II. SECT. 4, SUB-SECT. 4.---B. 
r. On refusal of legatces to bring 


legacies into account—Where estate 
insufficient for an as of debts.|\— (1839), 1 I. Eq. R. 413.—IR. 
828), 1 Mol. 529.— 


BENNET v. GOING 
In : 


PART II. SECT. 5, SUB-SECT. 1. 
t. Security of receiver only — 


a. When 


Whether sufficient.}—-The ct. will not 
in any case appoint a receiver upon his 
own security only.—BaILik v. BAILIE 


PART II. SECT. 5, SUB-SECT. 2. 


increased — Appointment 
extended over additional lands. 
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229. -.]—The ct. will not control the 
master’s appointment of a receiver without a 
special case. The trustee cannot be receiver.— 
ANON. (1797), 3 Ves. 515; 30 E. R. 1134, L. C. 
Annotation :—Refd. A.-G. v. Day (1817), 2 Madd. 246. 

230. .|—To maintain an exception to 
the master’s appointment of a receiver a strong 
case of disqualification is necessary.—THARPE v. 
THARPE (1806), 12 Ves. 317; 33 KH. R. 121, L. C. 
Annotation :—Refd. A.-G. v. Day (1817), 2 Madd. 246. 

2381. On trivial grounds.| — BLAKEWAY uv. 
BLAKEWAY, No. 151, ante. 

2382. ——~ On matter of principle.|-BLAKEWAY 
v. BLAKEWAY, No. 15], ante. 











C. Review of Appointment. 
Sce Nos. 19, 210-218, 224-231, ante. 


Sect. 5.—SECURITY. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 

See kK. S.C, Ord. 50, rr. 16-18. 

233. Necessity for.)—U.S. A. v. PRIOLEAU, No. 
£75, post. 

234. ——-.|—-A receiver may be appointed over 
the whole of a property at the instance of a mtgee. 
of an undivided share. 

1 will grant a receiver on pltf.’s undertaking to 
be answerable for the receipts of the receiver, he 
giving besides the usual security (Fry, J.).—SuM- 
SION U. CRUTWELL (1883), 31 W. R. 399. 

235. .] — OPPERT v. LONDON JOINT STocK 


Assocn. (1892), 36 Sol. Jo. 789. 
Anpoiakon :—Refd. Re Hampshire Land Co. (1894), 1 Mans. 








On discharge of surety./—See Nos. 1074, 
1075, post. . 
Receiver of lunatic’s  estate.|—See 
Lunatics, Vol. X XXIII., p. 175, No. 639. 

When dispensed with.|— See Sub-sect. 7, post. 

Effect on right to possession.] — See Nos. 799- 
804, post. 

Property of companies.|—See CoMPANIEs, Vol. 
X.. pp. 795, 796, Nos. 5018-5023. 

Partnership property.,—Svc PARTNERSHIP, Vol. 
XXXVI., p. 488, Nos. 1526-1529. 





SUB-SECT. 2.—AMOUNT. 

236. When increased — Liquidator appointed 
receiver.|—(1) The liquidators will give security, 
if that is asked for, in addition, of course, to their 
security as liquidators & they will give that 
security within three weeks (CHITTY, J.). 

(2) It is not the practice of the ct. to allow 
receivers, who are officers of this ct. & appointed 
for the purpose of securing the funds to recelve 
whatever they are entitled to get in under the 
order without giving security, unless the parties 
are sui juris & consent (CHITTY, J.).—BARTLETT 
v. NORTHUMBERLAND AVENUE HOTEL Co., Lr. 
(1885), 58 L. T. 6113; on appeal, 53 L. T. 612, 
C. A, 

Annotations :—Cenerally, Refd. Re Joshua Stubbs, Barney 


v. Joshua Stubbs, [1891] 1 Ch. 187; British Linen Co. v. 
South American & Mexican Co., [1894] 1 Ch. 108. 


a receiver ia extended over additional 
lands, he must perfect additional 
security, or be removed from receiver- 
ship eee ae mA v. ASHE (1839), 
11. Eq. R. 210.— IR. 


: E+ KELLY ¥v. RUTLEDGE 
(1845), 8 I. Eq. R. 228.— IR. 


— ee 


Where 
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Sect. 5.—Security: Sub-sects. 2, 3, 4, 5, 6 & 7,A., 
B.,C., D. & EB.) 


237. When reduced — Payment into court.|— 
PooLE v. Woop (1832), cited in 1 Seton’s Judg- 
ments & Orders, 7th ed., at p. 741. 

238. -.|— Order made that mtge. 
securities be deposited with the master in order 
that the amount of security to be given by the 
receiver to be applied by the ct. might be 
diminished.—BATHER v. KEARSLEY (1844), as 


reported in 13 L. J. Ch. 321. 
Annotation :—Mentd. M‘Leod v. Lyttleton (1852), 1 Drew. 


239. Receiver having lien over property 
in ee mands leo Us S. A. v. PRIOLEAU, No. 475, 
post. 











SUB-SECT. 3.—TIME FOR GIVING. 

240. Within time _ specified in order.) —In 
future, wherever a receiver, or receiver & manager, 
is appointed by any judge of the Ch. Div., & 
ordered to give security within a specified time, 
the appointment is to be drawn in such a form 
that the receivership, or receivership & manager- 
ship, is to lapse, unless the security is given within 
that time, or unless in the meantime an extension 
of time is obtained from the judge in Chambers. 

The practice adopted by NEVILLE, J., in Rowley 
v. Desborough, No. 242, post, to be applied in all 
the Cts. of the Ch. Div.— Re Sims & Woops, LTD., 
Woops v. THE Co. (1916), 60 Sol. Jo. 539. 

241. Three weeks.|—BARTLETT v. NORTH- 
ea ERLAND AVENUE HOTEL Co., Lrp., No. 236, 
ante. 

242. .|—The order appointing a re- 
ceiver & manager, or receiver or manager, with 
liberty to act at once, should be drawn up in the 
Ch. ‘Div. in such a form that, if security is not 
givin within twenty-one days thereafter, the 
appointment will automatically lapse.—ROWLEY 
v. DESBOROUGH (1916), 60 Sol. Jo. 429. 

243. —— ——.]— Re SaANDow, LTD., SKIP- 
WITH v. SAME, [1916] W. N. 262. 

244, Extension of time— By whom granted— 
Judge in chambers.|—-Re Sims & Woops, LTD., 
Woops v. THE Co., No. 240, ante. 

245. Failure to give within time— Lapse of 
appointment.])—Re Sims & Woops, LTp., Woops 
v. THE Co., No. 240, ante. 

246. -|— ROWLEY v. DESBOROUGH, 
No. 242, ante. 

Position of receiver pending perfecting of 
security.|—See Sub-sect. 6, post. 

















SUBH-SECT. 4.—ForM. 


See R.S. C., Ord. 50, rr. 16, 164. 

247. Bond with sureties.|—The course of the ct. 
requires a security by the receiver, & two sureties, 
In @ recognisance, & taking the assignment of a 
mtge. belonging to a receiver very improper, & 
ought not to have been done.—MEaD v. ORRERY 
(LORD) (1745), 3 Atk. 235; 26 EB. R. 937, L. C. 
Annotations :—Retfd. Ludgater v. Channell ae , 15 Sim. 

479. Mentd. Taner v. Ivie (1752), Belt’s Sup. 386; 

Bonney v. Ridgard (1784), 1 Cox Eq. Cas. 145; Whale 

v. Booth (1784), 4 Doug. K. B. 36; Andrew v. Wrigley 

1792). 4 Bro. C. C. 125; Farr v. Newman (1792), 4 Term 

tep. 621; Shirreff v. Wilks (1800), 1 Kast, 48; Hill ». 

Simpson (1802), 7 Ves. 152; M‘Leod v. Drummond (1810), 

17 Ves. 152; Keane v. Robarts (1819), 4 Madd. 332: 

Wilson v. Moore (1834), 1 My. & K. 837; Bellamy v. 

Sabine (1857), 1 De G. & J. 566; Graham v. Drummond, 

{1896} 1 Ch. 968. 

248. a Re BRITISH POWER TRACTION & 
LIGHTING -. LTp., Harirax Joint Stock 





RECEIVERS. 


BANKING Co., Ltp. v. BritisH POWER TRACTION 
& LicHtine Co., Lrp., [1910] 2 Ch. 470; 79 
L. J. Ch. 666; 103 L. T. 451; 54 Sol. Jo. 749. 

249. Assignment of mortgage.]—Mzrap v. OR- 
RERY (LORD), No. 247, ante. 

250. Bond of foreign company.|—Re VENEZUELA 
GOLDFIELDS (undated), cited in [1904] 2 K. B. at 
p. 8538; 74 L. J. K. B. at p. 24; 91 L. T. at 
p. 780, C. A. 

Annotation :—Mentd. Aldrich v, British Griffin Chilled Iron 

& Steel Co., [1904] 2 K. B. 850. 

Bond of guarantee company.|—Sce Nos. 285- 


288, post. 


SUB-SECT. 5.—WHERE GIVEN. 

See R. S. C., Ord. 50, r. 17. 

251. General rule—-In_ chambers.] — Under 
R. S. C., Ord. 50, r. 17, which provides that, when 
any judgment or order is pronounced or made in 
ct. appointing a person therein named to be 
receiver, the ct. or.a judge may adjourn to chambers 
the cause or matter then pending, in order that the 
person named as receiver may give security as in 
the last preceding rule mentioned, & may there- 
upon direct such judgment or order to be drawn 
up, the appointment of a provisional liquidator 
of a co. can be adjourned into chambers.—Ie 
HOYLAND SILKSTONE COLLIERY Co., Lrp. (1883), 
53 L. J. Ch. 352; 49 L. T. 567. 

252. In London—Action commenced in district 
pee letty dite CAPPER, ROBERTSON v. CAPPER, No. 

, ante. 


SUB-SECT. 6.—POSITION OF RECEIVER PENDING 
PERFECTING OF SECURITY. 

253. When appointment  conditional.] — lip- 
WARDS v. EDWARDS, No. 799, post. 

254. Liability in respect of money received 
& expended as receiver.|—(1) A receiver is liable 
to account as such for all moneys coming to his 
hands in that capacity at any time, whether before 
or after the date of the perfecting of his security. 

(2) A surety who has undertaken to account for 
what the receiver ‘‘ should receive & become liable 
to pay as such receiver ’’ is liable to account for 
all such moneys as above mentioned. 

(3) The principle that the appointment of a 
receiver is merely conditional until his security is 
perfected, applies only to cases where the question 
is as to his title as against third parties. It has no 
application where the question is as to his own 
liability, or that of his sureties, in respect of moneys 
received & expended by him as receiver.—SMART 
v. FLOOD & Co. (1883), 49 L. T. 467. 

Effect on right to possession.|—See Part III., 
Sect. 3, post. 

Failure to give security within specified time— 
Lapse of appointment.]|—Sce Nos. 245, 246, ante. 





SUB-SECT. 7.—WHEN SECURITY DISPENSED WITH. 
A. In General. 

255. Receiver nominated by parties.|—Persons 
named by the parties appointed receivers upon 
their own recognisance only.—RipouT v. PLy- 
MOUTH (EARL) (1737), 1 Dick. 68; 21 E. R. 193. 
Annotation :—Folld. Manners v. Furze (1847), 12 Jur. 129. 

256. ——.]—CARLISLE (COUNTESS) v. CARLISLE 
(EARL) (1761), 1 Dick. 68; 21 E. R. 193. 

257. -}—On the application of all the 
parties to a cause, the ct. made an order appoint- 
ing at once a party named by them to be receiver 





Parr II.—APPoOInTMENT BY CouRT. 


of the partnership estate & effects, the absolute 
property of the parties to the cause, without requir- 
ing him to give any other than his own personal 
security, notwithstanding a previous order made 
in the cause directing a reference to the master 
in the usual form to appoint a receiver of the 
partnership estate & cffects.—MANNERS v. FURZE 
(1847), 11 Beav. 30; 17 lL. J. Ch. 70; 10 L. T. 
O. 8S. 362 ; 12 Jur. 129; 501. lt. 727. 

Annotation :—Refd. Tylee v. Tylee (1853), 17 Beav. 583. 


258. Nomination by testator.) — Testator 
directed ‘‘that A. be appointed receiver of his 
real & personal estate,’’ & died scised of no real 
estate, except an estate in the West Indies, having 
by his will directed a sum of moncy to be invested 
in the purchase of landsin England. A. appointed 
manager of the West India estate, upon entering 
into a personal recognisance to account for the 
produce.—HIBBERT v. HIBBERT (1808), 3 Mer. 681 ; 
36 E. R. 261. 


Annotations :—Consd. Houlditch v. Donegal (1834), 8 Bi. 
N. 8. 301. Refd. Shaw v. Lawless (1838), 5 Cl. & Fin. 





B. By Consent of Partics. 

259. Security waived.] —CaArLIsLE (COUNTESS) 
Vv. | iolcuuhe (Lorp) (1759), Amb. 599; 27 HK. A. 
390. 
tiotalion ‘—Folld. Wilson v. Wilson (1847), 9 L. T. O. S. 


260. .| — WILSON  v. (1847), 9 
L. T. O.S. 291; 11 Jur. 793. 
Annotations :—Mentd. Haggar v. Neatby (1854), Kay, 379; 
Middlebrook v. Bromley (1863), 2 New Rep. 224. 
. 261. -.]—FRASER v. BuRUEssS, No. 1182, post. 
262. Parties must be competent to consent.|— 
A receiver will not. be appointed without sureties, 
though not objected to if persons not competent 
to consent are interested.—TYLEE v. TYLEE (1853), 
17 Beav. 583; 51 E.R. 1161. 
263. .| — BARTLETT v. ‘NORTHUMBERLAND 
AVENUE HOTEL Co., Lrp., No. 236, ante. 


WILSON 








C. Receiver Without Salary. 


264. Who appointed without salary — Testa- 
mentary guardian.|—-GARDNER v. BLANE (1842), 
1 Hare, 381; 66 H. R. 1080. 

265. ——- ———.] — WELIS v. WALES (1855), 
4DeG.M. &G. 816; 3 W. R. 217; 438 EB. BR. 727; 
sub nom. WELLS v. WALE, WESTLEY v. LESLIE, 
24L.T. O. S. 286, I. ©. 
action :—Refd. Neave v. Douglas (1857), 26 L. J. Ch. 


266. Mortgagee.|— After resolutions for 
the voluntary winding up of a colliery co. had 
been duly passed & registered & a liquidator had 
been appointed, an action was commenced against 
the co. by their mtgees. to enforce their mtge. 
security. The mtgecs. then applied for the 
appointment of a receiver & manager & the ct., 
on evidence showing that the liquidator had no 
funds to carry on the colliery, & that unless it 
were carried on the property would be ruined, 
appointed the mtgees. receivers & managers with- 
out security & without salary.—BoyYLE v. BETTWs 
LLANTWIT COLLIERY Co. (1876), 2 Ch. D. 726; 


45 L. J. Ch. 748; 34 L. T. 844. 
ai atation :—Refd. Ze Pound & Hutchins (1889), 42 Ch. D. 


267, —— .|—Re PRYTHERCH, PRYTHERCH 
v. WILLIAMS, No. 96, ante. 

268, ——— Judgment creditor.|—-MACNICOLL v. 
PARNELL, No. 520, post. 
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269. Receiver of partnership business.]— 
TAYLOR v. Neate (1888), as reported in 39 Ch. D. 
5388; 47. L. R. 748. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Burt, Boulton & Hayward »v, Bull, 

[1895] 1 Q. B. 276; Re David & Matthews, [1899] 1 Ch. 





D. Equitable Execution. 


270. Undertaking by judgment creditor & 
receiver—Not to act without leave of court.|— 
Tn an action for equitable execution, upon a judg- 
ment obtained by pltf., in the Q. B. Div., an order 
was obtained for the appointment of a receiver, 
the indorsemcnt on the brief being, ‘ Usual 
order for appointment of IF. S. as receiver until 
trial or further order, on pltf.’s undertaking to 
be answerable for his receipts, without prejudice 
to prior incumbrancers.’’ The registrar refused 
to draw up the order without the receiver giving 
security. A draft order was then prepared in 
which the receiver was to pay the costs of the 
action & of the receivership out of the sums re- 
ceived by him. The form of the draft order was 
said to be used in the Q. B. Div., & has been sanc- 
tioned by CuiTry, J.,in the Ch. Div. The order 
was originally obtained for the purpose of getting 
a charge on the property, with no intention of 
the receiver entering into possession or receiving 
anything, therefore he would have nothing out 
of which to pay the costs. On motion ex p. for 
directions, the ct. made an order directing such 
receiver to be appointed without security, pltf. 
& the receiver undertaking not to act without the 
leave of the ct. The costs to be costs in the 
action.—HEWETT v. MURRAY (1885), 54 L. J. Ch. 
572; 52 L. T. 380. 

271. Judgment creditor appointed receiver.]-— 
FUGGLE v. BLAND, No. 179, ante. 

272. .|-—MACNICOLL v. PARNELL, No. 520, 


post. 





BE. Matters of Urgency. 


273. Undertaking by plaintiff until security 
given—To answer for receipts of receiver.]— 
TRUMAN & Co. v. REDGRAVE (1881), 18 Ch. D. 
547; 50 L. J. Ch. 880; 45 1. T. 605; 30 W. R. 
421. 

Annotations :-—Refd. Makins t. Ibotson (1890), 63 L. T. 515 
Grafton v. Taylor, Manvers v. Taylor (1891), 7 T., L. R 
588; Whitley v. Challis, (1892) 1 Ch. 64; Poole v. Downes 
(1897), 76 L. T. 110. 


« 
9 
° 











274. .|—SUMSION v. CRUTWELL, No. 
234, ante. 

275. —— ——.]— Evans v. Lioyp, [1889] 
W.N. 171. 


innotation :—Refd. Miuter v. Kent, Sussex & Gencral Land 

Soc. (1895), 72 L. T. 186. 

276. .j—By the arts. of assocn. of a 
limited co. the management of the business & the 
control of the co. were vested in the directors. 
Under a power in the memorandum of assocn. 
the co. issued debentures purporting to charge 
all the co.’s property both present & future, 
including its uncalled capital. Upon a motion 
by pltf., who was the only debenture-holder, in 
an action by him against the co. to enforce his 
securities, the judge appointed the managing 
director of the co. receiver of its property & also 
manager of its business pending realisation, with 
a view to enabling the co.’s business to be sold 
as a going concern; pltf. undertaking to provide 
a sum for wages & current expenses, & also to be 
answerable for the receipts of the receiver & 
inanager pending his giving security, & to procure 








.-—ABBOTr v. CRAWFORD, 


d. }— 
Suwith Reg. Cas. 17.—IR. 
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Sect. 5.—Sccurity: Sub-scct. 7, E£.; sub-sect. 8, A., 
B. &C. Sect. 6: Sub-sects. 1 & 2, A. (a). | 


the realisation of the property as soon as possible. 
—-MAKINS v. IBOTSON (PERCY) & Sons, [1891] 
1 Ch. 1383; 60 L. J. Ch. 164; 68 L. T. 515; 39 
W.R. 73; 2 Meg. 371. 

Annotation :—Refd. Edwards v. Standard Rolling Stock 

Syndicate, [1893] 1 Ch. 574. 

277. ——.| — DEBENTURE - HOLDERS’ 
Actions (1900), 16 T. L. R. 256. 

Annotation :—Consd. Woods v. Winskill, (1913] 2 Ch. 303. 

278. —— Extent of undertaking—Deben- 
ture~holders’ action.) — DEBENTURE - HOLDERS’ 
Actions (1900), 16 T. L. R. 256.° 
Annotation :—Consd. Woods v. Winskill, [1913] 2 Ch. 303. 

279. Undertaking as to damages— Ap- 
pointment made ex parte.|—RAWSON v. RAWSON, 
No. 209, ante. 

280. .|—In an action to enforce 
specific performance of a parol agreement to 
execute a bill of sale of personal chattels, upon 
an ex p. motion before appearance of deft. there 
being evidence of immediate danger of the chattels 
in question being disposed of, an order was made 
appointing pltf., without security, interim receiver 
for fourteen days, or until a receiver should be 
appointed under a reference to chambers for that 
purpose which the Vice-Chancellor had directed. 
Pitf. undertook to deal with the property only 
under the direction of the ct., & to abide by any 
order which the ct. might make as tu damages or 
otherwise.—TAaYLOR v. ECKERSLEY (1876), 2 
Ch. D. 302; 45 L. J. Ch. 527; 34 L. T. 637; 
24 W. RR. 450; 2 Char. Pr. Cas. 84, C. A. 


Annotations :—Refd. Minter v. Kent, Sussex & Gencral 
rand eae: (1895), 72 L. T. 186; Shears v. Jones, [1922] 2 


281. 
[1889] W. N. 171. 
Annotation :—Refd. Minter v. Kent, Sussex & General Land 

Soc. (1895), 72 L. I’. 186. 

282. Undertaking where no security to be given 
—To abide by orders of court—PlaintifY appointed 
receiver.|—HYDE v. WARDEN, No. 26, ante. 

283. -|—TAYLOR v. ECKERSLEY, 
No. 280, ante. 























—— 


——.|— Evans v_ LuoyD, 











SUB-SECT. 8.-—-SURETIES, 
A. Who may be. 

284. Residents in England—Receiver of foreign 
property residing abroad.]|—CocKBUREN v. RAPHAEL, 
No. 582, post. 

285. Guarantee society.) —The security of a 
guarantee society may be taken in cases of re- 
ceivership.—COLMORE v. NORTH (1872), 42 L. J. Ch. 
4; 21 W. R. 43; sub nom. COLEMORE v. NORTH, 
ie ee v. RADCLIFFE, 27 L. T. 405, L. C. & 

286. .|}—The security of a guarantee 
society may be taken in the case of a receiver in a 
probate action.—CARPENTER v. QUEEN’S PROCTOR 
(1882), 7 P. D. 235; sub nom. CARPENTER Vv. 
TREASURY SOLICITOR, 51 L. J. P. 91; 31 W. R. 
108 ; sub nom. In the Goods of STOKES, CARPENTER 
Vv. ee SOLICITOR, 46 L. I’. 821; 46 J. P. 
663. 
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285 i. Guarantice society.J—The ct. f. Party to 


Bennett on Receivers, at p. 107.—IR. 
action.) —- RYDER. 
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287. .|—By a judgment for dissolution of 
a partnership between two agricultural implement 
makers, deft., one of the partners, was appointed 
receiver & manager, & undertook to act without 
salary. He carried on the business very success- 
fully for more than eightcen months, & then 
purchased it with the sanction of the ct. He was 
a skilled mechanic, & during his receivership 
worked in the business as a common workman. 
In his ‘accounts he claimed to be allowed two 
premiums of £25 each paid to a guarantee society 
which had become surety for his duly accounting, 
& the sum of £2 per week for the manual work 
done by him as a workman. The master allowed 
both items. The judge held that a receiver & 
manager appointed without salary or remunera- 
tion was entitled to be allowed in his accounts 
premiums paid by him to a guarantce society as 
his surety, & that the two premiums ought therc- 
fore to be allowed, but that the £2 per week ought 
not, for that the receiver, being in a fiduciary 
position, could not employ himself. The decision 
on the first point was not appealed from :—Held : 
the £2 per weck ought also to be allowed, for that, 
although the receiver had acted irregularly & 
run great risk in not asking for wages at the time 
of his appointment, he was entitled to be paid for 
services which had proved bencficial to the estate, 
& which it was no part of his duty as receiver & 
manager to perform.—Harris v. SLEEP, [1897] 
2 Ch. 80; 66 L. J. Ch. 596; 76 L. T. 670; 45 
W. R. 680, C. A. 

288, ——.] — Re SPImITINE, Lrp., OWEN 17. 
SPIRITINE, Lrp. (1902), 18 T. L. R. 679; 46 Sol. 
Jo. 614, C. A. 

289. Foreign company.|—Re VENEZUELA GOLD- 
FIELDS (undated), cited in [1904] 2 K. B. at 
p.853; 741. J. K. B.atp. 24; 91L.T. at p. 730, 
C.A 


Annotation :—Refd. Aldrich v. British Griffin Chilled Iron 
& Steol Co., [1904] 2 K. B. 850. 


B. Rights and Liabilities. 
See Part X., post. 


C. Discharge. 
See Part X., Sect. 5, post. 


Sect. 6.—IN WHAT CASES APPOINTMENT MADE. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 

See Supreme Court of Judicature (Consolidation) 
Act, 1925 (c. 49), s. 45. 

290. General rule—Preservation of property— 
Pending litigation.|—-(1) In a suit for partition of 
a leasehold estate, a receiver of the rents of the 
whole estate granted, under the circumstances. 

(2) Application for receiver of an estate, made 
by the tenant in common of one moiety & opposed 
only by one of the persons interested in the other 
moicty, who has incumbered his share, granted, 
under the circumstances. 

(8) The jurisdiction of this ct. to appoint a 
receiver has for its object the preservation of 
property pending litigation, in order that ulti- 
mately the rights of all partics interested may 


property—Pending fe pea ad td 


wh pet a receiver to enter into 
security by means of a guarantee 
assocn., & the master is te fix the rate 
of percentaee to be paid by the receiver 
to the assocn.—-HOBHOUBE v. HAMILTON 
(1850), 15 L. T. O. S. 372.— IR. 

®- Solicitor having conduct of cause.) 


—Ryenen # Drcwann (1R&46) altad tn 


DICKSON (1835), cited in Bennett on 
Receivers, at p. 107.—IR. 


g. Practising: barrister.}—-KELLY ¥., 
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90Ni Slenern)] rule—Preservation of 


v. BUTLEH (1839), 1 I. Hq. R. 435.—IR. 
290 ii. ———_——__ ——. }#—_ WHITELAW 
yaSaNeye (1848), 12 I. Hq. R. 393.— 


290 iii, —— —— ——.}—CARRICK- 
FERGUS MUNICIPAL COMRS. ¥. LOCK- 
HART (1869), 3 1. R. Eq. 515.—IR. 


h. Anovlicant must show titlk— 
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be fairly adjusted (Sruart, V.-C.)—SErARLE v. 
SMALES (1855), 25 L. T. O. S. 106; 38 W. R. 487. 

291. -]—— SHEPPARD v. OXENFORD, 
No. 1095, post. 

292. When just & convenient.|—JouN v. 
JOHN, No. 17, ante. 

Compare Part II., Sect. 1, sub-sect. 1, ante. 

293. No one available for appointment.]—In 
order to form a contract by letter, of which the 
ct. will decree a specific performance, nothing 
morc is necessary than that the amount & nature of 
the consideration to be paid on one side, & received 
on the other, should be ascertained, together with 
a reasonable description of the subject matter of 
the contract. It is the clearly established doctrine 
that the ct. will carry into exccution an agreement 
so constituted. It is not necessary to be satisfied 
that the parties actually meant the same thing, 
provided a clear assent be given to a certain pro- 
position arising de facto out of the terms of the 
correspondence. 

_ Icannot grant a receiver of this property ; because 
if this be a binding contract, whom should I 
appoint to receive it, &, if it be not a binding 
contract, I have no right to appoint a receiver 
(LorD ELpon, (.)—KENNEDY v. LEE (1817), 3 
Mer. 441; 36 WW. R. 170, L. ©. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Thornbury v. Bovill (1842), 1 Y. & 

C. Ch. Cas, 554; Thomas v, Blackman (1844), 1 Coll. 301; 

Churton v, Douglas (1859), John. 174; Chinnock v. Ely 


sa Nemes 











(1878), 47 L, J. Ch. 773 ; Rossiter v. Miller (1878), 3 App. 
Cas. 1124; Ginesi v. Cooper (1880), 14 Ch. D. 596; 
Pearson v. Pearson (1884), 27 Ch. D. 145; Preston v. 
; Luck (1884), 27 Ch. 1). 497; Huwkesworth v. Chaffey 
Siete ay rc T. 72; Chillingworth v. Esche (1923), 92 


294. Application for appointment premature.|— 
A receiver ought not to be appointed in this 
early stage of the cause. ...%In some future 
stage of this proceeding such grounds may be 
exhibited to the Ch. as will justify the appropria- 
tion of the produce of the estate to the satis- 
faction of his claims sct up. ... Such yvrounds 
have not yct been exhibited (Lorp ELpon, (.).— 
IiopE INSURANCE Co. v. MUNNINGS (1822), 1 
lu. J. O. S. Ch. 49, I. C. 

295. Nothing for receiver to receive.}] —A 
receiver will only be granted in cases where the 
amount of the judgment debt warrants the 
expense & where there is fair rcason to suppose 
that there is something for the receiver to reccive. 
—I. v. K., [1884] W. N. 63; Bitt. rep. in Ch. 185. 

296. |—An application was made to 
obtain maintenance for two infants entitled to 
successive estates tail in remainder after the 
death of their father under a scheme whereby a 
certain yearly sum was to be paid until the first 
of the children attained twenty-one, in considera- 
tion of a large sum of money to be paid to the 
lender, & to be charged, as well as the premium 
of a policy to be taken out by the lender to cover 
the contingency of both children dying under 
twenty-one, upon their interests in remainder :— 
Held: under Judgment Act, 1864 (c. 112), the ct. 
could only order a sale & conveyance of the debtor’s 
interest in land after the land had been delivered in 
execution, but in this case, owing to the rever- 
slonary character of the interests, the only mode of 
execution was the appointment of a receiver; & 
there being nothing for him to receive, the ct. 
would not invent some theoretical execution for 





Appointment to enforce appearance— 
Where defendant resident outside juris- 
diction. }—ARTHURS Vv, ARTHUR (1824), 


—IR. 
1 Hog. 95.—IR e 


k.—— Application by annuitant,}— 
RICHARDS v. GOOLD (1827), 1 Mol. 22. 
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the purposes of giving itself power to make a judg- 
ment binding on the infants’ interests.—Re 
HAMILTON (INFANTS) (1885), 31 Ch. D. 291; 55 
L. J. Ch. 282; 53 L. T. O. S. 840; 34 W. R. 203, 
Annotations :—Consd. Re Harrison & Bottomley, [1899] 1 

Ch. 465. Refd. Re Jones & The Judgments Act, 1861 

(1895), 39 Sol. Jo. 671 ; Woods v. Harrison (No. 2) (1899), 

43 Sol. Jo. 242. Mentd. Cadman v. Cadman (1886), 33 

Ch. D. 397; Ite De Teissier’s Trusts, De Teissier v. Do 

Teissier (1892), 37 Sol. Jo. 47; Re Hambrough’s Estate, 

Hambrough v. Hambrough, [1909] 2 Ch. 620; J?’e Badger, 

Badger v. Badger, [1913] 1 Ch. 3805. 

297. .|—I cannot see my way to make 
the order, because, the book debts having been 
received, & the proceeds expended, there will be 
nothing for a receiver to receive (PICKFORD, J.).— 
HARPER v. MCINTYRE (1907), 51 Sol. Jo. 701. 

298. Railway not open for traffic.] — 
Without deciding that there is jurisdiction to 
appoint a receiver in such a case [appointment 
under Railway Companies Act, 1867 (c. 127), 
s. 4, where railway not yet open for public traffic] 
but) assuming that there is jurisdiction, still a 
receiver ought not to be appointed when there is 
not, & probably will not, until the line is opened 
for traffic, be any money for him to receive.—Le 
Knorr inp Rattway Act, 1898, [1901] 2 Ch. 8 ; 
70 L. J. Ch. 468; 84 L. T. 483; 49 W. R. 469 ; 
17 T. L. BR. 3853; 45 Sol. Jo. 861, C. A. 

299. No person in whose name action may be 
brought.,—Woop v. HITCHINGS, No. 324, post. 

800. Appointment acting detrimentally.]—Grant- 
ing a recciver may act detrimentally to customers, 
& therefore I shall not appoint one (KINDERSLEY, 
V.-C.).— ANDREWS v. Puau (1854), as reported in 
3 W. KR. 50. 

301. Applicant must show title.]|—A receiver of 
the rents, etc. of real estate will not be appointed 
at the instance of a person who has been found 
to be testator’s heir-at-law by the chief clerk’s 
certificate, on a reference for that purpose in a 
creditors’ suit. 

I decline to make the order. . . . The title of 
appet. as heiress-at-law is not admitted, but on 
the contrary disputed. Sheuld the creditors find 
it necessary hercafter to apply for a receiver, I 
may probably grant such an application (WOOD, 
V.-C.).—TopPING v. SEARSON (1862), 6 L. T. 449. 








SUB-SECT. 2.—PARTICULAR INSTANCES. 
A. Administration of Estates. 

(a) Proceedings Pending in Probate Division. 

302. Jurisdiction to make appointment in 
Chancery proceedings.|—Injunction, restraining a 
transfer, & a receiver appointed, to preserve the 
property during a litigation in the Ecclesiastical 
Ct. upon the will.—Kina v. Kina (1801), 6 Ves. 
172; 31 E. R. 997, L. C. 


Annotations :-—Consd. NRichards v. Chave (1806), 12 Ves. 
462. Apld. Ball v. Oliver (1813), 2 Ves. & B. 95. _Consd. 
Rendall v. Rendall (1841), 1 Hare, 152. Expld. Newton 
v. Ricketts (1847), 9 L. T. O. S. 430. Refd. Edwards v. 
Kdwards (1853), 10 Hare, App. LXITITI. 


803. |—The Ct. of Ch. will not interfere 
by appointing a receiver upon the mere ground, 
that two wills are in controversy in the Spiritual 
Ct.; & no special case; as that the property is 
in danger, & cannot be secured by administration 
pendente lite—RICHARDS v. CHAVE (1806), 12 
Ves. 462 ; 33 EB. R. 175, L. C. 

Annotation :—Consd. Ball v. Oliver (1813), 2 Ves. & B. 95. 

















tat For payment of tithe renl- 
ove 1_GREVILLE v. FLEMING (1845), 
2 Jo. & Lat. 335.—IR. 


ly lay im- 
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Sect. 6.—In what cases appointment made: Sub-sect, 
2, A. (a).] 


304. .]—BUCKLAND v. SOULTEN (1824), 4 
Y. & C, Ex. 373, n.; 164 E. R. 1051, L. C. 
Annotation :—Refd. Middleton v. Sherburne (1841), 4 

Y. & C. Ex. 358. 


305. .}—Pending a litigation as to adminis- 
tration in the Ecclesiastical Ct., a bill was filed 
praying a receiver, & that upon the administrator 
being appointed & brought before the ct. the 
rights of the parties might be declared, & the 
estate administered.—DE FEUCHERES v. DAWES 
(1842), 5 Beav. 110; 11 L. J. Ch. 394; 6 Jur. 
594; 49 E.R. 519. 

306. .|—Proceedings in Ch. having been 
taken by persons having claims upon the estate 
of an intestate, against his widow, who was 
alleged to have possessed herself of part of the 
estate, but who had not taken out administration, 
the Ct. of Ch. appointed a receiver, with authority 
to collect, get in, & receive the estate, & to apply 
to the Ct. of Probate for administration. The 
widow, & all the next of kin, & persons entitled 
in distribution having been cited, upon their non- 
appearance to the citation, the ct. made a general 
grant of administration to the receiver.—IJn the 
Goods of MAYER (1873), L. R. 3 P. & D. 39; 
42 L. J. P.& M. 57; 29 L. T. 247; 37 J. P. 696. 

307. ——.] —Re MALLALIEW, RADCLIFFE v. 
MALLALIEW (1891), 91 L. T. Jo. 398. 

308. ——.]/—Re GREEN, GREEN v. KNIGIIT, 
[1895] W. N. 69. 

Annotation :—Refd. Re Wenge (1911), 55 Sol. Jo. 553. 

309. .| — Among the papers of a person 
supposed to have died intestate was found a will 
purporting to be cancelled, & one of the next of 
kin issued a writ in the Ch. Div. against the exor. 
named in the will asking for the appointment of 
a receiver of deceased’s estate until a legal personal 
representative had been constituted, & moved 
for a receiver. Pending the hearing of the 
motion deft. commenced an action in the Probate 
Ct. for probate in solemn form, &, on the hearing 
of the motion, opposed the appointment of a 
receiver on the ground that it was wholly un- 
necessary, it being the usual practice in the 
Probate Ct. to appoint a receiver or administrator 
pendente lite. The facts were not in dispute & 
the estate was not in jeopardy :—WHeld: no 
ground was shown for ousting the jurisdiction of 
the ct., & a receiver was appointed.—Re OAKES, 
OAKES v. PORCHERON, [1917] 1 Ch. 230; 86 
L. J. Ch. 303; 115 L. T. 913; 61 Sol. Jo. 202. 

310. ——— Whether ousted by jurisdiction to 
appoint administrator.]— Jurisdiction of a ct. of 
equity for an account of personal estate & a 
receiver, pending a litigation for probate ; though 
an administration pendente lite might be obtained 
in the Ecclesiastical Ct.—ATKINSON v. HENSHAW 
(1812), 2 Ves. & B. 85; 35 E. B. 251, L. C. 
Annotations :—Apld. Rall v. Oliver (1813), 2 Ves. & B. 95. 

. Jones v. Frost (1822), Jac. 466. Expld. Newton v. 

Ricketts (1847), 9 L. T. O. S. 430. Refd. Watkins v. 

Brent (1835), 1 My. & Cr. 97. Mentd, Mitchell v. Thomas 

(1847), 6 Moo. P. C. C. 137. 

811. .|—Jurisdiction of a ct. of equity 
pending a disputed administration in the Ecclesi- 
astical Ct. to protect the property by a receiver 
not ousted by the power of the Ecclesiastical Ct. to 
appoint an administrator pendente lite—BALL v. 
OLIVER (1813), 2 Ves. & B. 96; 35 EH. R. 255. 
Annotations :—Expld. Newton v. Ricketts (1847),9 L. T. 
- 8. 430. Refd. Watkins rv. Brent (1835), 1 My. & Cr, 

812. Pendency of suit not distinctly alleged.| 
—-Demurrer allowed to a bill prayi that a 
pretended will might be delivere to be 























up 
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cancelled & an injunction & receiver till letters of 
administration should be granted; the pendency 
of a suit in the Ecclesiastical Ct. not being dis- 
tinctly alleged & the Ct. of Ch. not having juris- 
diction to try the validity of the will—JONES v. 
Frost (1822), Jac. 466; 37 I. R. 926, L. C. 

Annotations :—Distd. Marr v. Littlewood (1837), 2 My. & Cr. 

454. Consd. Rendall v. Rendall (1841), 1 Hare, 152. 

Mentd. Allen v. M‘Pherson (1847), 1 H. L. Cas. 191. 

318. Validity of will in dispute.]—A receiver 
will not be appointed at the instance of a party 
claiming as devisee under a will, the validity of 
which is to be determined by an issue, unless 
claimant satisfies the ct. that there is a reasonable 
probability of his succeeding on the issue, & that 
the property will be endangered by being left in 
the possession of the heir-at-law.—CLARK v. DEW 
(1829), 1 Russ. & M. 103; 39 BE. R. 40, L. C. 

314. —-— After grant of probate — Pending 
proceedings to recall probate.]—The ct. will not 
grant an injunction & receiver against exors. who 
have obtained probate, on the ground of pro- 
ceedings in the Ecclesiastical Ct. to recall probate. 
—ANON. (1833), 2 L. J. Ch. 128. 

315. —— ——.]|—MArR v. LITTLEWOOD, 
No. 938, post. 

316. -——.] — CONNOR v. CONNOR, 
No. 361, post. 


317. _ * — The exor., having 
obtained probate, is armed with full authority from 
the proper tribunal over testator’s personal estate, 
& the ct. will not grant an injunction, or appoint a 
receiver, on account of the pending of a suit in 
the Ecclesiastical Ct. to recall such probate.— 
ee v. RICKETTS (1848), 11 L. T. O. S. 81, 

318. Property in danger.| — 
The simple fact of there being a suit in the 
Kcclesiastical Ct. to recall the probate, will not 
induce the ct. to interfere either by the appoint- 
ment of a receiver or by granting an injunction 
to control the legal right of the exor. to deal with 
testator’s personal estate, where there is no 
imputation of misconduct or insolvency against 
the exor., & actual danger to the funds is not 
alleged. 

Where it can be shown that the property is not 
safe, or there is no existing legal personal repre- 
sentative, the Ct. will interfere, but not other- 
wise.—NEWTON v. RICKETTS (1847), 10 Beav. 
625; 16. J. Ch. 372, n.; 9 L. T. O. S. 430; 
11 Jur. 662; 50 E. R. 684, L. C. 

319. —— ——— -——.]—Bill by one of the 
next of kin against the exors. & one of the legatees 
in a will fraudulently obtained by them from a 
person of unsound mind, praying for an account 
& for an injunction & receiver pending a suit in 
the Ecclesiastical Ct. to recall the probate :— 
Held: maintainable in this ct. & demurrer for 
want of equity overruled.—DIMEs v. STEINBERG 
(1854), 2 Sm. & G. 75; 65 E.R. 309. 

320. Necessity for strong mapentel 
—This ct. will appoint a receiver, pending a sui 
in the Kcclesiastical Ct. to recall probate on a 
case of strong presumption. 

Taking into consideration the evidence re- 
specting the mien eae of this testator, the 
manner in which the will was obtained, the sort 
of surprise by which the proves was acquired, & 
the danger of the property; & grounding myself 
on the jurisdiction in this ct., to protect propery 
pending a liquidation in another ct., am of 
opinion that this is a fit case for a receiver & an 
injunction (LEAcH, V.-C.). — RUTHERFORD v. 
Dova.as (1822), 1 Sm. & St. 111; 57 EB. BR. 45. 
Annotations :—Reld. Watkins v. Brent (1886) 1 My. & Cr. 

97; Newton v. Ricketts (1847), 9 L. T. 0. 8. 430, 
































Part II].—APPOINTMENT By COURT. 


321. -.]—(1) Where pro- 
bate or administration has Coon ea by the 
Ecclesiastical Ct. a receiver will not be appointed 
pending litigation to recall probate or grant of 
administration, unless a special case be made out 
for such appointment. 


(2) Where no probate or administration has 
been granted it is of course to appoint a receiver, 
pending a bond fide litigation in the Ecclesiastical 
Ct., to determine the right to probate or adminis- 
tration, unless a special casc can be made for 
refusing such appointment. 


(3) The fact that the litigation in the Ecclesi- 
astical Ct. is on the question of which of two 
alleged wills shall be admitted to probate, & that 
deft. in the suit in equity is named exor. in both 
wills, is not a ground for refusing to appoint a 
receiver.—RENDALL v. RENDALL (1841), 1 Hare, 
152; 11 L. J. Ch. 93; 66 BB. BR. 986. 


322, ——- ——— Executor agreeing to test 
validity of will.|—The institution of a suit in the 
Kcclesiastical Ct., for the purpose of recalling 
probate, is not a ground upon which alone this 
ct. will interfere to restrain the exor. from re- 
celving the assets. Where, however, the exor. 
had agreed, through this proctor, that the validity 
of the testamentary paper by which he was 
appointed, should be tried in the suit to recall 
probate, an order was made for an injunction & 
a receiver, & that order was affirmed on appeal.— 
WATKINS v. BRENT (1835), 1 My. & Cr. 97; 5 
L. J. Ch. 49; 40 E. R. 313. 

Annotations :—Consd. Marr v. Littlewood (1837), 2 My. & Cr. 
454, Apld. ltendall v. Rendall (1841), 1 Hare, 152. 
Consd. Newton v. Ricketts (1847), 9 L. I. O. 8. 430. 
Apld. Newton v. Ricketts (1848), 11 L. T. O. S. 81. 
Consd. Devey v. Thornton (1851), 9 Hare, 222; Dimes v. 
Steinberg (1854), 2Sm. & G. 75. Refd. Horlock v. Patch 
(1845), 10 Jur. 108. : 

323. ——- & to order payment into Court 
money belonging to estate.]|— Although the ct. will 
appoint a receiver on account of the pendency 
of a suit in the Kcclesiastical Ct., respecting the 
validity of a will, it will not, on that account alone, 
order the person named as exor. to pay into ct. 
money in his hands belonging to the deceased’s 
estate.—REED v.’ Harris (1836), 7 Sim. 639; 
5 L. J. Ch. 126; 58 E.R. 983. 

Annotation :—Consd. Edwards v. Edwards (1853), 10 Hare, 
App. II. lxiii. 

324. Pending appeal to Privy Council- 
No one in position to protect estate in interim.]— 
An appeal was pending in the Privy Council from 
a sentence of the Ecclesiastical Ct. rejecting the 
testamentary papers of deceased declaring an 
intestacy ; limited administration pendente lite 
had ceased by the sentence, & an inhibition had 
issued from the Privy Council which inhibited the 
Kcclesiastical Ct. proceeding. There being no 
person in the meantime authorised to protect & 
collect the estate :—Held: (1) these circumstances, 
of themselves alone, justified the appointment of 
a receiver by this ct.; (2) a receiver might in such 
case be granted on the application of a party 
applt., who, assuming the decision of the Ecclesi- 
astical Ct. to be correct, had no interest in the 
estate of deceased ; (3) the circumstance of there 
being no person in whose name an action might 
be brought to recover the property is not a 
sufficient objection to the appointment of a 
receiver. 

The application, however, is made by pltf. 
alone; every other person, who, in my view of 
the case, may be interested in the estate, opposes 
the application (LONGDALE, M.R.).—Woop v. 
Hirouines (1840), 2 Beav. 289; 48 E. R. 1192; 
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sub nom. Wood v. HITCHINGS, GOODLAKE v. WOOD, 
4 Jur. 858, I». C. 
Annotations :—As to (1) Refd. Rendall v. Rendall (1841), 1 

Hare, 152; Re Spurling, [1909] 1 Ch. 199. 

3825. ——— Under special circumstances.| — 
Semble: under special circumstances, it wi 
appoint a receiver of the real estate-—-MIDDLETON 
v. SHERBURNE (1841), 4 Y. & C. Ex. 358; 10 
L. J. Ex. Eq. 75; 160 E. R. 1044; on appeal 
sub nom. SHERBURNE v. MIDDLETON (1842), 9 
Cl. & Fin. 72, H. L. 


Annotations :—Refd. Lancashire v. Lancashire (1846), 9 
ae Biter Mentd. Boyse v. Rossborough (1857), 6 
. L. Cas. 1. 


326. When appointment as of course.|— 
RENDALL Vv. RENDALL, No. 321, ante. 

327. Same person executor in each dis- 
puted will.]-RENDALL v. RENDALL, No. 321, 
ante. 

328. Proof that property in danger.|— 
The ct. will not grant a receiver pending litigation 
in the Ecclesiastical Ct. for probate of a will, 
unless it is shown that the property is in such a 
position that it requires protection in the mean- 
time, & that it might be lost or in danger if there 
were no one to receive it.—WHITWORTH v. WHYD- 
DON (1850), 2 LI. & Tw. 445; 2 Mac. & G. 52; 14 
Jur. 142; 47 E. R. 1758, L. C. 

329. After appointment of administrator 
pendente lite.|—Where, after proceedings had been 
commenced in the Probate Ct. to test the validity 
of a will, a bill was filed for a receiver of alleged 
testator’s personal estate, & a motion made for a 
receiver, which motion stood over, & during this 
pendency the Ct. of Probate appointed an adminis- 
trator pendente lite, under Court of Probate Act, 
1857 (c. 77), 8s. 70:—Held: it was the intention 
of the legislature to extend the powers of an 
administrator pendente lite appointed by the Ct. of 
Probate, & such administrator having the same 
power of protecting the property as a receiver, the 
ct. refused to appoint a receiver.—VERET vv. 
DUPREZ (1868), I.. R. 6 Eq. 329; 37 L. J. Ch. 552 ; 
18 L. T. 501; 16 W. R. 750. 
ae :—Consd. Parkin v. Seddons (1873), L. R. 16 Eq. 


330. Appointment to benefit all parties.]— 
Where litigation is impending in the Ct. of Probate, 
the Ct. of Ch., if the interests of all parties require 
it, will appoint a receiver.—GRIMSTON v. TURNER 
(1870), 22 L. T. 292; 18 W. R. 724. 

331. After administration granted—Neces- 
sity for strong case.|—-Upon the death of a person 
intestate, two persons, claiming to be co-heiresses- 
at-law & sole next of kin of the intestate, entered 
into possession of the intestate’s real estate, & 
obtained a grant of letters of administration of 
the personal estate. Pltf., who claimed to be 
heir-at-law & one of the next of kin of the in- 
testate, commenced proceedinys in ejectment for 
the recovery of the real estate, & also took pro- 
ceedings in the Probate Ct. for a recall of the 
letters of administration, & then filed a bill for the 
appointment of a receiver pending the litigation. 
One of the co-heiresses demurred to the whole 
bill; the other demurred, without answering, to 
so much of the bill as sought relief in respect of the 
real estate :—Held: both demurrers were good : 
the partial demurrer, because the ct. has no juris- 
diction to appoint a receiver in a simple case of 
contested heirship ; & the demurrer to the whole 
bill, on the ground that where administration has 
been granted the ct. will not exercise its Juris- 
diction to appoint a receiver of personal estate, 
unless a special case is made, a rule which will be 
strictly enforced, since Court of Probate Act, 1857 
(c. 77), enables the Ct. of Probate to appoint an 




















28 


Sect. 6.—In what cases appointment made : Sub-sect. 
2, A. (a), (0), (c), (a), (e) & (Ff). 
administrator pendente lite, with powers similar to 
those of a receiver.—HITCHEN v. BIRKS (1870), 
L. R. 10 Eq. 471; 23 L. T. 835; 18 W. R. 1015. 
ArnOtation ‘—Consd. Parkin v. Seddons (1873), L. R. 16 Eq. 


332. Caveat entered.] 
Dons, No. 428, post. 

333. Transfer of application to Probate 
Division.|—BarrR v. Bani, [1876] W. N. 443; 2 
Char. Pr. Cas. 76. 

334. Notwithstanding jurisdiction of Pro- 
bate Division in same matter—Matter of urgency. ]— 
ies MORRISON v. JONES (1888), 32 Sol. Jo. 

Jurisdiction of Probate Division to make appoint- 
ment.!—Sec Sect. 1, sub-sect. 2, B., ante. 








PARKIN v. SED- 








(6) Creditors’ Actions. 

335. Whether receiver appointed— Insufficiency 
of assets.]|—In a suit by a specialty creditor, his 
claim was admitted by the answer of the adminis- 
tratrix & heiress-at-law of debtor, who had died 
intestate. The cause was set down to be heard 
on bill & answer, without any replication having 
been filed :—Held: as it was admitted that the 
estate of intestate was insufficient to pay in full 
the demand of pltf., the latter was entitled to have 
a receiver appointcd.—CHALK v. RAINE (1849), as 
reported in 18 L. J. Ch. 472; 13 Jur. °81. 

336. -|— HODGKINS v. SINCLAIR 
(1893), 37 Sol. Jo. 777. 

337. Administration action.|—Re BakEr, 
GIDDINGS v. BAKER (1882), 26 Sol. Jo. 682. 























338. -|— HopGKINS v. SINCLAIR 
(1893), 37 Sol. Jo. 777. 

339. -|—The present practice is for 
the Ch. Div. to entertain applications for the 


appointment of a receiver pending the grant of 
probate or letters of administration.—Re WENGE 
(1911), 55 Sol. Jo. 553. 

340. No personal representative before the 
court.|—Re DAWSON, CLARKE v. DAWSON (1908), 
75 L. J. Ch. 201; 94 L. T. 180; 50 Sol. Jo. 223. 

Effect on executors’ right to prefer creditors.]|— 
i eae Vol. XXITIL, p. 368, Nos. 4371- 





(c) Conduct or Character of Executor. 

341. Strong case required.}]—Receiver ap- 
pointed before answer upon affidavit of mis- 
application & danger to the property in the hands 
of an exor.: the co-exors. consenting to the 
order. A strong case necessary against an exor. 
—MIDDLETON v. DODSWELL (1806), 13 Ves. 266; 
33 E. R. 294, L. C. 

Annotation :—Consd. Browell v. Reed (1842), 1 Hare, 434. 
PART II, SECT. 6, SUB-SECT, 2.— 
A. (b). 40.L 

335i. Whether receiver appointed— 
Insu, assets.}—- Upon a 


z oO 
c tor’s bill, a receiver of the rents 
pod iphone ot the testator’s real estate 





m. To 
of estute—Where 


not allege in bill & clearly prove the 
insufficiency of the personal estate to 
pay the debts, & does not pray for the 


MACFARLANE (1902), 22 C. L. T. 325; 
-L. R. 239; 10. W. R. 283.—CAN. 


deases debtor’s share 


paetllaa ee aed ae the ane of 
execution creditors, a receiver was 
not be appointed where pltf. does appointed to receive the debtor’s share 

of his deceased wife’s estate, of which - (6). 
he was the administrator.—SMITH v. 


RECEIVERS. 


342. Misapplication of property — Misapplica- 
tion by one executor—Consent of co-executor to 
order.|—MIDDLETON v. DODSWELL, No. 341, ante. 

343. Poverty.] — Though this ct. will appoint 
a receiver upon misconduct of the exor., it will 
not upon the single ground, that he is in mean 
circumstances.—ANON. (1806), 12 Ves. 4; 33 
E. R. 2. 

Annotation :-—Refd. Browell v. Reid (1842), 11 L. J. Ch. 272, 
344. Misconduct.])—Anon. (1806), No. 343, ante. 
345. - -]—In the case of fraud or misbe- 

haviour upon the part of a personal representative 

during the proceedings under an administration 
summons at chambers, the ct. will interfere sum- 
marily to protect the property brought within 
its jurisdiction, & will, if necessary, grant an in- 
junction & order a receiver, without requiring 
that a bill should be previously filed for that 
purpose.—BROOKER v. BROOKER (1857), 3 Sm. 

& G. 475; 26L. J. Ch. 411; 65 E.R. 743; sub 

nom. Re BROOKER’S ESTATE, BROOKER v. BROOKER, 

3 Jur. N.S. 381; 5 W. R. 382. 

346. Maladministration—No corrupt intention.| 
—S. B. by his will, appointed B. together with 
certain other persons his exors. & trustees, who 
all, with the exception of B. disclaimed; in con- 
sequence of which B. acted alone in the trusts 
of the will. It having appeared that B. had, 
during his acting in the trust, been guilty of im- 
provident expenditure, &, among other things, 
had converted farming lands into a racecourse : 
—Held: although no corrupt intention appeared 
to have prompted B. in committing wilful waste, 
but he had acted solely under a mistaken notion 
of his duties of a trustec, yet his conduct was quite 
sufficient to justify the ct. in appointing a recciver. 
—WHITEHEAD v. BENNETT (1845), 6 L. T. O. S. 


185. 

347. ——.|— Re GORDON, 
GORDON (1900), 44 Sol. Jo. 626. 

348. Fraud.|—BROoOKER v. BROOKER, No. 345, 
ante. 

849. Execution of will improperly obtained.|— 
HAMILTON v. GIRDLESTON, [1876] W. N. 202. 

See, also, BXEcuToRs, Vol. XXIII., pp. 44, 45, 
Nos. 204-210. 





LEVENSTEIN Uv. 


(d) Representative Outside Jurisdiction. 


350. Whether appointment made.} — PircHEer 
v. HEeLLiaAR (1781), 2 Dick. 580; 21 Li. KR. 396, 
L. C. 


Annotation :-—Distd. Coward v. Chadwick (1825), 2 Luss. 
150, n. 


351. -} — Where an exor. resides abroad, 
it is not necessary that the parties interested 
should establish a case of misconduct to entitle 
them to a receiver.— WESTBY v. WESTBY (1847), 
2 Coop. temp. Cott. 210; 47 HE. R. 1131. 





with the action of the exors., it should 
not have been made; & if it did not 
so interfere, it was nugatory.—fRe 


McINNES v. McGaw (1898), 30 O. BR. 
acting a4 38.—CAN. 


PART II. saa 6, SUB-SECT. 2,— 


o. Misapplication of property.) — 


EGAN (1896), 17 P. R. 330.—CAN. 1916) 2 
application of the realty, or the rents In the Goods of MoxLry, [ ] 
& profits thereof, to That object.— n. Appointment of judgment creditor— I. R. 145.—IR. 


SANDERS 0. CHRISTIE (1850), 1 Gr. 137. 
—CAN. : 


887 i. ——— Administration action.}— 
ALLIANCE BANK, LTD. v. IRVING (1865), 
4 N. §, W. S. Cc. R, (Kq.) 17, 45.—AUS. 





$37 ii. ———.}—-Re MOoORPIry, 
MorRPHY v. NIVEN (1886), 11 P. R. thereof. Prohibition was granted 
321.—CAN. the enforcement of this order :—Held : 
$37 fii. ——- ——-.]—TayYLon vv. if the order was intended to {nterfere 


Interference with discretion of executora.] 
——An order was made appointing the 
judgment creditor receiver to receive the 
amount of his judgment from the exors., 
whenever they should exercise their dis- 


cretion to ay the judgment debtor the 
amount of the ral bndtar or any oi 


844 1. Misconduct.}—BALD v, THAMP- 
SON (1870), 17 Gr. 154.—CAN. 

344 ji, ———.]—SULLIVAN v. HARTY 
(1883), 9 P. R. 500.—CAN. 

3471. Maladministration.}] — MEa- 
CHAM 0. DRAPER (185]), 2 Gr. 316.— 
CAN. 

. Waste.) -—— SANDERS v. 
(1860), 1 Gr. 137.—OAN. 


CHRISTIE 


Part II.—APPoIntmMEeNnT By Court. 


352. --|—A receiver appointed of real & 
personal estate where the devisee in trust & per- 
sonal representatives were in Jersey, & therefore 
out of the jurisdiction.—SMITH v. SmiTH (1853), 
10 Hare, App. II. lxxi.; 68 E. R. 1156. 


Annotation :—Consd. Re Maudslay & Field, Maudslay v. 
Maudslay & Field, [1900] 1 Ch. 602. 


353. -|]— Where the administrator of a 
foreigner who died intestate in England went 
beyond the jurisdiction, & an administrator ad 
litem of intestate’s estate was subsequently ap- 
pointed under Court of Probate Act, 1857 (c. 77), 
s. 74, the ct., in a suit instituted by the liquidator 
of a French assocn. on behalf of himself & other 
creditors of intestate, made a decree for an account 
of the personal estate in England, the appointment 
of a receiver, etc., but gave no direction with 
respect to the administrator.—CoLLas v. ILESSE 
(1864), 10 L. T. 221; 12 W. R. 565. 

354. -|—- Where a sole exor. was abroad, 
& the beneficiaries under the will were unable 
to obtain an account from the person left in con- 
trol of the property during the exor.’s absence, 
the ct. sanctioned the appointment of a receiver. 
—DICKINS v. HARRIS (1866), 14 L. T. 98. 








(e) Insolvency of Executor. 

355. Whether appointment made.]—-Where as- 
signees have possessed themselves of effects which 
belonged to bkpt., as exor. only, the ct. upon an ap- 
plication of testator’s creditors, will, forthe securing 
his effects, appoint a recciver, to whom the assignees 
shall account for so much as they have got in of 
testator’s estate.—Re WINSMORK, Hz p. ELLIS 
(1742), 1 Atk. 101; 26 lt. R. 66, 1. C. 


Annotation :—Refd. Re Howard & Gibbs, Ex p. Shaw, Pear- 
son, etc. (1822), 1 G]. & J. 127. 


356. .|— After an order had been made 
on summons for the administration of the real & 
personal estate of testatrix, the sole exor. & 
trustee became bkpt. :—Held: a receiver ought 
to be appointed, & the fact of the assignees not 
being before the ct. was not a sufficient reason 
for refusing to appoint one.— Re JOUNSON, STEELE 
v. COBHAM (1866), 1 Ch. App. 325; 14 L. T. 242 ; 
14 W. R. 493, L. JJ. 

357. ———.| —GAWTHORPE Vv. 
[1878] W. N. 91. 

See, also, EXECUTORS, Vol. XXIIT., pp. 45, 46, 
Nos, 211-219. 





GAWTHORPE, 


(f) Other Cases. 


358. Property bequeathed on implied trusts.|— 
Testator bequeathed the residue of his real & 
personal estate to his widow, her heirs, exors. & 
administrators, ‘‘ having a perfect confidence she 
will act up to those views which I have communi- 
cated to her, in the ultimate disposal of my 
property after her decease.”’ Testator’s widow 
died intestate. The bill alleged that testator had 
bequeathed the residue of his property to his 
wife, on the faith of a promise that she would 
dispose of his property in favour of pltfs., who 
were natural chil ren of testator. The ct., on 
motion supported by affidavits verifying the 
allegation, granted a receiver of the real estates 
against their heir & second husband of the widow. 


PART II. SECT. 6, SUB-SECT. 2.— 
A, (e). 


355i. Whether appointment made.}— 
Where a person named as an exor,. was 
at the time of the making of the will 
in excellent credit & circumstances, 
but before the death of the testator 

ame Ivent & made an assign- 
ment for the benefit of his creditors & 


also apparently became intemperate, 
an injunction was granted 
ing him from interfering with the 
estate ; & the appointment of areceiver 
was directed.—JOHNSON *. MCKENZIE 
(1890), 20 O. R. 131.—CAN. 


355 fi. .}—-MILLS 
(1898), 1 N. B, Kq. Rep. 601.—CAN. 
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—PODMORE v. GUNNING (1882), 5 Sim. 485; 

58 EB. R. 420. 

Annotations :—Refd. Middleton v. Sherburne (1841), 4 Y. 
& C. Ex. 358. Mentd. Gingell v. Home (1839), 9 Sim. 539 ; 
Reynolds v. Kortright (1854), 18 Beav. 417. 

359. No one in whose name action to recover 
property might be brought.|—-Woop v. HITcHINGsS, 
No. 324, ante. 

360. Death of one executor—Other refusing 
to act.|—A. & SB. were trustees & exors. 
A. paid more than he received, in the expectation 
of repayment out of a mtge. forming part of the 
assets. A. died & B. refused to act. In an 
administration suit, a receiver of the mtge. was 
appointed against the representatives of A.— 
PALMER v. WRIGHT (1846), 10 Beav. 234; 8 
L. 1. O. S. 358; 50 E. R. 572. 

Annotation :—Mentd. Liddell v. Norton (1853), Kay, App. XI. 


361. Grant of administration disputed—No fraud 
or maladministration charged./—(1) The pen- 
dency of a suit in the Ecclesiastical Ct. to have a 
probate or letters of administration recalled, is 
not of itself a sufficient ground to indnee the ct. 
to grant an injunction & receiver against the 
personal representative. . 

(2) The question is, whether a receiver should 
be appointed, where pltf. made no claim as widow 
at the time the administration was granted; nor 
does it appear that at that time she had any 
intention to make such a claim. ... There is no 
danger of maladministration of the estate. The 
administration is properly granted, & no case has 
been made against defts. of any intention to mis- 
apply the funds... . This is not the same sort. 
of case as where the right to administration is 
in contest; but it is a person claiming adversely 
to the present legal title. The administrators are 
the persons legally authorised to get in the out- 
standing personal estate of the intestate. ... 
Defts. have properly consented at once to bring in 
the funds, as in the ordinary case of a disputed 
title. The order must be discharged (LORD 
CoTTENHAM, ©.).—CONNOR v. CONNOR (1847), 15 
Sim. 598; 16 L. J. Ch. 371; 9. T. O. S. 349; 
11 Jur. 662, n.; 601. R. 751, L.C. 

Annotation :—As to (1) Folld. Newton v. Ricketts (1847), 10 

Beav. 525. 

362. Danger of assets being taken outside juris- 
diction.]—A person holding by the warrant of 
her Majesty the office of J udicial Assessor to the 
native princes, & being also Chief Judge of her 
Majesty’s dominions on the Gold Coast of Africa, 
took possession of the personal effects of a British 
subject, who died intestate, domiciled at Cape 
Coast Town, in Africa, & claimed to be the official 
administrator of these assets, by usage, in his 
capacity of Judicial Assessor, & as such, to be 
entitled to 74 per cent. commission upon them. 
He afterwards. transmitted part of the assets to 
this country to be sold, & the proceeds carried to 
the account of intestate’s estate, & came to this 
country himself on leave of absence for a short 
time. The father of intestate, being his sole next 
of kin, obtained letters of administration to him in 
England, & filed his bill against the Judicial 
Assessor for administration, & for a receiver. 
& upon motion for a receiver in the suit :—Held: 


PART Il. SECT. 6, SUB-SECT. 2.— 
A. (f). 


q. Death of one _executor,}--BLOOM- 
FIELD v. BROOKE (1880), 8 P. R. 266 ; 
16(. L. J. N.S. 145.—CAN. 

Yr. sebicdpest fe paiplnigele | Pu nig 

intment for payment of legacy.}— 
race v. HOWELL (1897), 29 
O. R. 329.—CAN. 


restrain- 


” PALLIN 
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Sect. 6.—In what cases appointment made: Sub-sect. 


the Ct. of Ch. had jurisdiction to sustain the appli- 
cation, as the assets & the Judicial Assessor were 
both in this country, whatever might be the 
nature of his authority ; &, there being the danger 
of his taking the assets again out of the jurisdiction, 
although he might be the proper representative 
of the intestate in Africa, a good case was made 
for the appointment of the receiver.—HERVEY v. 
FITzPATRICK (1854), Kay, 421; 2 Eq. Rep. 444; 
23 L. J. Ch. 564; 2 W. R. 3388; 69 E. R. 178; 
sub nom. HERVEY v. FITZGERALD, 23 L. T. O.S. 10. 

363. Accrual of arrears of rent.])— Re By- 
WATER’S ESTATE, SARGENT v. JOHNSON (1855), 1 
Jur. N.S. 227. 

364. Will conferring power of sale—Doubt as to 
person in whom vested.]—Where it was doubtful 
whether a power of sale of realty, given to the 
extrix. by the will, vested under a codicil in a 
co-exor. thereby nominated, the ct. appointed 
a receiver of the rents & profits of the real estate. 
—YETTS v. PALMER (1863), 2 New Rep. 255; 
8 L. T. 528; 9 Jur. N.S. 9543; 11 W. R. 765. 

365. Estate without administration — Infants 
entitled.|-Upon motion on behalf of the infant 
children, a receiver & manager of intestate’s 
estate &- business was appointed, where the 
administratrix was dead & there was no existing 
administration to the estate.-STEER v. STEER 
(1864), 2 Drew. & Sm. 311; 11 L. T. 602; 13 
W. R. 225; 62 E. R. 640. 

366. Citation of persons claiming interest— 
Necessity for.|—-Before a receiver of real estate will 
be appointed by the ct., under Court of Probate 
Act, 1857 (c. 77), s. 71, itis necessary that it should 
appear on affidavit that the heir-at-law, or devisee, 
or other person having or pretending interest in 
the real estate, has been cited under sect. 6].— 
PURDEY v. FIELD & HatcH (1864), 3 Sw. & Tr. 
576; 33 L. J. P.M. & A. 733; 28 J. P. 265; 12 
W.R. 1088; 164 E. R. 1399. 

367. Against executor de son tort.] — Bill stat- 
ing a will & codicils giving pltf. an annuity & 
appointing deft. exor.; that deft. had proved the 
will & also previously meddled with the assets & 
praying administration. Plea that deft. had not 
proved the will:—Held: the plea was good 
since the only relief that could be given against 
an exor. de son tort in absence of the proper exor. 
is the appointment of a receiver.—CARY v. HILLS 
(1872), L. R. 15 Eq. 79; 42 L. J. Ch. 100; 28 
L. T.6; 21 W. R. 166. 


Annotations :—Mentd. Coote v. Whittington (1873), L. R. 
16 Eq. 534; Rowsell v. Morris (1873), L. R. 17 Eq. 20. 


368. Before probate—To carry on business.|— 
SPENCER v. SHAW, [1875] W. N. 115. 

369. .|—Re PARKER, DEARING v. BROOKS, 
No. 32, ante. 

370. Before administration.])—Re PARKER, DEAR- 
ING v. BROOKS, No. 32, ante. 

871. Executors declining to act— Person en- 
titled to administer not represented.}|—FPltf. was 
entitled to a legacy under the will of testator. 
Two of the exors. of the will had decided to re- 
nounce, & the third had not yet made up his mind 
whether he would act or not. Pltf. commenced 
an administration action & applied for a receiver, 
alleging that there was danger to the assets :— 
Held: without deciding whether the ct. has 
jurisdiction to appoint a receiver pending pro- 
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8751. Co-owners of land—No ex- 
clusion.}-—On a bill for a partition by 
one tenant in common against another 
a receiver will not be granted, if a 
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case of exclusion is not 
SPRATT v. AHEARNE (1834), 1 Jo. Ex. 


RECEIVERS. 


bate, inasmuch as testator’s widow, who was the 
proper person to have administration in case none 
of the exors. acted, was not represented, & as the 
assets were not, in the opinion of the ct., in any 
danger, the application must be refused.—Re 
HENDERSON, MACLEOD v. LANE (1886), 2 T. L. R. 
322, L. JJ. 

372. To prevent tort against estate—Trespass.| 
—An administrator can bring an action in respect 
of a trespass against the real estate in the interval 
between the death of testator & the grant of the 
letters of administration, & he can, if necessary, 
before the grant obtain the appointment of a 
receiver to prevent a wrong being done to the 
estate.—JIn the Goods of PRYSE, [1904] P. 301; 
sub nom. Re PRYSE, 73 L. J. P. 84; 90 L. T. 747, 
CO. A. 

Annotation :—Mentd. Hewson v. Shelley, [1913] 2 Ch. 384. 

To prevent executors exercising right of retainer. | 
—See ExrEcuTors, Vol. XXIII., p. 377, Nos. 
4458-4465. 


B. Actions for Recovery of Land. 

See REAL PROPERTY, Vol. XXXVIII., pp. 783, 
784. 

C. Bankruptcy Proceedings. 

Interference with receiver.|—-Sce BANKRUPTCY, 
Vol. IV., p. 16, Nos. 61, 62. 

In what court proceedings against receiver must 
be taken.]|——See BANKRUPTCY, Vol. IV., p. 16, 
No. 63. 

Whether appointment stays execution.|—See 
BANKRUPTCY, Vol. IV., p. 87, No. 788. 

Whether receiver may take out debtor’s sum- 
mons.|—See BANKRUPTCY, Vol. IV., p. 87, No. 789. 

Official receiver & special manager.] — See 
BANKRuUPTCY, Vol. IV., pp. 195-204, Nos. 1796— 
1881. 

Appointment of interim receiver.|—See BANK- 
RUPTCY, Vol. IV., p. 204, Nos. 1882-1885. 

Whether appointment constitutes creditor a 
‘* secured creditor.’’|—-See BANKRUPTCY, Vol. IV., 
pp. 360, 361, Nos. 3360-3365. 

Appeal by receiver— Form of notice.|—See 
BANKRvpTCcY, Vol. IV., p. 532, No. 4882. 

Receivership under inspectorship deed—Mis- 
feasance of receiver—Liability of inspectors.|—See 
BANKRUPTCY, Vol. V., p. 1105, No. 9018. 


D. As between Co-Owners. 

373. Co-owners of land—Exclusive occupation 
by one owner—Failure to give security.|—Tenant 
in common in possession, ordered to give security 
for payment of the proportion of rents to his 
co-tenants; otherwise a receiver.—STREET v. 


ANDERTON (1793), 4 Bro. C. C. 414; 29 EH. R. 965. 
Annee :—Distd. Tyson v. Fairclough (1824), 2 Sim. & 


374, —— .|—If one tenant in common is 
excluded by his co-tenants, the ct., upon satis- 
factory evidence of the exclusion, will appoint a 
receiver over the whole estate.—SANDFORD uv. 
BALLARD (No. 2) (1864), 33 Beav. 401 ; 33 L. J. Ch. 
450; 10 Jur. N.S. 251; 85 KE. R. 423. 

375. No exclusion.]|—Motion by tenant in 
common for a receiver against his co-tenant in 
possession, refused; it not amounting to a case 
of exclusion.—MILBANK v. REVETT (1817), 2 Mer. 
405; 35 EB. R. 995. 


Aan :—Consd. Tyson v. Fairclough (1824), 2 Sim. & 
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376. --|—Motion for a receiver by one 
tenant in common against his co-tenant, on the 
ground that the latter had given notice to the 
tenants to pay their rents to him only, & had 
advertised the estate for sale, refused, because the 
conduct complained of did not amount to an 
exclusion.—TYsoN v. FAIRCLOUGH (1824), 2 Sim. 
& St. 142 ; 1 Coop. temp. Cott. 479; 57 EB. R. 300. 
Aionon :—Expld. Searle v. Smales (1855), 25 L. T. O. S. 


‘ Receiver of plaintiffs’ share 
only.]—The ct. refused, on the application of one 
of several equitable tenants in common, to appoint 
a receiver over the whole estate, against an equit- 
able tenant in common in possession, there being 
no exclusion, but limited the appointment of 
receiver to the share of pltfs. only.—SANDFORD v. 
BALLARD (1861), 30 Beav. 109; 7 Jur. N.S. 651; 
54 KH. R. 830. 

378. Partition action pending.]— 
PORTER v. LOPES, No. 3, ante. 

379. Receiver of plaintiff’s share only.]|— 
A receiver of a moiety of an estate, claimed by 
pltf. as tenant in common with deft., who was in 
possession of the whole, granted, under the cir- 
cumstances.—IIARGRAVE v. HARGRAVE (1846), 
9 Beav. 549; 1537. J. Ch. 2503; 71. 7. 0. S. 467; 
50 HE. R. 456. 

Amano :—Refd. Searle v. Smales (1855), 25 L. T. O. S, 


380. Failure to give security.] — 
MuRRAY v. COCKERELL, [1866] W. N. 223. 
.|—See, also, No. 377, ante. 

381. ——— Consideration of legal & equitable 
rights.|—In appointing a receiver, the ct. will 
not proceed further upon the equitable right of a 
tenant in common, than it would upon his legal 
right.—KNOWLES v. CLAYTON (1824), 2 I. J. 
O.S. Ch. 181. 

382. ——— Motion opposed by one only of 
hi a interested.]|—SEARLE v. SMALES, No. 290, 
ante. 

383. Joint receivers.|—Where there was a 
dispute between tenants in common of real estate 
in reference to the receipt of rents, the ct. appointed 
one of the disputants who had an estate for life 
of one-fifth of the property, & another person 
nominated by the other parties, joint receivers 
of the whole estate.-—RAMSDEN v. FAIRTHROP 
(1863), 1 New Rep. 389. 

Mortgagee of undivided share.|—See Morrt- 
GAGE, Vol. XXXV., p. 525, Nos. 2557-2558. 

884. Ship owners— Want of good faith.] — 
BRENAN v. PRESTON, No. 22, ante. 

385. Appointment just & convenient.] — 
The ct. will appoint a receiver in a co-ownership 
suit where circumstances exist which in the 
opinion of the ct. render such a course just & 
convenient.—THE AMPTHILL (1880), 5 P. D. 224; 
29 W. R. 528. 

3886. Newspaper owners — Refusal to render 
accounts./—-K. obtained a decree that he was 
entitled to a moiety of a newspaper, subject to a 
lien thereon in favour of his co-owner H., & the 
decree directed certain accounts to be taken. H. 
had mortgaged his interest, including his lien on 
K.’s share, to M. K. had no interest in the 
premises where the business of printing & publish- 
ing the newspaper was carried on, nor in the 
plant used in the business. The books of account 
Were in the possession of H. Great delay took 

lace in taking the accounts directed by the decree, 
both H. & M. placing every obstacle they could 
In the way. Ultimately M. purported, as mtgee., 
to sell the whole interest in the newspaper to J. 
Thereupon K. filed another bill against M. & H. & 
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A praying that the sale to J. might be declared 
void as against K., & that the newspaper might 
be sold by ¢he ct., & that till sale a receiver & 
manager might be appointed, & that, if necessary, 
this suit might be treated as supplemental to the 
first suit :—Held: a receiver & manager ought to 
be appointed.—KELLY v. HUTTON, KELLY v. 
M‘Mourray (1869), 20 L. T. 201; 17 W. R. 425, 
L. JJ. 
Annotation :—Mentd. Lee v. Haley (1869), 21 L. T. 546. 

387. Partnership property—Carrying on under- 
taking.])—Skip v. Harwoop (1746), 1 Dick. 114 ; 
21 H. R. 2113; subsequent proceedings, sub nom. 
WEsT v. Skip (1749), 1 Ves. Sen. 239, L, C. 

38 Securing interest of deceased partner.| 
-—BALDWIN v. BooTu, [1872] W. N. 229. 

.]—See, further, PARTNERSHIP, Vol. XX XVI., 

pp. 482 et seq. 

Mines.]|—Sece MINES, Vol. XXXIV., pp. 625, 
669, Nos. 221, 657-659. 





E. As between Covenantor and Covenantee. 


389. Covenant to give effect to motteeee | 
Where a tenant in tail in remainder had agreed to 
pay a sum of money after the death & failure of 
issue of his brother, the tenant in tail in possession, 
& had secured the money by a mtge. of the estate, 
& covenanted to levy a fine & suffer a recovery 
to give effect to the mtge., but on coming into 
possession of the estate refused to perform his 
covenant, the ct. appointed a receiver of the rents. 
—FREE v. ILINDE (1827), 2 Sim. 7; 57 E. R. 693. 
390. Covenant to pay annuity — Charged by 
incumbent on benefice.|—In 1808, 43 Geo. 3, 
c. 84, repealed 13 Eliz. c. 20, which prohibited the 
charging of benefices. In 1817, 43 Geo. 3,c. 84, 
was repealed, & the effect of such repeal was to 
revive 13 Eliz. c. 20. In 1811 an incumbent duly 
charged his then present benefice with an annuity, 
& covenanted that, if he should afterwards be 
preferred to any other benefice, he would fully 
charge the same with the annuity; & that in the 
meantime the same should be charged and charge- 
able with the annuity. In 1814, the incumbent 
was preferred to another benefice, but no legal 
charge upon it was exccuted until the year 1818 :— 
Held: the deed of 1811 constituted a good 
equitable charge, which attached upon the new 
benefice as soon as it was acquired. There being 
subsequent incumbrancers, an order for a receiver 
was made at the hearing, & affirmed on appeal.— 
METCALFE v. YORK (ARCHBP.) (1836), 1 My. & Cr. 
547; 61.3. Ch. 65; 40 E. BR. 485, L. C. 
Annotations :—Refd. Wellesley v. Wellesley (1839), 4 My. 
& Cr. 561; Long v. Storie (1849), 3 De G. & Sm. 308 ; 
Ludgater v. Channell (1851), 16 L. T. O.. 8. 337 ; Morning- 
ton v. Keane (1858), 2 De G. & J. 292 ; Tuckley v. Thomp- 
son (J860), 1 John. & H. 126; Holroyd v. Marshall (1862), 
10 H. L. Cas. 191; Tailby v. Official Receiver (1888), 
13 App. Cas. 523; Western Wagon & Property Co. v. 
West, [1892] 1 Ch. 271; He Lind, Industrials Finance 
Syndicate v. Lind, [1915] 2 Ch. 345; Re Wait, [1927] 
1 Ch. 606. Mentd. Montagu v. Sandwich (1886), 32 Ch. 
D. 525: Re Mirams, [1891] 1 Q. B. 594. 


8391. Covenant in deed of arrangement by 
debtor.]—Debtor executed an inspectorship deed 
for the benefit of his creditors, which was duly 
assented to & registered under Bkpcy. Act, 1861 
(c. 134). The deed contained the usual covenants. 
The debtor having broken these covenants, &, 
having refused to submit to the control of the 
inspectors, & having collected & applied to his 
own use assets which were subject to the provisions 
of the deed, the inspectors filed a bill praying for 
the appointment of a receiver to get in the out- 
standing estate of debtor subject to ue Sa 
The judge appointed a receiver accordingly, 
the dedertaking of plitfs. to submit to any order 
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Sect. 6.—In what cases appointment made: Sub-sect. 
2,2., F. & GJ 


which might thereafter be made as to payment 
over to the Ct. of Bkpcy. by the receiver of any 
moneys to be received by him.—RIcHEs v. OWEN 
(1868), 8 Ch. App. 820; 16 W. R. 1072, L. JJ. 

a otaons :—Distd. Bell v. Bird (1868), 16 W. R. 1165. 


ned. Martin v. Powning (1869), 4 Ch. App. 356. Refd. 
Stone v. Thomas (1870), 5 Ch. App. 219. 


F. In Aid of Creditors and Nortgagees. 

392. Purpose of appointment—To prevent debtor 
dealing with property.|.—-NATIONAL PROVINCIAL 
BANK OF ENGLAND v. THOMAS (1876), 24 W. KH. 
10138; 3 Char. Pr. Cas. 396. 

3893. Money received in ambiguous capacity.]— 
A. had acted in some measure as the agent of both 
parties, in negotiating a loan, by way of annuity 
secured on a rentcharge for the life of the grantor, 
& afterwards in paying the annuity, & keeping up 
a policy of insurance. <A. received from the 
grantor a sum of money for the repurchase of the 
annuity, & persuaded the grantee to execute a 
re-assignment without signing any receipt for the 
consideration money, which re-assignment was 
to be kept by A. until it should be paid, A. falsely 
representing, that the grantor wished to delay the 
payment for some time; &, without the grantor’s 
knowledge, the annuity was paid regularly to the 
annuitant by A. until he died insolvent :—Held: 
the question in what character A. received the 
money fot repurchasing the annuity was sufficiently 
doubtful to warrant the appointment >f a receiver 
on motion.—VANDELEUR v. BLAGRAVE (18388), 2 
Jur. 176. 

394. By mortgagee—Against judgment creditor 
in possession—Fraud & collusion not proved.]— 
The bil, stating the title of pltfs. as equitable 
matgees. by deposit of deeds, & that certain persons 
represented by defts. had got possession of the 
mtged. estates under elegits sued out by them in 
concert with the mtgor., upon judgments obtained 
subsequently to the date of the equitable mtge., 
in the names of those parties, but at the instance 
of the mtgor., & for fictitious debts, prayed that 
pltfs. might be declared entitled as equitable 
mtgees. to priority over the elegits & the judgments 
so obtained, & that such judgments & elegits 
might be declared fraudulent & void as against 
pitfs., & that the mtge. security might be realised, 
& the proceeds paid to pltfs. towards satisfaction 
of their debt, & that a receiver might, in the mean- 
time, be appointed, & defts. restrained from 
receiving the rents of the mtged. premises, & also 
from permitting the mtgor. to receive them. An 
order for a receiver, which had been made by the 
Vice-Chancellor, was discharged, upon appeal, 
by the Lord Chancellor, his Lordship being of 
opinion that the charges of fraud & collusion were 
not made out against the parties who had obtained 
possession under the elegits, & that the question 
whether pltfs. were entitled to priority over defts., 
independently of these charges, was not open to 
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them in the present state of the record, inasmuch 

as it was clear, from the frame of the bill, that the 

claim of pltfs. did not profess to be founded upon 
any such ground.—WHITWORTH w. GAUGAIN 

(1841), Cr. & Ph. 325; 10 L. J. Ch. 317; 5 Jur. 

523; 41 H.R. 515, L. C. 

Annotations :—Refd. Langton v. Horton (1842), 1 Hare, 
549; Brunton v. Neale (1844), 14 L. J. Ch. 8; Holroyd 
v. Marshall (1862), 10 H. L. Cas. 191. Mentd. Adams v. 
Paynter, Adams v. Lloyd, Adams v. Payntor (1844), 8 
Jur. 1063; Castelli v. Cook (1849), 7 Hare, 89. 


395. Equitable mortgagee—Question as to 
priority of incumbrances.]|— ROBERTS v. MADOCKS 
(1843), 1 L. T. O. S. 408. 

396. Later mortgagee acquiring pos- 
session.|—-On motion for a receiver at the suit of 
an equitable incumbrancer, where another equit- 
able incumbrancer later in date had acquired a legal 
possession, the ct. refused to disturb the possession 
so acquired, & refused the motion for a receiver.— 
BATES v7. BROTHERS (1853), 2 Sm. & G. 5093 2 
Kq. Rep. 321; 23 L.J.Ch. 150; 22 L. T. O. 8.196; 
17 Jur. 1174; 2 W. R. 116; 65 HK. BR. 5033 on 
appeal (1854), 23 L. J. Ch. 922, L. JV. 

See, further, MorTGAGE, Vol. XXXV., pp. 520 
et seq. 

397. As against surety—Surety in ignorance of 
circumstances affecting debt—Duty of creditor to 
make inquiries.|—(1) 1t is a matter of discretion 
for the Ct. of Ch. whether it will or will not inter- 
fere by interim order respecting the property of a 
litigant. If the property is in medio, in the actual 
enjoyment of no one, the ct. will interfere for the 
benefit of all concerned. When a married woman, 
having separate estate, is a party to a suit, the 
interference will be accorded or refused according 
to the circumstances of the case. 

(2) Where the ct. summarily interferes against 
the legal possession, it has a right to expect pltf. to 
proceed with the most complete & honest diligence 
to obtain a decree. Delay in his proceedings 
constitutes an objection to the proposed inter- 
ference. 

(8) Though a creditor may not, in every case, 
be bound to inquire into the circumstances under 
which a third person becomes surety to him, he is 
so when the dealings between the parties are such 
as to lead to a suspicion of fraud. 

A creditor of a partnership, consisting of two 
persons, had received from one of them joint & 
several promissory notes, accepted by himself & a 
third party, a married woman, having separate 
estate. The partnership was afterwards dissolved 
by deeds, by virtue of which the second partner, 
on giving up certain title deeds, was altogether 
exonerated from liability to the creditor, who, 
however, expressly reserved his rights on all notes 
& other securities which he held in his hands at 
the time of the execution of these deeds. These 
transactions were wholly unknown to the third 
party, who was the surety on the notes. There 
were various circumstances which might have 
awakened the suspicion of creditor, & he had not 
taken any steps to inform the surety as the notes 
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h. —— Against owner of equity 
of redemption—Where mortgagee in 
possession. }|—It is not sufficient cause 
against the appointment of a receiver 
upon a judgment under Will. 4, c. 55, 
as. 5 & 6, that the debtor ix only 
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became due that she had become or continued 
liable upon them. In a bill for an account & a 
receiver, filed by creditor, the surety put in an 
answer detailing these circumstances, & alleging 
fraud :—Held;: this was not a case in which the ct. 
would interfere by appointing a receiver.—OWEN 
& GUTCH v. HOMAN (1853), 4 H. L. Cas. 997; 1 
iq. Rep. 370 ; las L. T. O. 8S. 58; 17 Jur. 861 ; 


10 E. R. 752, H 
i 1) Consd, pole v. Anglo-American 


Annotations sal Spa 
Cold Storage Co., [1912] 2 305. Generally, Mentd. 
y De 333; North British 


Newton v. Chorlton (1853), 
Insce, v. Lloyd (1854), 10 xcb. 523; Davies v. Stainbank 
reo s 6 De G. M. & G. 679; Price v. Barker (1855), 
4L. J. Q. SB. 130 ; Carica: Chapman (1860), 6 Jur 
N. 8. 1254; General Steam Navigation Co. v. Rolt (1860), 
G6 C. B. N.S. 550; Way v. Hearn eee 11¢C.B.N. 8. 
774; Lee v. Jones (1884), 17 Pe B. - 482; Bateson 
v. Gosling (1871), L. Re. 7 C ne Oni iental Financial 
Corpn. v. Overend, Gurne Gani}, ie Ch. App. 142; Muir 
v. Crawford (1875), L. R. 2 Sc. & Div. 456; Duncan, Fox 
». North & South Wales Bank 7 80), 6 App. Cas. 1; 
Rouse v. Bradford ater ad Co., [1894] 2 Ch. 32; Nicholas 
v. Ridley, [1904] 1 Ch. 1 


398. Specialty creditors Arama mortgagees of 
devisee for life of equitable interest.|—-The ct. 
refused, upon motion by specialty creditors of 
testator, to appoint a receiver of the rents of real 
estate, where the persons in possession & in receipt 
of the rents of the estate were the mtgees: of a 
devisee for life of an equitable interest.—CoopPE v. 
CRESSWELL, CALDWELL v. ELLISON, GREGORY v. 
CRESSWELL (1863), 9 L. T. 751; 12 W. R. 299. 

399. Against trustees of deed for benefit of 
creditors.|—WATERLOW v. SIIARP, GARDNER v. 
SHARP, [1867] W. N. 64. 

400 -|}— The Ct. of Ch. will not, at the 
instance of creditors, appoint a receiver over the 
trustees of such a deed, except where a very special 
case for such an appointment is made out.—BELL 
v. BIRD (1868), as reported in 16 W. R. aan a 


Annotations :—Mentd. Martin v. Powning ee). 
App. 356; Stone v. Thomas (1870), 5 Ch. App. 


401. Application by judgment arediter -Agalnet 
company—Appointment without prejudice to agree- 
ment for working of undertaking.|—CONTRACT 
Cornpn. v. TOTTENHAM & HAMPSTEAD JUNCTION 
Ry. Co., [1868] W. N. 242. 

402. .|—A judgment debtor had lands in 
Surrey subject to an equitable mtge.; & his 
judgment creditor obtained an order for a receiver 
of these lands. This order was not registered. 
After the appointment of the receiver, debtor sold 
the lands to a purchaser for value without notice : 
—Held: it was just & convenient for the ct. to 
appoint a receiver within the Jud. Act, 1873 (c. 66), 
s. 25 (8)—Re PoPE (1886), 17 Q. B. D. 748; 
55 L. J. Q. B. 522; 55 L. T. 369; 34 W. R. 698 ; 
2T. L. R. 826, C. A. 


seal eas Apld, Re gv hiteler. Whiteley v. 


Learoyd 
87), oe oa 846. _Consd. Cadogan v. Lyric Theatre, 
1804)’ 338. 


Refd. Blackman v. ere [1892] 3 Ch. 
509: ; Aahbarton v. Nocton, [1915] 1 Oh. 274 
403. Income from trust fund.J—A judg- 
ment debtor was entitled for his life to the income 
arising from a fund vested in trustees, payable 
half-yearly in Feb. & Aug. Upon application by 
the Judgment creditor in Nov. for a garnishee 








selsed with an equity of redemption 
unless tbe mites: be in possession or 


puisne incumbrancer with decree for 
sale.}—If a puisne incumbrancer has 
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order attaching debtor’s share of the income in 
the hands ef the trustees, it appeared that the last 
half-yearly payment had been made, & that there 
was no money the proceeds of the trust property 
in the hands of the trustees :—Held: there was 
no debt owing or accruing at the time when the 
order was applied for which could be attached 
under R. 8S. C., 1875, Ord. 55, r. 2. Semble: the 
proper course for the judgment creditor to pursue 
was to apply for the appointment of a receiver, 
under the practice of the Ch. Div~—WEBB »v. 
STENTON (1883), 11 Q. B. D. 518; 52 L. J. Q. B. 
584; sub nom. Re HATTON, WEBB v. STENTON, 49) 
L. T. 432, C. A. 

Annotations :—Refd. Booth v. Trail (1883), 12 Q. B. D. 8; 

Macdonald v. altar Gold ae eee 13 Q. B.D. 
535; Wilmot v. Alton dQ Bes 813; Barnett v. 

Eastman ( ea ot: ; anton: Carden ¥. 

Goodrich (1899), 15 T. L. 397 ;_ Ae Greenwood, Sut- 

cliffe v. Gledhill, 1b011 1 Ch. "887; Wells v. Wells (1914), 

30 T. L. R. 437. 

404, Against assignee of policy of insurance — 
Alleged fraudulent assignment.|—In an action 
brought to set aside an assignment of a policy 
of assurance as fraudulent & void against creditors 
under Prevention of Fraudulent Alienations Act, 
1571 (c. 5), the policy moneys having been re- 
ceived by the assignee & remaining in his hands, 
but invested on mtge. & capable of being traced, 
the ct. has jurisdiction to grant an interlocutory 
injunction restraining the assignee from receiving 
or dealing with the mtge. debt without the leave 
of the ct., or to appoint an interim receiver, in 
order to secure the property until the trial of the 
action, for the benefit of creditors.—Re MOovuaAT. 
KINGSTON COTTON MILLS Co. v. MOUAT, [1899] 
1 Ch. 8381; 68 L. J. Ch. 390; 80 L. T. 406; 43 
Sol. Jo. 380; sub nom. Re Mowat, KINGSTON 
CoTron MILL Co. v. Mowat, 47 W. R. 506. 

405. Against society in nature of Friendly 
Society—Irregularity in expenditure of trust funds. | 
—Re ONE & ALL SICKNESS & ACCIDENT IN- 
SURANCE ASSOCN., ROSSINGTON v. TRATHEN (1908), 
Times, Dec. 12 3 on appeal, Times, Dec. 18, C. A. 

406. Creditor of building society— Charge on 
funds of society.|— BAKER v. LANDPORT & MID- 
SOMERSET BENEFIT BUILDING SOcIETy (1912), 
56 Sol. Jo. 224. 

Administration of estates.|—-See Sub-sect. 2, A. 
(b), ante. 

Receiver in bankruptcy, generally, see BANK- 
RupTCY, Vol. IV., pp. 195 et seq. 

Writ of elegit—Application for sale.|—See EXkr- 
CUTION, Vol. XXI., p. 579, No. 1550. 

Appointment by way of equitable execution.|— 
See EXECUTION, Vol. XXI., pp. 664 ef seq. 


G. Where Title Disputed. 


407. Jurisdiction of court.|—-It is a well settled 
rule that the ct. will not interfere to appoint a 
receiver at the instance of a person alleging a 
mere legal title in himself against other persons 
who are in possession of the estate.—TaLBOT 
(HaRL) v. Hope Scorr (1858), 4 K. & J. 96; 


elegié creditor who had extended a 
moiety of the annuity, is entitled to 
have a receiver appointed over the 


will go into possession.—SMITH v got a decree for a sale, which the rights 

EGAN” (1837), Sau. & Sc. 238.—IR. of a prior incumbrancer, not in moiety, or a competent. part of it.— 
k. Wh ts in dang possession, prevent, that immediately PLASKET t. DILLON (LORD) (1825), 

—— Where assets 1” er.y-- gives the puisne creditor a right to 1 Hog. 324.—IR. 

HERBERT v, GREENE (1854), 3 I. “Ch. RB. a receiver.—ROBINSON v, THORPE 

270.—IR. (1824), 1 Mol. 24, 25, n.—IR. PART II, SECT. 6, SUB-SECT. 2.—G. 
l.—— Pending pin eae R reserved from trus Against party in possession or 

ye cone (1880), 8 N. 4. benefit of cremitore Right of usages having legal eatate—To preserve the 
L. R. 328.—N.Z. creditor.}—A debtor vests all his property.}-The removal of a 


m. Debtor abroad.)]— PARENT vw. 
Lortig, 7 0. L. T. Ooo. N. 195.— CAN. 


n. By prior incumbrancer—Against 
J —VOL. 


debts, 


estates oe Vln for payment of 
for his own life  Oreld : 


amount of property by tater & under 

ciroumstances which might fairly give 

rise to suspicion during tne pendency 
D 


elf an annuity 
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Sect. 6.—In what cases appoinimeni made: Sub-sect. 
2,G4.,H.,I1. &J.) 
27 L. J. Ch. 278; 31 L. T. 0. S. 392; 4 Jur. N.S. 


1172; 6 W. R. 269; 70 E. BR. 40. 

notations :—Folid. Carrow v. Ferrior, Dunn v. Ferrior 

$8 Ch. App. 719. N.F. Berry v. Keen (1882), 51 

. J. Oh. 912; Foxwell v. Van Grutten, [1897] 1 Ch. 64. 

Refd. Wright v. Wilkin (1859), 7 W. R. 337. Mentd. 
Lowndes v. Bettle (1864), 33 L. J. Oh, 451. 


408. .]—The ct. will not grant a receiver 
of real estate pending litigation between adverse 
claimants where the claims are merely legal, 
notwithstanding that the possession at the time 
of filing the bill is vacant.—CARROW v. FERRIOR, 
DUNN v. FERRIOR (1868), 3 Ch. App. 719; 37 
LL. J. Ch. 569; 18 L. T. 806; 16 W. R. 922, 
L. JJ. 3; subsequent proceedings, sub nom. CARROW 
v. FERRIOR (No. 2), 37 L. J. Ch. 849. 

Annotation :—N.F. Berry v. Keen (1882), 51 L. J. Ch. 912. 

409. Effect of Judicature Acts.|—The ct. 
has power under Jud. Act, 1873 (c. 66), s. 25, 
to appoint a receiver where the title to the pro- 
perty is disputed.—BERRY v. KEEN (1882), 51 
L. J. Ch. 912, C. A. 


Annotations :—Folld. Foxwell v. Van Grutten, [1897] 1 Ch. 
64. Refd. Marshall v. Charteris, [1920] 1 Ch. 520. 


410. Against party in possession or having 
legal estate.|—-Receiver not appointed for heir-at- 
law to turn devisee out of possession. 

Heir must recover at law against devisee.— 
KNIGHT ,v. DUPLESSIS (1751), 2 Ves. Sen. 360; 
28 BE. R. 230, L. C. 


Annotations :—Mentd. Burges v. Lamb (18C -), 16 Ves. 174; 
Dashwood v. Magniac, [1891] 3 Ch. 306. 


411. Necessity for showing strong 
grounds.|—The ct. will not order a receiver of an 
estate, where the matters in dispute depend on a 
mere legal title, except strong ground of title is 
shown, & the rents are in danger.—MORDAUNT v. 
HOOPER (1756), Amb. 311; 27 BH. R. 211. 
Annotation :—Dbtd. Carrow v. Ferrior, Dunn v. Ferrior 

(1868), 8 Ch. App. 719. 

412. ——.]|—HUGONIN v. BASELEY (1806), 
13 Ves. 105; 83 E. R. 234, L. C. 

Annotation :—Refd. Lloyd v. Passingham (1809), 16 Ves. 59. 


413. .}—A receiver may be appointed 
against the legal title in a strong case of fraud 
upon affidavits.—LLOYD v. PASSINGHAM (1809), 
16 Ves. 59; 33 BE. R. 906, L. C.; subsequent 
proceedings (1811), 3 Mer. 697, L. C. 

414, .|—On a bill to set aside a pur- 
chase the answer of defts., the devisees of the 
purchaser, admitting great inadequacy of price 
& stating their ignorance as to other circumstances 
of fraud alleged, a receiver appointed.—STILWELL 
v. WILKINS (1821), Jac. 280; 37 E. R. 857, L. C.; 
affy. 8. C. sub nom. STITWELL v. WILLIAMS, 6 


Madd. 49. 
Annotations :-—Distd. Carrow _v. Ferrior, Dunn v. Ferrior 
1868), 3 Ch. App. 719. . ; 
aS eo ae App 19. Refd. George v. Evans (1840), 
415. ~.]—The ct. will not, before the 
h of the cause, appoint a receiver of the rents 
& profits of real estate, on the mere ground that 
the party making the application has a good 
title ; no fraud or spoliation being alleged against 
the party in possession.—TOLDERVY v. COLT 
(1836), 1 Y. & C, Ex. 621; 1M. & W. 250 ; Tyr. 
& Gr. 324; 5 L. J. Ex. Eq. 25; 160 E. R. 254. 


Annotation :—Mentd. Gundry v. P 852), 
M. & G. 601. dry v. Pinniger (1852), 1 De G 
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416. .|—A_ receiver will not be 
appointed where the rights, as between pltf. & 
deft., are doubtful, if deft. has obtained the legal 
estate without fraud, & no case of danger as to 
his security is alleged. . 

Pitf. sued as heir, & the answer neither admitted 
nor denied that he held that character :—Held : 
this alone was not a sufficient ground for refusing 
a receiver.—LANCASHIRE v. LANCASHIRE (1845), 
9 Beav. 120; 15 L. J. Ch. 54; 6L.T. 0.8. 117; 
9 Jur."956; 50 E. R. 289. 

417, —— .]—Where the right to property 
which is the subject of litigation, depends on 
questions to be decided at law, the jurisdiction 
in equity to grant a receiver is only to be exercised 
when there is a reasonable probability of success, 
& the property, the subject of the suit, is in danger. 

Testator executed two wills, one in 1815 & the 
other in 1818. Pltf. claimed as devisee under the 
former will, & impugned the validity of the latter 
will on the ground of the mental incapacity of 
testator; deft. was in possession under the latter 
will, which he had established against the heir 
at law in a suit to which pltf. was not a party. 
The legal estate being outstanding, pltf. filed his 
bill in this ct. to remove the impediments to his 
proceeding at law to set aside the will of 1818. 
The trial having taken place, & resulting in a 
verdict for pltf. :—Held : inasmuch as the verdict, 
unless confirmed by judgment, was of no legal 
value, & as defendant was in possession under 
the sanction of the ct., & such-possession was not 
shown to have been obtained by violence or 
wrong, pitf. was not entitled to a receiver, & the 
fact that the legal estate in the property was out- 
standing in trustees, was immaterial to the quer 
tion.—BAINBRIGGE v. BADDELEY (1851), 3 Mac. 
& G. 413; 13 Beav. 355; 16L. T. O. 8. 549; 42 
E. R. 320, L. C. 

Annotation :—Consd. Carrow v. Ferrior, Dunn v. Ferrior 

(1868), 3 Ch. App. 719. 

418, —— .J—A judicial factor will not be 
appointed where one of the parties has attained 
peaceable & unequivocal possession before the 
competition arises. 

The ct. in such a case will not act on mere 
allegation unsupported by proof.—CaMPBELL v. 
CAMPBELL (1864), 4 Macq. 711, H. L. 

419. Where all parties do not ap- 
pear.|—The ct. will not dispossess a deft., who is 
interested & has the legal title, & appoint a receiver 
before answer, unless all the other parties interested 
join in the application, except upon very strong 
grounds of objection.—SMITH v. SMITH (1836), 2 
Y. & C, Ex. 353; 6 L. J. Ex. Eq. 70. 

420. Destructive waste.]—The ct. 
will not grant a receiver or injunction against a 
devisee*in possession, except in a case of destruc- 
tive waste.—WRIGHT v. WILKIN (1859), 7 W. R. 
337; on appeal, 7 W. R. 431, L. C. & L. JJ. 

421. ——— With notice of Ils pendens.} — Pltf., 
previous to his marriage with <A.’s daughter, 
wrote a letter to A. inquiring what fortune his 
daughter was entitled to. A., in reply, wrote to 
pltf., & stated that certain houses were entailed 
on his daughter, after his decease. A. died, 
leavi his daughter, his only child, & having 
devised all his real estates to his wife. It was 
then discovered that A. was tenant in tail male 


























v. KIRWAN a. -])— The ct. will 
interfere by a receiver to preserve a 
Trim- property where there is er of 


, eviction, even although plittf.’s deman 
81. is disputed, if he bas & prima yonta 
r BZ ETHERSTONE wv. TTO « 
(1846), 9 I. Eq. R. 480.—IR, 
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of the houses, with reversion to himself in fee. 
In Jan. 1816, pltf. & his wife filed a bill against 
A.’s widow, who was in possession of the houses, 
to have the houses conveyed to pltf.’s wife, con- 
formably to the representation in the letter, & 
for a receiver, & an injunction to stay proceedings 
at law. An injunction was granted, & the widow 
having put in her answer, the injunction was, 
in Jan. 1818, continued. On the same day pitt. 
obtained an order to amend, but did not act upon 
it, or take any further proceedings, till May, 
1820. In Apr. 1818, the widow mortgaged the 
houses for five hundred years to H., &, in May, 
1819, she sold an annuity to M. & secured it by 
a conveyance of the houses to trustees in fee; 
& in May, 1819, she sold & conveyed the houses, 
subject to the mtge. & annuity, to W. in fee. 
Neither H., W. nor M. had then any notice of the 
suit, or of pltf.’s claim. In Jan. 1820, at which 
time M. had notice, the houses were purchased 
by M. & conveyed to him by H. & W. In May, 
1820, the bill was amended. The widow having 
gone abroad without answering the amended bill, 
a decree was taken pro confesso against her in 
Nov. 1822. In Dec. following, pltf. had notice 
of the conveyance to M. but did not make him a 
party to the suit, & opposed his attending the 
master upon the inquiries directed by the decree. 
In Mar. 1831, pltf. filed a bill against M. stating 
the proceedings in the original suit, & praying 
that M. might be decreed to convey the houses 
to pltf.’s wife, & for a receiver. M. put in his 
answer, & relied on the delay in the proceedings 
of the original suit, the decree having been taken 
ro confesso, the want of notice in H. & W., & in 

imself, when he purchased the annuity, & on 
pltf. not having made him a party to that suit ; 
but the ct., on motion, granted a receiver.—LANDON 
v. Morris (1832), 5 Sim. 247; 2 L. J. Ch. 35; 58 
H. R. 329, L. C. 

422, ——~ Party claiming under bare legal title.] 
—MoRDAUNT v. HOOPER, No. 411, ante. 

423. .|—A ship belonging to defts., 
registered in the port of London, sustained serious 
damage on her voyage to New Zealand, & on her 
arrival there was surveyed & pronounced not 
seaworthy. The master was unable, either by 
Joan or bottomry, to raise money for her repair, 
& he at length sold the ship to pltfs., & on 
receiving payment of the purchase-money by a 
bill of exchange in London, executed to them a 
bill of sale of the ship. Pltfs. repaired the ship 
& sent her to England with a cargo. Defts. 
refused to ratify the sale or consent to the registry 
of the ship in pltfs’. names, & on the arrival of 
the ship in the port of London, defts. put several 
men on board to take possession of the ship & 
cargo for them. Pltfs. thereupon applied for an 
injunction to restrain defts. from interfering 
with the ship, or removing her out of the jurisdic- 
tion, & for a manager & receiver of the ship & 
cargo :—Held: (1) pltfs. had no equitable, as 
distinct from a legal, title to the ship, &, inasmuch 
as their title, if they acquired any, was a purely 
legal one, & the case of interference, if wrongful, 
was, therefore, a mere trespass, the ct. would not 
interfere in favour of pltfs. by injunction ; (2) 
pitfs., according to the case made on the motion, 
if they failed at the hearing to establish their right 
to the ship, would be entitled to equitable relief 
in respect of the bill of exc e for the purchase- 
money; & they were entitled to have the trial 
of the legal right put in a course for determination, 
& to have the property protected in the meantime. 
eas v. ROBERTS (1844), 4 Hare, 106; 67 

- nh. 580. 
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424, —— Plaintiff to proceed diligently to 

obtain decree establishing title.|—OWEN & GuTCH 
v. HOMAN, 97, ante. 

425. Discretion of court.|;— OwEN & 





GuTcH v. HoMAN, No. 397, ante. 

426. After decree in partition action—To pre- 
serve rents & profits—Pending appeal.|—In a suit 
for determining the right as between pltf. & deft. 
to certain estates, a decree was made declaring the 
right of pltf. & one of defts. to two-thirds ; owing 
to a previous partition suit, the decree contained 
no specific direction that deft. against whom the 
decree was should deliver up possession. The bill 
did not pray nor make a case for a receiver, nor 
did the decree appoint a receiver. After the 
decree, from which an appeal was pending, deft. 
did not deliver possession ; there were charges & 
outgoings to be provided for, &, owing to disputes 
between the parties, the tenants refused to pay 
their rents either to pltf. or to defts. 

A receiver was appointed of the lands let to 
tenants, but not of the mansion house & land in 
the personal occupation of deft., the ct. expressly 
refusing to make the appointment of a receiver 
ancillary to the exclusion of deft. from possession 
& granting it only to provide for the due receipt 
of the rents, & providing for the preservation of 
the property, & the payment of liabilities & out- 
goings.— WRIGHT v. VERNON (1855), 3 Drew. 112 ; 
61 E. R. 845. 

427. Dispute between grantees of rentcharges— 
Property untenanted.|—In a suit on behalf of a 
number of grantees of rentcharges on the same 
property, who had powers of distress & entry, a 
receiver was appointed to protect the property 
pending the litigation, it being untenanted, & it 
being impossible to obtain tenants, for want of 
protection against the powers of the several 
grantees of the rentcharges.—WHITE v. SMALE 
(1856), 22 Beav. 72; 52 E. R. 1035. 


Annotations :—Refd. Carrow v. Ferrior, Dunn v. Ferrior 
(1868), 3 Ch. App. 719. Mentd. Clark v. Rivers (1867), 
L. R. 5 Eq. 91; Dawkins v. Penrhyn (1877), 6 Ch. D. 


428. Dispute between heir-at-law & devisee— 
Neither party in possession.|—The ct. may appoint 
a receiver of personal estate pending the grant of 
probate which has been delayed on account of a 
caveat having been entered where a suit in the 
Probate Ct. has not been actually constituted. 
The ct. will, also, under the same circumstances, 
appoint a receiver pendente lite of the rents of real 
estate, if neither the devisee nor. the heir-at-law 
is in actual possession.—PARKIN v. SEDDONS 
(1873), L. R. 16 Eq. 34; 42 L. J. Ch. 4703; 28 
L. T. 353; 21 W. R. 538. 

Fraud alleged.]—See Nos. 413-416, ante. 

Actions to recover land.|-—-See REAL PROPERTY, 
Vol. XXXVIII., pp. 783, 784. 


H. Equitable Execution. 


See EXEcuTIon, Vol. XXI., pp. 664-674, Nos. 
2448-2536. 


I. Matrimonial Causes—Enforcement of Orders. 


See HusBanp & Wire, Vol. XXVII., p. 547, 
Nos. 5978-5988. 


J. As between Mortgagor and Morigagee. 
See Nos. 394-396, ante; Morta@aae, Vol. 
XXXV., pp. 520-532, 539, 589, 590, Nos. 2487- 
2688, 2684, 3277-8291. 
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Sect. 6.—In what cases appointment made: Sub-sect. 


9 K., . * 


K. Recovery of Rentcharges and Annuities. 


429. Effect on other incumbrancers on estate.|— 
A. having charged his estates by mtges. & other 
incumbrances to a very large amount, appointed 
B. to be his steward or receiver of all his estates 
with verbal directions to pay the interest to the 
mtgees., & to pay over the surplus of the rents 
to himself. On the making a fifth mtge. A. by 
deed appointed B. receiver of the estates comprised 
in that mtge. in trust to keep down the interest 
of that mtge., & to pay over the residue of the 
rents to himself. A. afterwards granted several 
annuities, which he charged on all the mtged. 
premises, & demised the same to a trustee for 
securing the said annuities in manner therein 
mentioned, & subject thereto to permit A. 
receive the surplus for his own benefit. At the 
time of granting these annuities A. represented the 
estates to be free from all incumbrances. On a 
bill filed by the annuitants against A. & B., without 
making any of the prior incumbrancers parties, 
the ct. will restrain B. from paying over any part 
of the rents to A. & will appoint a receiver, without 
prejudice to the prior mtgees. taking possession.— 
DALMER v. DASHWOOD (1793), 2 Cox, Eq. Cas. 378 ; 
30 BH. R. 174. 

430. ———.]—ROBERTS v. Mapocks (1843), 1 
L. T. OJ S. 408. 

431. ———.] — Where A. & his incumbrancers, 
B., C., & D., joined in the appvuintment of a 
receiver, who covenanted to keep down the incum- 
brancers, according to their priorities, & pay the 
surplus to A.:—Held: a subsequent mtgee. from 
A. could not sustain a bill against the receiver 
& A. for an account of the rents & an injunction 
against paying the surplus to A. in the absence of 
B., C. & D. 

I entertain no doubt, that the owner of an 
estate may enter into such an arrangement or 
contract with a steward or other person to receive 
the rents of his property, which will be binding not 
only on the owner but on any person to whom 
the owner may afterwards convey that property, 
with notice of the contract (Rommty, M.R.).— 
FORD v. RACKHAM (1853), 17 Beav. 485; 23 L. J. 
ie ; 22L.T.0.8.112; 2W.R.9; 51 E.R. 
Am cation :—Refd. Jefferys v. Dickson (1866), 1 Ch. App. 


432. ——.] — EyTon v. DENBIGH, RUTHIN & 
CORWEN Ry. Co., No. 8670, post. 

433. Validity of rentcharge disputed.]/— BazzeL- 
GETTI v. BATTINE, BATTINE v. BAZZELGETTI (1821), 
2 Swan. 156, n.; 36 E. R. 576. 

Annotations :—Refd. Peuy v. Wathen (GA tH 7 Hare, 351; 

Knight v. Bowyer (1858), 2 De G. & J. 421. 

434. Purchaser of lands charged refusing to pay.] 
—PRITCHARD v. FLEETWOOD, No. 451, post. 

435. Grantor residing abroad — Agent in this 
country.|—TANFIELD v. IRVINE, No. 47, ante. 

436. Property charged belonging to married 
woman.|}—Testator devised & bequeathed certain 


PART II. SECT. 6, SUB-SECT. 2.—K. 

429 {. Effect on other incumbrances on 
estate.}--ROWE v. GOUGH, GOUGH pv. 
Borrow, [1909] 1 I. R. 98, H. L.—IR. 

b. Grantor residing abroad.)—A 
receiver saber ig) eile acy Fi ahs 
possession o grantor of a rent- 
Cc ,» who resides out of the aria. 
n, on an affidavit that he yed 
out of the jurisdiction to avoid service 
of process.—QUIN v. GUNN (1823), 1 
Hog. 75.—IR. 

4371. Grantee having powers of dis- 
tress or entry.}--STEVELLY v. MURPHY 


—A 


1 Hog. 1l 1.—IR. 


& Cl. 320.—IR. 


(1840), 2 I. Eq. R. 448.—IR. 

c. Application by i 
prior annuitan 
receiver over the possession of a 
custodee.—O’NEILL v. WarpD (1824), 


d. Remedies at law ineffectual.j)— 
Receiver appointed over an annuity 
secured to the debtor by a trust term 
where the creditor had taken ineffectua 
remedies against the debtor at 
DILLON 0. PLASKETT (1828), 1 Dow. 


e. Annuity charged on land.) — 


RECEIVERS. 


copyhold & leasehold estates to trustees, upon trust 
to pay the rents & profits to A. for her life to her 
separate use, & without power of anticipation; & 
testatrix gave certain freehold estates to trustees 
in trust for A. for her life, to her separate use, & 
without power of anticipation. A. was a feme 
sole at the date of testator’s will, & of his death. 
She was also a feme sole at the date of testatrix’s 
will, but she was married at the death of testatrix. 
A. joined with her husband in granting annuities 
to pltf., charged upon the estates bequeathed by 
testator, & the estates devised by testatrix. On 
the insolvency of the husband, a bill was filed by 
pltf. to have the annuities paid out of the estates, 
&, upon motion for an injunction & receiver, the 
ct. granted the motion as to the estates devised 
by testator, but not as to those devised by 
testatrix, on the ground that the rents of the former 
estates ought to be secured till the question in the 
cause could be determined, which could not be 
decided on an interlocutory motion.—TULLETT v. 
AKMSTRONG (1836), 1 Keen, 428; Donnelly, 131 ; 
5 L. J. Ch. 808; 48 BE. R. 371. 

437. Grantee having powers of distress or entry.| 
—WHITE v. SMALE, No. 427, ante. 

438, J—The annuity being charged upon 
land, with a power of distress superadded by 
Landlord & Tenant Act, 1730 (c. 28), pltf. had 
powcr to help himself, & was not entitled to a 
receiver.—SOLLORY v. LEAVER (1869), L. R. 9 Eq. 
22; 39L. J. Ch. 72; 21 L. T. 453; 18 W. R. 59. 
Annotations :-—Folld. Kelsey v. Kelsey (1874), L. R. 17 Eq. 

495. Refd. Roper v. Roper (1876), 3 Ch. D. 714. 

439. Estate of sufficient security.}] — 
Testator by his will bequeathed certain lease- 
holds to deft., upon condition that he paid there- 
out, or out of the rents thereof, an annuity of £70, 
by half-yearly payments, to plitf. during his life. 
The leaseholds were of amply sufficient value to 
secure payment of the annuity. The annuity had 
been regularly paid since the death of testator. 
One half-yearly payment of the annuity being in 
arrear, the annuitant filed his bill to enforce 
payment thereof, & for the appointment of a 
receiver :—Held: the annuity being charged on 
land of amply sufficient value to secure payment 
thereof, with a power of distress superadded by 
Landlord & Tenant Act, 1730 (c. 28), pitf. was not 
entitled to have a receiver appointed, & bill dis- 
missed with costs. 

There might be an annuity charged on property 
the rents of which would not be sufficient to pay 
the amount due, then I should have thought 
that a receiver might be necessary. Or where 
an annuity has been long in arrear, & a distress 
would not enable the annuitant to raise the amount 
due, in that. case a receiver might be necessary 
(Mattna, V.-0.).— KELSEY v. KELSEY (1874), L. R. 
17 Eq. 495; 30L. T. 82; 22 W. R. 433. 

440. Receiver agent of grantor — Or personal 
representative—Charge of business to secure 
annuity./—Where a person has created a charge 
on a business to secure an annuity, & after his 
death the annuitant, in exercise of a power given 








oan v. BODKIN (1826), 1 Hog. 374.-— 


annuitant. } 


may obtain a —- Whenever an annuit 


f. | Yy 
is charged on land the party is entitled 
to come into a ct. of equity for that 
which is the appropriate relief in such 
cases, namely, the appointment of a 
recelver.—SWIFT v. SWIFT (1841), 3 I. 
Eq. R. 267.—IR. 

.———. + BEAMISH v. AUSTEN (1875), 
9 f R. Eq. 861.—IR. 
le — On 


h. After decree for 6a 
defendant fatling to bring in title deeds. } 
——After a decree for a sale in a suit to 





law.— 
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by reference to a mtgee.’s power under Con- 
veyancing & Law of Property Act, 1881 (c. 41), 
appoints a receiver & directs him within the terms 
of the power ‘‘ to manage & carry on the business 
as he may think fit,’”’ the receiver becomes the 
agent of the mtgor.’s personal representative for 
the purpose of managing & carrying on the 
business.—J?e Hark, LintEy wv. Foap, [1899] 
2 Ch. 107; 68 L. J. Ch. 517; 80 L. T. 827; 47 
W.R.579; 15 T. L. R. 389; 48 Sol. Jo. 528, C. A. 

441. Arrears paid off—Discharge of receiver.]|— 
BRAHAM v. STRATHMORE, No. 1006, ante. 

442. Receiver of tithe rentcharge.|—PEED v. 
Keine (1894), 11 T. L. R. 18, D. C. 
ee :—Distd. Eccl. Comrs. v. Upjohn, [1913] 1 K. B. 


443, ——-.] — ECCLESIASTICAL COMRS. v. UP- 
JOHN, [19138] 1 K. B. 501; 82 L. J. K. B. 435; 
108 L. T. 417, D. C. 


L. As between Tenant for Life and Remainderman. 


444, To prevent waste.] — VANN v. BARNETT 
(1787), 2 Bro. 0. C. 157; 29 E. RB. 91. 


Annotations :—Consd. Metcalfe v. Pulvertoft (1812), 1 Ves. 
& B. 180. Refd. Hugonin v. Baseley (1806), 13 Ves. 105; 
Lloyd v. Passingham (1809), 16 Ves. 59; Coward v. 
Chadwick (1825), 2 Russ. 150, n. Mentd. Jervis v. White 
(1801), 6 Ves, 738. 








i .|—Powys v. BLAGRAVE, No. 174, 
ante. 
446. Pulling down & rebuilding houses— 


Receiver pending rebuilding.|—Testator devised 
his estates to B. for life without impeachment of 
waste, except voluntary waste in pulling down 
houses & not rebuilding the same or others of 
equal or greater value. B. pulled down the 
mansion house, with the intention of forthwith 
building a better on the site, & was procceding 
with all reasonable dispatch to carry such intention 
into effect :—Held: the person entitled to the 
next vested remainder was not entitled to have a 
receiver of the rents appointed in order to secure 
the rebuilding of the mansion.—MICKLETHWAIT 
v. MICKLETHWAIT (1857), 1 De G. & J. 504; 26 
L. J. Ch. 721; 30 L. T. 0.8.53 3 Jur. N. WN. 
1279; 5 W. R. 861; 44 BH. R. 818, L. JJ. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Halliwell v. Phillips (1858), 4 Jur. 

N.S. 607; Turner v. Wright (1860), 2 De G. F. & J. 234; 

Baker v. Sebright (1879), 18 Ch. D. 179; Stafford v. 

Sutherland (1892), 36 Sol. Jo. 381; Weld-Blundell v. 

Wolseley, [1903] 2 Ch. 664. 

447, Decree to sell term for raising portions— 
Tenant for life obstructing decree—Refusal to pro- 
duce title deeds.|—Limitation of a term for five 
hundred years to raise portions for younger 
children, & afterwards estate limited to M. for 
life, with remainders over, & a decree made to sell 
the term for raising the portions. M., the tenant 
for life, refusing to produce the title deeds before 
the master, & obstructing the decree, an order 
was made on motion for a receiver of the rents & 
profits of the estate.—BRIGSTOCKE v. MANSET 
(1818), 3 Madd. 47; 56 EB. R. 427. 

448. Tenant for life of renewable leaseholds— 
Allowing leases to expire—Receiver to provide fund 
for renewal.]—Testator devised a freehold estate 
to A. for life, with remainder to his first & other 
sons in tail male; & he directed that a church 
lease which he held for a term of twenty-one years, 


pas the arrears of a rentcharge, the ; devised in trust 
ot. will appoint a receiver if deft. do 
’ ' bring the title deeds pursuant 

ees ~~ » Farris ~"** 


—----wwewere entering nunnery.}— 
t. granted a receiver, on a Dill 
to raise arrears of an annuity 


afterwards becamo a nun), 
whatever period of her natural life 
she continued unmarried.—Evans vt. 
CassiDY (1847), 11 I. Eq. R. 243.—IR. 
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renewable every seventh year, should be regularly 
renewed by the persons successively possessing the 
freehold estAte under his will, & be enjoyed 
together with the same. A. omitted to renew 
in proper time, & the lease expired in 1798. A.’s 
eldest son came of age in 1800, & thereupon joined 
with his father in suffering a recovery of the 
freehold estate. A. died in 1830, & in 1831 the 
son filed his bill, praying compensation for the loss 
of the lease, out of his father’s assets :—Held: 
there was no such laches or acquiescence on the 
part of pltf., as to debar him of his equitable 
remedy. 

The ct. upon reasonable grounds being shown by 
the threats or acts of the tenant for life, might have 
granted a receiver, in order to provide a fund for 
renewal, or might possibly have compelled him to 
renew ; or, if he had already suffered the lease to 
expire, the application might have been granted on 
that default for a receiver; though in such a 
case it could only have been to provide a fund for 
compensation (LoRD BRrouGHAM, C.).—BENNETT 
v. COLLEY (1883), 2 My. & K. 225; Coop. temp. 
Brough. 248; 39 E. R. 930. 


Annotations :—Mentd. Leeds v. Amherst (1846), 2 Ph. 117; 
Hawkins v. Gardiner (1854), 2 Sm. & G. 441; Baker v. 
Peck (1860), 3 L. T. 656; Blake v. Peters (1862), 31 L. J. 
ous 84; Higginbotham v. Hawkins (1872), 41 L. J. Ch. 


449, Transfer of stocks in fraud of remainder- 
man—Rents of other property ordered to be applied 
to replace stocks.]|—On the marriage of N. & G., 
two settlements were executed: by one, a sum 
of stock & estates in W., the lady’s property, 
were conveyed to trustees in trust for her for 
life, with remainder in trust for the children of the 
marriage, & by the other N. granted out of his 
estates a rentcharge to G. for life. She, after her 
husband’s death, fraudulently obtained a transfer 
of the stock, & sold it out; &, afterwards, she 
assigned her life interest in the estates in W., & 
the rentcharge to A., for valuable consideration, 
but with notice of the fraud :—Held: the rents 
of the estates in W., & the rentcharge, were liable 
to be applied to replace the stock, & a receiver of 
them was granted before answer.—WOODYATT Vv. 
GRESLEY (1836), 8 Sim. 180; 59 E. R. 72. 


Annotations :—Refd. Hastie v. Hastie (1875), 24 W. R. 
Mentd. Burridge v. Row (1842), 1 Y. & C. Ch. Cas. 183; 
Irby v. Irpy (1858), 25 Beav. 632 ; Fox v. Buckley (1876), 
: Ch. D. 508; Re Weston, Davies v. Tagart, [1900] 2 Ch. 


242, 


450. Leasehold premises—Tenant for life not 
repairing according to covenant.]|—When a tenant 
for life of leasehold houses is allowed by the trustecs. 
to receive the rents, & the houses are not kept in 
a proper state of repair according to the covenants 
of the lease the ct. will, at the instance of one of the 
trustees, appoint a receiver of the rents, for the 
purpose of enforcing the proper repair, of the 
houses.—Re FOWLER, FOWLER v. ODELL (1881), 
16 Ch. D. 723; 44 L. T. 99; 29 W. R. 891. 
Annotations :—Refd. Re Courtier, Coles v. Courtier, Courtier 


v. Coles (1886), 34 Ch. D. 1363 Re Baring, Jeune v. Baring, 
es) aa 61. Mentd. Re Gjers, Cooper v. Gjors, (1899) 
6 Vv : 5 x 


M. 
See Trusts & 


As against Trustees. 
TRUSTEES. 


Accrued due during former life tenancy. ] 
receiver will not be appointed 
over a life estate to raise arrears of 
interest which accrue due dur the 
time of a former tenant for life.— 
GARNETT’S EXECUTORS v. PRATT (1833), 
Hayes & Jo. 303.—IR. 


(who 


for a lady 
during 
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N. As between Vendor and Purchaser. 


451. As against purchaser — Purchase subject 
to rentcharge—Payment refused.]—-If a purchaser 
of the legal estate in lands, subject to an equitable 
rentcharge, refuse to pay the rentcharge, a 
receiver will be appointed.— PRITCHARD v. ET- 
woop (1815), 1 Mer. 54; 35 HB. R. 597, L. C. 

452. Pending reference of title.]|—Receiver 
appointed on the motion of the vendor, pending 
a reference of title—BOEHM v. Woop (1820), 
2 Jac. & W. 236; 37 E. R. 617, L. C. 

Annotation :—Apld. Gibbs v. David (1875), L. R. 20 Hq. 378. 

453. Inadequacy of price.|—STILWELL v. 
WILKINS, No. 414, ante. 

454. Land dealt with contrary to usual 
course of husbandry.j|—(1) Where a purchaser is 
let into possession of the estate under the contract, 
his dealing with the property in a manner con- 
trary to former usage, or contrary to the usual 
course of husbandry, may be ground for ordering 
him to pay the purchase-money into ct., or for 
the appointment of a receiver; but will not 
authorise a decree against him to compel him to 
accept the title on the ground of waiver of objec- 
tions. (2) A receiver may be appointed at the 
hearing though not prayed for.—OSBORNE v. 
HARVEY (1841), 1 Y. & C. Ch. Cas. 116; 11 
L. J. Ch. 42; 62 E. R. 815. 


Annotation :—Generally, Mentd. Re Gloag & Miller’s Contract 

(1883), 23 Ch. D. 320. 

455. To enforce lien.] — Bill for unpaid 
vendors against two railway cos.—the purchasers 
& their lessees—in possession of the land, for 
specific performance of the contract; for pay- 
ment of the purchase-money; for an injunction 
against both cos.; for a declaration of lien, & 
that it might be enforced by a sale; & that a 
receiver might be appointed of the rents & profits 
of the purchasers’ estate. The ct. decreed specific 
performance & payment of the purchase-money 
within three months: Declared a lien as against 
both cos.; & gave leave, in case the money should 
not be paid, to apply for an injunction, & for the 
appointment of a receiver to enforce the lien.— 
WINCHESTER (Bp.) v.§ Mip-Hants Ry. Co. (1867), 
L. R. 5 Eg. 17; 37 L. J. Ch. 64; 17 L. T. 161; 
32 J. P.116; 16 W. R. 72. 

Annotations :—Generally, Mentd. Drax v. Somerset & Dorset 

Ry. (1868), 38 L. J. Ch. es ear Hae ie Stonehouse 


Nailsworth Ry. (1869), 38 L. J. . 807; r 
Stonehouse & Nailsworth Ry. (1869), 38 L. J. Ch. 306. 


456. .|—A person who had sold to a 
railway co. some land over which the railway had 
been made & opened, obtained a decree ordering 
specific performance, & declaring his lien for the 
balance of purchase money. The co. having 
become insolvent, an order was made, on the 
petition of the vendor, for sale of the land & pay- 
ment of the deficiency, & for an injunction 
restraining the co. until payment from running 
any engine over or otherwise using or continuing 
in possession of the land :—Held: an injunction 
was not the proper form of relief as it would make 
the land useless to both parties. The order for 
an injunction was therefore discharged & an 
order made for a receiver, with a direction to the 
co. to give him immediate possession.—MUNNS v. 
IsLE oF WIGHT Ry. Co. (1870), 5 Ch. App. 414; 
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m. As against purchaser.}—Under 
Land Titles Act, s. 62 (3), the vendor 
cannot obtain the appointment of a 
receiver in aid of execution so long as 
execution cannot issue, but he may 
obtain the appointment of a receiver 


to collect the rents & profits of the 
jland.—-CANADIAN MORTGAGE INVEST- 


n.-—— Vendor suing for specific 
performance.}—A vendor suing for 
specific performance of an agreement 


RECEIVERS. 


es J. Ch. 522; 23 L. T. 96; 18 W. R. 781, 


Annotations :-—Mentd. Lycett v. Stafford & Uttoxeter Ry. 

(1872), L. R. 18 Eq. 261; Allgood v. Merrybent & Dar- 

] n Ry. (1886), 33 Ch. D, 571; Re Stucley, Stucley 

v. Kekewich, [1906] 1 Ch. 67. 

457. .}— By London, Chatham & 
Dover Railway (Arbitration) Act, 1869 (c. cxvi), 
8s. 17, amongst the matters referred to the arbi- 
trators were, the legal & equitable rights & 
interests of cos. whose lines were worked by the 
co., the rights of any persons having or claiming 
any lien upon any lands in which the co. were 
interested, & all matters in question in all suits 
in which the co. were parties; & it was enacted 
that the powers of the arbitrators should extend 
to ascertain & determine the matters aforesaid. 
It was also enacted, sect. 18, that the Crystal 
Palace Railway should be ‘‘ worked & main- 
tained ”’ by the co. as an integral part of the co.’s 
undertaking ’’; that certain half-yearly payments 
should be made to the Crystal Palace Railway 
co., & that such payments, & the property of the 
Crystal Palace Railway co., should be subject, 
“ag respected creditors of that co., to the same 
rights & remedies as could now be enforced 
against the tolls & property of that co.”’ 

At this date the London, Chatham & Dover 
Railway co. were working the Crystal Palace 
Railway line under a resolution of their own 
directors, without any lease or agreement; & a 
suit was pending against both cos. by an unpaid 
vendor of lands of which possession had been 
taken by the Crystal Palace Railway company in 
1864 & 1865, & upon part of which the line had 
been constructed. In this suit the London, 
Chatham & Dover Railway co., who were made 
co-defts. by amendment, had answered, pleading 
that they were unnecessary parties; but at the 
hearing, in Mar. 1868, it was declared that, upon 
default of payment within one month by the 
Crystal Palace Railway co. of what should be 
certified to be due, pltfs. would be entitled to a 
lien on the lands against both cos. Default was 
made by the Crystal PalaceRailway co., & shortly, 
afterwards proceedings in the suit were, by the 
arbitrator’s first award, stayed as against the 
London, Chatham & Dover Railway co. only. 
Upon petition by pltfs., praying that the amount 
due under the above order for principal, intercst, 
& costs might be raised by a sale of the lands, & 
in the meantime for an injunction & receiver, & 
other relief :—Held: London, Chatham & Dover 
Railway (Arbitration) Act, 1869 (c. cxvi), did not 
interfere with the rights of petitioners; & order 
made as prayed.—ST. GERMANS (HARL) v. CRYSTAL 
PaLacE Ry. Co. (1871), L. R. 11 Eq. 568; 24 
L. T. 288; 19 W. R. 584. 

458. .J}—A. who was the owner of 
leasehold premises, on which the business of a 
private hotel was carried on, & furniture, entered 
into a contract for the sale of such lease, furniture, 
& the goodwill of the business to B. A portion 
of the purchase-money remained unpaid, & a 
draft assignment of the lease & mtge. to secure 
the unpaid purchase money were prepared, but 
never executed. In an action for specific per- 
formance of the contract, a motion was made for 
a receiver & manager of the premises, furniture & 
business :—Held: such a receiver & manager 














for the sale of land, under which the 
purchaser was in possession & which 
contained no provision for attornment 
or distress held not entitled before 
judgment to a receiver order with 
respect to a crop which had been cut 
& was lying on the ground at tho time 
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might be appointed with power to take possession 
& carry on the business, but not to include any 
chattels other than those which would pass by 
an assignment of the lease.—POOLE v. DOWNES 
(1897), 76 L. T. 110. 

459. Pending action to enforce lien—Pur- 
chaser ee Hability.|—-Where the unpaid 
vendor of land taken by a railway co. has com- 
menced an action against the co. to enforce his 
lien, the ct. will not grant an injunction or a 
receiver against the co. before judgment has been 
obtained in the action, even though the co. 
admit their liability —LaTIMER v. AYLESBURY & 
BUCKINGHAM Ry. Co. (1878), 9 Ch. D. 385; 39 
L. T. 460; 27 W. BR. 141, C. A. 

460. Pending action for rescission.]|—An 
agreement for the sale of a leasehold interest in 
land provided that possession should be given to 
the purchaser on payment of a specified part of 
the purchase money he undertaking to pay the 
rent & other outgoings & also on taking posses- 
sion, paying to the vendor the cost of a new fence. 
The specified part of the purchase-money having 
been paid, the purchaser was let into possession, 
but he failed to pay the cost of the fence & did 
not pay the rent & taxes, so that the vendor had 
to pay them in order to prevent the forfeiture of 
the lease. The vendor commenced an action for 
rescission of the agreement on the ground that he 
had been induced to enter into it by misrepre- 
sentation, & moved in the action for an order on 
deft. to deliver up possession of the land in 
default of his making the payments due under the 
agreement :—Held: the motion, seeking in effect 
the specific performance of some of the terms of 
the agreement was inconsistent with the claim 
for rescission made by the writ, & must therefore 
be refused. 

But a receiver was appointed for the purpose 
of securing the payments in question.—-Cook v. 
ANDREWS, [1897] 1 Ch. 266; 66 L. J. Ch. 187; 
76 L. T. 16. 

461. As against vendor — Title impeached by 
third party.J—Receiver granted before answer upon 
the bill of a purchaser pendente lite: viz. a suit, 
instituted by the wife of the vendor; claiming 
under a settlement; voluntary, as being after 
marriage.—-METCALFE v. PULVERTOFT (1812), 1 
Ves. & B. 180; 35 B. R. 71, L. C. 

462. Pending action for rescission.| — 
GIBBS v. Davin, No. 177, ante. 











O. Where Previous Receiver Appointed. 


463. Receiver to act in event of death of existing 
receiver.|—Qu.: whether a second consignee of a 
West India estate can be appointed to succeed 
the first in the event of his death—ForBgs v. 
oo (1819), 1 Jac. & W. 88; 37 E. R. 
464. Application by specialty creditors of testa- 
tor—Receiver in possession under mortgage by 
devisee.|—CooPpE v. CRESSWELL, CALDWELL v. 
ELLISON, GREGORY v. CRESSWELL, No. 398, ante. 

465. Second receiver to obtain surplus—After 
Satisfaction of claims in former ear 
Where an unpaid vendor to a railway co. has 
obtained an order in a suit, declaring his lien, but 
the co. have failed to pay, an order for sale by 
public auction or private contract, will be made on 


of the order.—BupNnyYk v. KUSHNEIYK 
“Alta.), (1925) 1 D. L. R. 246; [1924 
3 Ww. a! R. 900.—OAN. ere 
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0. General rule.}+—A rocelver will 
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petition; & where a receiver has already been 
eppored in another suit against the same co., 
liberty will be given to apply to appoint another 
receiver without prejudice to the former appoint- 
ment, & to obtain any surplus after satisfying all 
claims in such other suit.— WARE v. AYLESBURY & 
ea a al Ry. Co. (1873), 28 L. T. 893; 21 W.R. 

466. Suggestion of collusion or preference in 
former proceedings.|—NOTHARD v. PRocTor, No. 
24, ante. 

467.———.]—-A co. issued a series of debentures, 
each of which contained a condition that, at any 
time after the principal moneys thereby secured 
should have become payable, the L. corpn., one of 
the debenture holders, might by writing appoint 
a receiver of all or any part of the property thereby 
charged. In exercise of this power the corpn., 
who were also shareholders in the co., appointed 
a receiver :—Held: the corpn. were trustees of 
this power on behalf of all the debenture holders, 
& were bound to exercise it in their interest alone, 
& as it was shown that the appointment had been 
made in the interest of the shareholders, & not in 
that of the debenture holders, the ct. had juris- 
diction to interfere to carry out the trust & 
accordingly to appoint its own receiver.—Re 
MASKELYNE BRITISH TYPEWRITER, LTD., STUART 
v. MASKELYNE BRITISH TYPEWRITER, LYD., [1898] 
1 Ch. 1383; 67 L. J. Ch. 125; 77 L. T. 579; 46 
ae R. 294; 14 T. L. R. 108; 42 Sol. Jo. 112, 


. A. 

468. Appointment by court — Application by 
creditors for substitution of their nominee—Proof 
of status as creditors.|—When a debtor has filed a 
liquidation petition & a receiver has been appointed 
by the ct., the persons who are named in debtor’s 
list of creditors cannot have their nominee 
appointed receiver, in substitution for the receiver 
appointed by the ct., till they have established 
their status as creditors by proving their debts 
& holding a first meeting of creditors.—Re 
Cuesters, Ez p. RYLANDS (1877), 6 Ch. D. 57; 
a L. J. Bey. 120; 36 L. T. 839; 25 W. R. 786, 

-.e 

469. Priority as between respective receivers— 
Receiver in Chancery action & in Bankruptcy.|]— 
In an action to enforce an agreement by B. an 
innkeeper to give a bill of vale of his furniture & 
effects, A. obtained the appointment of a receiver, 
who entered into possession on Mar. 16, 1876, & 
served the customers. During the night B. 
ubsconded, & next day Mar. 17, filed a liquidation 
petition, under which a receiver was appointed in 
bkpcy. The two receivers remained in joint 
possession :—Held: “the case did not fall within 
Bills of Sale Act, 1854, c. 36, & the possession of 
A.’s receiver had taken the goods out of the order 
& disposition of B. at the time of his Deny ; & 
accordingly the title of A. prevailed over that of 
B.’s trustee in bkpcy.—TAYLor v. ECKERSLEY 
(1877), 5 Ch. D. 740; 36 L. T. 442; 25 W. R. 
527. 

470. Receiver not to act until former receiver 
discharged.|—Sa.T v. COOPER, No. 134, ante. 

471, .|] — Re CONNOLLY BROTHERS, LTD., 
Woop v. CONNOLLY BROTHERS, Lrp., No. 113, ante. 

472. Appointment in lunacy — Discharge of 
appointment in Chancery.]|—CHAPLIN v. BARNETT 
(1911), Times, Dec. 20, C. A. 





Hog. 199.—IR. 
p.-————.}+—- BIDDULPH iv. 
(1825), 1 Hog. 244.—IR. 
. ——.}-Re PowELL (1836), 4 Ir. 
L. Ree. N. 8. 180.—IR. 
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P. Other Cases. 


473. Pending execution of deeds of sale—Under 
order of court.}—A receiver will be continued until 
deeds of sale under the decree are executed, for 
the purpose of collecting arrears of rent.—QUIN v. 
HOLLAND (1745), Ridg. temp. H. 295; 27 HE. R. 
835, L. C. 

474. Pending action in foreign court—Receiver 
of policy moneys on gta ae were a co. of 
ship owners on whose behalf deft., as their broker, 
had effected policies. Pltis. had instituted pro- 
ceedings in a competent ct. in Genoa against deft. 
for an account, to which suit deft. had appeared. 
Before final decree in the foreign ct., deft. com- 
menced actions in England against the insurers 
upon one of the policies which had resulted in a 
loss :—Held: it was competent for pltfs. to file 
a bill to restrain the action & to have a receiver of 
the policy moneys pending the foreign litigation.— 
TRANSATLANTIC Co. v. PIETRONI (1860), John. 
604; 2L. T. 726; 6 Jur. N.S. 5382; 70 EB. R. 561. 
Annotation :—Mentd. Dreyfus v. Peruvian Guano Co. (1889), 

41 Ch. D. 151. 

475. Property of foreign government — Taken 
Subject to obligations entered into by former de 
facto government.|—Certain cotton the public 
property of the Confederate States of America, 
was consigned by the Confederate Govt. to defts. 
P. & others, a firm carrying on busines; at Liver- 
pool, in pursuance of an agreement between the 
Confederate Govt. & defts., whereby defts. were 
entitled out of the proceeds of the cotton to recoup 
themselves certain charges & expenses incurred 
by them under the provisions of the same agree- 
ment. The Confederate Govt. having been dis- 
solved, & the Confederate States having sub- 
mitted to the authority of the United States 
Govt., the latter govt. filed a bill praying to have 
the cotton, which had arrived at Liverpool, 
delivered up to them, & for an injunction & 
receiver. It appeared by the evidence that 
defts. had, under the agreement, a lien upon the 
cotton to the extent of at least £20,000. Deft. P. 
was appointed receiver, with power to sell the 
cotton ; but he was required to give security for its 
value ultra the £20,000, the amount of defts.’ lien. 
—U.S.A. v. PRIOLEAU (1865), 2 Hem. & M. 559; 
35 L. J. Ch. 7; 13 L. T. 92; 11 Jur. N. 8S. 792; 
13 W. KR. 1062 ; 71 E. R. 580. 

Annotations :—Retd. The Beatric other wiee The Rappahan- 
nock) (1866), 36 L. J. Adm. 9; Smith v. Weguelin (1869), 
L. R. 8 Eq. 198; Peru Republic v. Dreyfus (1888), 38 
Ch. D. 348; West Rand Central Gold Mining Co. v. R., 
[1905] 2 K. B. 391. Mentd. Aksionairnoye Obschestvo 
A.M. Luther r, Sagor, [1921] 1 K. B. 456. 

476. Dispute between members of governing 
body—Preventing proper conduct of affairs—Ap- 
pointment until authoritative body constituted.]/— 
The existence of disputes between different mem- 
bers of the governing body of a co. which prevent 
its affairs being carried on properly, is a ground for 
the intervention of the ct. by injunction & receiver 
to protect the property of the co., but the inter- 
ference of the ct. will be continued only until a 
governing body is duly appointed.—IEATHER- 
STONE v. COOKE (1873), L. R. 16 Eq. 298; 21 
W. R. 835. 

477. S.P. TravE AUXILIARY Cu. v. VICKERS 
(1873), L. 1k. 16 Eq. 303; 21 W. R. 836. 
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xr. Enforcement of order for pay- 
ment of costs.}—-MADDEN v. DAvIB, 
HONEGAN v. Davis (1842), Fl. & K, 


defendant resident 


t. To compel appearance — Where 
outside jurisdiction.] 
—Where deft. resides out of the juris- 
diction of the ct.; 


RECEIVERS. 


478. Pending action of trover.]—Injunction to 
restrain deft. from parting with goods refused 
when an action of trover was pending respecting 
them. Receiver of the goods also refused.— 
ANON. (1875), 1 Char. Cham. Cas. 14; Bitt. Prac. 
Cas. 39. 

479. Pending reference to arbitration.])—Where 
there is an agreement to refer all matters in dis- 
pute under a contract to arbn., & an action 18 
subsequently brought under the contract in which 
it is found to be desirable, for the protection of the 
property which is the subject of the contract, that 
a receiver should be appointed or an injunction 
granted, it is competent for the ct. to appoint a 
receiver or grant an injunction, & by the same 
order to stay all further proceedings in the action, 
except for the purpose of carrying out the order 
for a receiver or an injunction, with a view to a 
reference to arbn.—COMPAGNIE DU SENEGAL v. 
Woops & Co. (1883), 53 L. J. Ch. 1663 sub nom. 
COMPAGNIE DU SENEGAL ET DE La COTE OccI- 
DENTAL D’ AFRIQUE v. SMITH & Co. & Woops & 
Co., 49 L. T. 527; 32 W. R. 111. 

Annotation :-—Folld. Pini v. Roncoroni, [1892] 1 Ch. 633. 

In partnership cases.|—See PARTNERSHIP, 

Vol. XXXVI., p. 484, Nos. 1471, 1477. 

480. Pending action for trespass — Interference 
with right of ferry—Receiver of moneys earned in 
interim.J—PrERcy v. THoMAS (1884), 28 Sol. Jo. 
533, D. C. 

481. Rents & profits of gasworks — Leased to 
defendant.|—PocKLINGTON NEw Gas Co. vw. 
STEARS (1888), 4 T. L. R. 312, D. C. 

482. Enforcement of order for payment of costs. ] 
—An order for payment of costs, if made in the 
K. B. or the Ch. Divs., is final, in the sense that it 
is not interlocutory & can be enforced by a writ 
of fi. fa. or by a writ of elegit or by an attachment 
of debts, KR. S. C., Ord. 42, rr. 17, 24, but it cannot, 
so far as I know, be enforced by granting an in- 
junction to restrain a man from receiving his own 
property. It may, perhaps, be enforced by 
appointing a receiver ... &, apparently, such an 
order may be made, although there is nothing at 
the moment to receive (BIGHAM, J.).—BULLUS v. 
Burius (1910), 102 L. T. 899; 26 T. L. R. 330; 
54 Sol. Jo. 343. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Myers v. Myers, Carpendale, Radford 
os oon [1918] P. 260; Fanshawe v. Fanshawe, [1927] 
483. Trade union funds — Misapplication of 

moneys.|—The rules of a trade union provided, 

(inter alia), that in the event of members being 

engaged in a strike or lockout officially recognised 

by the union, the union should pay dispute pay 
of 12s. a week & 2s. for each child under fourteen. 

A trade dispute, having arisen, was officially 

recognised as from Feb. 16, 1918. The union 

authorised the members on strike to sell to those 
still at work tickets at 2s. each for the benefit of 
the strikers. The proceeds of these tickets, 
amounting to a very large sum, were paid into the 
general account of the union & applied in pay- 
ment of the dispute pay prescribed by the rules & 
partly in extra payments. In an action by three 
members of the union suing in a representative 
capacity on behalf of the members of their re- 
spective branches, claiming (a) a declaration that 
the ticket moneys could not be applied in dis- 
charge of the liability to pay dispute pay, but 
were held by the union, subject to certain de- 
ductions for commission & expenses, for the sole 





against him, to raise a charge specifically 
affecting his lands; a receiver will be 
appointed over them, in order to 
compel his appearance.—NASH  », 


& a bill is fled HUGHES (1833), Hayes & Jo. 400.—IR. 


Part JJ.—APPOINTMENT BY COURT. 


benefit of members subject to the dispute, & (b) 
other relief:—Held: (1) the payments were 
purely voluntary payments made for a particular 
purpose & not applicable to any other purpose, 
such as the payment of dispute pay, which was a 
liability arising under the rules; (2) pltfs. were 
entitled to the declaration claimed as to the 
application of the proceeds & to an injunction to 
restrain the further misapplication thereof & if 
necessary to an account of the expenses properly 
to be deducted therefrom; (8) with regard to 
moneys already misapplied the ct. was precluded 
by Trade Union Act, 1871 (c. 31), s. 4, from grant- 
ing relief either by the appointment of a receiver 
or by ordering an account.—Sansom v. LONDON 
& PROVINCIAL UNION OF LICENSED VEHICLE 
WORKERS (1920), 36 T. L. R. 666. 

Enforcement of order for payment into court— 
Equitable execution.]|—See ExEcUTION, Vol. XXI., 
p. 667, Nos. 2472-2475. 

Interpleader proceedings—Appointment in lieu of 
ae ad INTERPLEADER, Vol. XXIX., p. 483, 

o, 340. 


SECT. 7.—-PROPERTY IN RESPECT OF WHICH 
APPOINTMENT MADE. 
SUB-SEcT. ]1.—IN GENERAL. 

484. Property to be distinctly named in order.]— 
(1) An order for a receiver ought to state dis- 
tinctly, on the face of it, over what property the 
receiver is appointed. 

(2) If he had been appointed receiver of the 
rents, the order would have gone on either to direct 
the owner to deliver possession, or the tenants to 
attorn (LoRD LANGDALE, M.R.).—Crow v. Woop 
(1850), 13 Beav. 271 ; 51 EB. 1. 104. 

485. Where appointment would effect forfeiture 
or destruction of interest.])—The ct. will not ap- 
point a receiver of the annual allowance paid to the 
Assistant Parliamentary Counsel to the Lords of 
the Treasury, before the hearing. Qu.: Whether 
that allowance be assignable. 

Possibly, if a receiver were appointed, their 
Lordships might refuse to pay it to him; & no 
remedy in such a case could be had against them. 
Under these circumstances, the appointment of a 
receiver is, I think, improper (LORD LYNDHURST, 
C.).—COOPER v. REILLY (1830), 1 Russ. & M. 560 ; 
39 E. R. 215, L. C. 

Annotation :—Mentd. Re Mirains, [1891] 1 Q. B. 594. 

486. -|— HAMILTON v. BROGDEN, [1891] 
W.N. 36. 

Annotation :—Distd. Holmes v. Mittage (1893), 9 T. L. R. 217. 

487. -|— The fact that a contingent re- 
verslonary interest to an estate under a will which 
contained a forfeiture clause upon the reversioner 
charging same, or upon becoming bkpt., is not 
sufficient ground for discharging a receiver ap- 
pointed in respect of the reversioner’s interest, 
& such appointment does not, of itself, constitute 
a Charge within the clause.-—CAMPBELL v. CAMP- 
BELL & DAvis (1895), 72 L. T. 294. 

488. Undivided estate.) — EvELYN v. EVELYN 
(1750), 2 Dick. 800; 21 BH. R. 482, L. U. 
<f erie :—~Mentd. Tyson v. Fairclough (1824), 2 Sim. & 








489. Part only of estate..—CALVERT v. ADAMS 
(1773), 2 Dick. 478; 21 E.R. 355. 
4 .]—HARGRAVE v. HARGRAVE, No. 379, 





ante, 
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491. Office of master forester.) <A _ receiver 
having been appointed, in creditor’s suit, of the 
office of master forester of a royal forest, an in- 
junction was afterwards granted to restrain certain 
persons who owned lands in the forest, from 
sporting in it.— BLANCHARD v. CAWTHORNE (1833), 
6 Sim. 155; 58 EB. R. 552; subsequent proceedings, 
Coop. temp. Brough. 113, L. C. 

492. Realty as well as personalty.|— WILLIAMS 
v. A.-G. (1861), 1 Seton’s Judgments & Orders, 
7th ed., 730. 


Annotations :—Exypld. Hitchen v. Birks (1870), J, 
ra 471. Apld. Parkin v. Siddons (1873), 42 L. 
0. 


498. Newspaper.] — CHAPLIN v. YOUNG (1862), 
6 L. T. 97, L. C. 

494. ——-.]— KELLY uv. 
McMvurrRay, No. 386, ante. 

495. Mines— Pending action to set aside con- 
tract for purchase.]|—GIBBS v. DAVID, No. 17%, 
ante. 

496. Contingent interest—Interest dependent on 
wil} by trustees.]—An order was made, in an action 
in a county ct. appointing a receiver to receive 
the interest of a sum of money in the hands of 
trustees, & ordering the trustees to pay a specific 
amount of the interest to the receiver half yearly 
until the judgment in the action should be satisfied. 
The trustees were trustees of a will, by which 
they were directed to set apart & invest the sum 
in question, & were authorised at their absolute 
discretion from time to time & at such time or 
times as they should think proper to pay or apply 
the whole or any part of the income to or for 
the benefit of judgment debtor in such a manner 
in all respects as they should think proper. The 
trustees applied for a prohibition :—Held: as 
it depended on the discretion of the trustees 
whether anything should be paid to judgment 
debtor the receiver could not be entitled to receive 
the interest in their hands & an order for payment 
could not be made against the trustees who were 
strangers to the action, & therefore the county ct. 
judge had exceeded his jurisdiction & the proper 
remedy was by prohibition.—R. v. LINCOLNSHIRE 
CounTy CouRT JUDGE (1887), 20 Q. B. D. 167; 
567 L. J. Q. B. 186; 58 L. T. 54; 36 W. R. 174, 
D.C. 


. RR. 10 
J. Ch. 


Hutrron, KELLY v. 


SUB-SECT, 2.—DEBTS DUE. 

497. Whether receiver appointed.|—Receiver of 
the debts due to a business, appointed at the suit 
of persons to whom a share of the profits had been 
assigned against a subsequent assignee of the 
debts.—CANDLER v. CANDLER (1821), Jac. 225; 


37 E. R, 834, L. C, 
Annotations :—Mentd. Whittaker v. Howe (1841), 3 Beav. 
383; Aubin v. Holt (1855), 2 K. & J. 66; Scott v. Miller 


vie John. 220; Eddison v. Rothery (1864), 11 L. T. 
498, Fund payable to judgment debtor.|— 





Where plitf. had obtained an order against deft., 
a solr., for payment of a debt, & was unable to 
enforce judgment by a writ of fi. fa., but had 
obtained an ex parte injunction against deft. 
restraining him from receiving the amount of 
certain taxed costs due to him in another action, 
the ct. was moved that the taxed costs might stand 
charged with the payment to pltf. of deft.’s debt, 
& that a receiver might be appointed so that 
equitable execution might be obtained against 
the fund. It was objected that such an order 
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ain Mines—In possession of respondent.}—11 & 12 Geo. 2, c. 10, does not authorise the appointment of a receiver over 
nes in respondent's possession. FRERE ¥. HIBERNIAN MINING Co. (1828), 2 Hog. 30.—IR. 
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Sect. 7.— Property in respect of which appointment 
made: Sub-sects. 2, 8, 4, 6, 6 & 7.) 
could not be made, & that no garnishee order 
could be granted on the fund :—Held: the ct. 
would make the order, as it had jurisdiction to 
appoint a receiver at the instance of judgment 
creditor against a fund payable to judgment 
debtor to which garnishee proceedings were In- 


ae v. Ritey (1883), 25 
Ch. D. 418; 53 L. J. Ch. 1153; 49 L. T. 776; 
32 W. R. 278. 


Annotations :—Distd. Holmes v. Millage, [1893] 1 Q. B. 551. 
Refd. F w. Prentis, [1892] 2 Ch. 428; Harris v. Beau- 





champ, [1894] 1 Q. B. 801. Mentd. Archer v. Archer, 
[1886] W. N. 66. 
499. Sum due under arbitration award.|— 


In an action for damages for misrepresentation 
it appeared that deft. was entitled to a sum of 
money under an award in an arbn. with a third 
person. The Court made a declaration of the 
right of pltf. to recover damages & directed an 
inquiry in chambers to ascertain the amount :— 
Held: pltf. was entitled to the immediate appotnt- 
ment of a receiver of the sum under the award.— 
DUNCAN v. SCAIFE (1888), 4 T. L. R. 716. 

500. Book debts.]—-MANCHESTER & LIVER- 
POOL DIsTRICT BANKING Co. v. PARKINSON, No. 
10, ante. 

501. .|—A firm of traders assigned 
their book debts to pltfs., who gave no notice of 
the assignment to debtors. Pltfis. brought an 
action against the firm to enforce their security, 
which they registered as a lis pendens, & obtained 
an injunction & a receiver; but no notice of the 
action was given to debtors. The firm then 
assigned the same book debts to a banking co., 
who gave notice of their security to debtors. The 
banking co. had no notice of the action or of 
the order for an injunction & a receiver, unless 
the registration of the lis pendens amounted to 
constructive notice :—Held: the banking co. were 
not affected with notice by the registration of 
the lis pendens, & their security had priority over 
that of pu. 

Semble: even if the registration had given 
the banking co. notice of the lis pendens, pltfs. 
would have lost their priority by their laches.— 
WIGRAM v. BUCKLEY, [1894] 3 Ch. 483; 63 
L. J. Ch. 689; 71 L. T. 287; 48 W. RR. 147; 
10 T. L. R. 654; 38 Sol. Jo. 680; 7 R. 469, C. A. 
Annotation :—Refd. Rutter v. Everett (1895), 2 Mans. 371, 

502, —— -|—HARPER v. MCINTYRE, No. 
297, ante. 

—— -—— Effect of bankruptcy.|—-See BANK- 
RUPTCY, Vol. V., pp. 774-775, Nos. 6657-6659. 














SUB-SECT. 3.-—ECCLESIASTICAL PROPERTY. 

See 13 Eliz. c. 20. 

503. Profits of rectory.) —SinvER v. NORWICH 
(Be.), No. 59, ante. 

504. }—A third incumbrancer on a 
rectory having obtained a sequestration, a receiver 
was appointed at the instance of the second in- 
cumbrancer.—WIiuTE v. PETERBOROUGH (BP.) 
(1818), 3 Swan. 109; 36 E. R. 793, L. C. 
Annotations :—Mentd. Tipping v. Power (1842), 1 Hare, 405 ; 


ong v. Storer, Bazalgette v. Storer (1851), 14 Beav. 
535 ; Ford v. Chesterfield (No. 3) (1856), 21 Beav. 426. 
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6061. B with cure of souls.J— 
BATTERSBY v. HOMAN (1850), 16 L. T. 
O. 8. 67.—IR. 





benefice, 


v. 
A judgment is, under It. Jur. 121.—IR 


606 fi. ——, }— 
3 & 4 Vict. c. 105, ss. 19, 21, 22, a 


valid eharge upon an ecclesiastical 
thout issuing a sequestra- 

tion; & the ct, will in a plena 
nt a receiver over the benefice.— 


b. Tithe rentcharge.J—A_ recciver 


RECEIVERS. 


505. Profits of canonry.J—A canon of Windsor 
granted the canonry & the profits, etc., to pltfs., 
to secure a sum of ape h So far as it appeared 
on an interlocutory, application, the estates were 
vested in the corpn., & the canon was entitled to an 
aliquot share of the Liana There was no cure 
of souls, & the only duties were residence within 
the castle, & attendance in the chapel twenty-one 
daysa year. Upon this state of circumstances :— 
Held: the security was valid, & a receiver of the 
profits was appointed.—GRENFELL v. WINDSOR 
(DEAN & CANONS) (1840), 2 Beav. 544; 48 E. R. 
1292. 

Annotations :—Mentd. M‘Bean v. Deane (1885), 1 T. L. Rt. 

624; Re Mirams, [1891] 1 Q. B. 594. 

506. Benefice with cure of souls.] — A rector, 
who was also the patron of a living, gave warrants 
of attorney to various creditors, who had mtges. 
on the advowson, subject to an agreement that 
the judgment to be entered up by the first mtgec. 
should have priority over the rest, whenever 
execution should be issued :—Held: the agree- 
ment pointed so particularly to making the 
judgments charges on the living, that the ct. could 
not give effect to it by granting an injunction & a 
receiver.—LONG v. STORIE (1849), 3 De G. & Sm. 
308; 12 L. T. O. S. 5380;18 Jur. 227; 64 H. RB. 
492. 

Annotation :—Consd. Bates v. Brothers (1854), 2 Sm. & G. 


509. 

507. J—In Jan. 1851, A. obtained judg- 
ment, which was registered same day, against B., 
a beneficed clergyman. In the following Nov., 
C. obtained & registered a judgment against B. 
Subsequently C. was appointed sequestrator of the 
benefice. Upon bill filed by A. for the appoint- 
ment of a receiver :—Held: he was not entitled.— 
Bates v. BROTHERS (1854), 2 Sm. & G, 509; 2 
Eq. Rep. 803; 23 L. J. Ch. 782; 23 L. T. O.S. 
305; 18 J. P.661; 18 Jur.715; 2W.R. 6386; 65 
E. R. 508. 

508. .J—A receiver was appointed by the 
ct. in a suit by judgment creditor of a beneficed 
clergyman to enforce his judgment as a charge 
upon the living, the Vice-Chancellor who appointed 
the receiver, considering that the judgment was a 
charge. Another judgment creditor then issued a 
sequestration against the same living, & a motion 
being made in the cause for his committal for 
contempt, another Vice-Chancellor refused to 
make any order, but directed him to pay the costs, 
& he undertook to deal with the sequestration as 
the ct. should direct. At the hearing, the same 
Vice-Chancellor felt bound by the opinion ex- 
pressed on the occasion of the appointment of the 
receiver, & decided accordingly :—Held: a re- 
ceiver ought not to have been appointed; & 
judgment creditor who had issued a sequestration 
had a priority of charge, notwithstanding any 
contempt he might have committed by inter- 
fering when a receiver was appointed._— HAWKINS 
v. GATHERCOLE (1855), 6 De G. M. & G1; 3 
Eq. Rep. 348; 24 L. J. Ch. 332; 24 L. T. O. S. 
281; 19 J.P.115; 1 Jur. N.S. 481;3 W.R. 194; 
43 E. R. 1129, L. JJ. 


Annotations :—Mentd. Arnold v. Gravesend Corpn., Pallister 
v. Same (1856), 25 L. J. Ch. 776; ait 4 v. Jones (1856), 
1C. B. N. 8. 339; Sone v. Doherty (1 58), 2DeG. & J. 
614: Burder v. O’Neill (1863), 2 New Hep. 551; Re 
Poland (1866), 35 L. J. Boy. 19; Re Cambrian Rys. (1868) 
16 W. R. 346; Norwich (Bp.) v. Pearse (1868), L. R. g 











cannot be appointed or extended over 
a tithe rentcharge by petition under 
suit 5&6 Will.4,c. 55, or3 & 4 Vict.c. 105,— 


LYMBERRY . HELSHAM (1852), 1 
CARPENDALE (1853), 6 I. Ch. R. 633.—IR. 
° 0. Tithe & glebe—Where annuity 


charged on present & future benefice. — 


Part JJ.—APPOINTMENT BY CouRT. 


A. & E. 281; 
Ee p. Chick (i870), 11 Cho Do FSi s Braal, 
LD. C »1 - D. 73813; Bradlaugh v. Clarke 
3}, 8 App. Cas. 354; Seward v. The Vera Cruz (1884), 
: 30 Ch. D. 520; 
_ 1; Baird v. 


unbridge Wells 
2 Q. B. 867; Eastman Photographic 


Materials Co. v. Comptroller-General of Patents, Des 

Trade Mka., [1898] A. C. 571; Birmingham Corpn. 
v. Birmingham Canal Navigations (1905), 21 T. L. R. 548 ; 
R. v. West Riding of Yorkshire County Council, [1906] 
2 K. B. 676; Porthcawl U. C. v. Brogden, [1917] 1 Ch. 
534; Banbury v. Bank of Montreal, [1918] A. C. 626; 
Re Plymouth Corpn, & Walter, [1918] 2 Ch. 854; A.-G. 
v. Brown, [1920] 1 K. B. 773; Nicholle v. Nicholle, [1922] 
1 A. O. 284; Rhondda’s Claim, [1922] 2 A. C. 339; Woodi- 
field v. Bond, [1922] 2 Ch. 40; Paterson v. Ardrossan 
Harbour Co. (1926), 19 B. W. C. C. 621 


Tithe rentcharge.|—Sce Nos. 442, 443, ante. 


SUB-SECT. 4.—FURNITURE AND OTHER CHATTELS. 

509. Heirlooms.}]—SHaFrresBpuRY (EARL) v. 
MARLBOROUGH (DUKE) (1820), 1 Seton’s Judg- 
ments & Orders, 7th ed. 735. 

510. Surplus proceeds of sale of mortgaged 
chattels.|—A mtgee. of chattels in possession, & 
proceeding under the power in his deed of assign- 
ment to sell the mortgage property is, after satis- 
fying the amount of his mtge. security & the 
expenses of the sale a trustee of the surplus pro- 
ceeds ; & where the mtgee., by his answer to the 
bill of an execution creditor, declared his intention 
to pay such proceeds to certain claimants in respect 
of an execution & an assignment both subsequent 
to the delivery to the sheriff of the writ of execu- 
tion obtained by the pltf., the surplus proceeds of 
the property already sold were ordered to be paid 
into ct., & a receiver appointed of the moneys to 
arise by the future sales.—-GOUTHWAITE v. RIPPON 
(1839), 8 L. J. Ch. 189; 3 Jur. 7. 

511. Chattels comprised in agreement for bill of 
sale.J—TAYLOR v. ECKERSLEY, No. 469, ante. 

612. Furniture.]— MANCHESTER & LIVERPOOI 
ee BANKING Co. v. PARKINSON, No. 10, 
ante. 


~° es ——.| —- WHITAKER v. COHEN, No. 559, 
post. 
514, —-— Rent in respect thereof.]—HamiLTon 


v. BROGDEN, [1891] W. N. 14. 

_ SL. ]—A mtgor. & mtgee. of houses 
Joined in making a lease of the houses & of furniture 
in them which belonged to the mtgor. at an in- 
clusive rent payable to the mtgor. until the mtgee. 
should give notice to the contrary. The mtgee. 
entered into receipt of the rents, & a judgment 
creditor of the mtgor. obtained the appointment 
of a receiver of the interest of the mtgor. in the 
rent reserved by the lease. The mtgor. was under 
covenant not to remove the furniture from the 
houses without the mtgee.’s consent :—Held : 
creditor was entitled to have the rent apportioned 
as between the houses & the furniture, so that the 
receiver could recover the amount apportioned to 
the furniture, & it must be referred to a master 
to make the apportionment.—Hoarr & Co. v. 
oe Bunaatows, Lrp. (1912), 56 Sol. Jo. 686, 











Life interest of married woman therein.]— 
Sce No. 559, post. " 


SUB-SECT. 5.—FUTURE EARNINGS. 


See EXEcUTION, Vol. XXI., pp. 668, 669, Nos. 
2478, 2490-2492. 








A receiver will be appointed over the 
tithe & glebe of t ar grantor of an 


& covenanted to 
annuity who has charged it on the 


benefice he had at the time of the grant, 


charge it 
benefico he might thereafter 
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SUB-sECT. 6.—INTERESTS IN REVERSION. 
516. Equitable execution — Reversionary in- 
terest in réal estate..—Re Jones & THE JUDG- 
MENTS ACT, 1864 (1895), 39 Sol. Jo. 671. 


atone :—Refd. Re Harrison & Bottomley, [1899] 1 


517. ——— Equitable reversionary interest.]— 
FUGGLE v. BLAND, No. 179, ante. 

518. ——— ee ct. has jurisdiction to 
appoint, by way of equitable execution, a receiver 
of an equitable reversionary interest in personal 
estate. 

The appointment of a receiver does not create 
a charge, but it operates as an injunction to 
restrain deft. from himself receiving the proceeds 
of sale & may possibly be useful (LINDLEY, L.J.).— 
TYRRELL v. PAINTON, [1895] 1 Q. B. 202; 641. J. 
P. 33; 71 L. T. 687; 43 W. R. 163; 39 Sol. Jo. 
79; 11 R. 589, C. A. 

Annotations :—Apld. Ite Jones & The Judgments Act, 1864, 

(1895), 39 Sol. Jo. 671. d Anglesea, de Galve v. 


Consd. He 
Gardner, ([1903] 2 Ch. 727. Folld. Ideal Bedding Co. 
v, erie Pia 2 Ch. 157. Consd. Bullus v. Bullus 





(1910), 102 L. I’. 399; Singer v. Fry (1915), 84 L. J. K. B. 
2025. Refd. Re A Debtor, Ha p. Peak Hill Goldfield, 
[1909] 1 K. B. 430. 





519. —— .}—IpEAL BEDDING Co., LID. 
. HOLLAND, No. 730, post. 

520. Reversionary interest in legacy.|— 
A judgment debt being unsatisfied for want of 
goods of deft., who was entitled, expectant on the 
death of a tenant for life, to a legacy of much 
larger amount than the debt :—Held: a receiver 
should be appointed by way of equitable execution 
to receive a sufficient portion of the legacy when it 
should become receivable. 

The order should be made for named pltf. 
[judgment creditor] to be appointed receiver, with- 
out security & without salary (LORD COLERIDGE, 
a) .).—-MACNICOLL v. PARNELL (1887), 35 W. R. 
773. 

Annotations :—Folld. Tyrrell v. Painton (1894), 11 R. 589. 


Expld. 2e Harrison & Bottomley, [1899] 1 Ch. 465. Refd. 
Campbell v. Campbell & Davis (1895), 72 L. T. 294 


521. Contingent reversionary interest.]|—Camp- 
BELL v. CAMPBELL & Davis, No. 487, ante. 





SUB-SECT. 7.—PROrPERTY ABROAD. 

See, generally, ConFruicr oF Laws, Vol. 
pp. 353-354, Nos. 373-380. 

522. Real estate.] — CASTLECOMER (LORD) v. 
aa ac (LADY) (1727), Bunb, 249 ; 145 E.R. 
663. 

523, ——.]-—- DREwRY v. DARWIN (1765), 1 
Seton’s Judgments & Orders, 7th ed. 777. 
Annotation :—Folld. Hinton v. Galli (1854), 2 Eq. Rep. 479. 

524. -|}— Hanson v. WALKER (1815), 1 
Seton’s Judgments & Orders, 7th ed. 777. 

525. ——-.j — UNDERWOOD v. FROST (1857), 1 
Seton’s Judgments & Orders, 7th ed. 776. 

526. J—If pltf. in this ct. makes out a 
case which entitles him to a declaration of lien upon 
the real estate of deft. out of the jurisdiction, this 
ct. will make it, & in some cases grant a receiver"; 
but it will leave pltf. to make it available or not, 
as he can, by means of the foreign tribunals.— 
NORRIS v. CHAMBRES (1861), 29 Beav. 246; 30 
L. J. Ch. 285; 8 L. T. 720; 7 Jur. N.S. 59; 9 
W. R. 250; 54 B. R. 621; on appeal, 3 De G. F. 
& J. 583, L. C. 

Annotations -—Refd. Cookney «. Anderson (1862), 31 Beay. 


452. Mentd. Cood v. Cood (1863), 3 New Rep. 275; 
Matthaci v. Galitgin (1874), L. R. 18 Iq. 310; Whitaker 

















ov his being promoted, if a sufficient 
arrear of the annuity is duo.— STRONGE 


on any 


possess, 
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Sect. 7.—Properly in respect of which appointment 
made: Sub-secls. 7, 8,9, 10, 11 & 12.] 

v. Forbes (1875), L. R. 10 C. P. 583; Re Hawthorne, 

Graham v. Massey (1883), 23 Ch. D. 743 : Companhia de 

Mocambique v. British South Africa Co., De Sousa v. 

British South Africa Co., [1892] 2 Q. B. $58; Duder v. 

Amsterdamsch T es Kantoor, (1902) 2 Ch. 132; 


Deschamps v. Miller, 1908] 1 Ch. 856; Bank of Africa 


v. Cohen, [1909] 2 Ch. 

527. -|—BOLTON v. CURRE, No. 194, ante. 

528. ——— Mode of dealing with estate referred 
to master.]|—A receiver had been appointed of 
testator’s estate, part of which was in India, & it 
having become necessary to have it remitted :— 
Held: the proper course was to refer it to the 
master, to inquire what would be the most advan- 
tageous course for receiving & remitting it to 
a ba ea v. KEYS (1839), 1 Beav. 425; 48 


Annotation :—Refd. Re Maudslay & Field, Maudslay v. 
Maudslay & Field, [1900] 1 Ch. 602. 


529. Power to sell & receive produce.|— 
HINTON v. GALLI, No. 196, ante. 

530. Personal estate.]— DREWRY v. DARWIN 
Poe: 1 Seton’s Judgments & Orders, 7th ed. 
Annotation :—Folld. Hinton v. Galli (1854), 2 Eq. Rep. 479. 

531. -.|— Hopson v. WATSON (1788), 1 
Seton’s Judgments & Orders, 7th ed. 776. 

532. -]|—The ct. will appoint a receiver in 
India of testator’s assets, on the application of an 
exor. resident in England, but the receiver must 
give sureties resident in England.—CockKBURN v. 
RAPHAEL (1825), 2 Sim. & St. 453; 4L. J. 0.8. 
Ch. 60; 57 BH. R. 419. 

533. ——— Personal representatives out of juris- 
diction.]|—SmiTH v. SmitTu, No. 352, ante. 

5384, ——.]—HINTON v. GALLI, No. 196, ante. 

535. Assets of company.|—Evans v. PULESTON, 
[1880] W. N. 127, C. A. 

.]—See, also, COMPANIES, Vol. X., p. 795, 
Nos. 5013-5017. 

Mortgaged property.|—See MokvrGaGE, Vol. 

XXXV., pp. 525, 531, Nos. 2559-2561, 2621-2623. 

















SUB-SECT. 8.—PROPERTY OF ALIEN ISNEMIES. 
See ALIENS, Vol. II., pp. 152-154, Nos. 2838, 
242-248. 


SUB-SECT. 9.—PROPERTY OF INFANTS. 

536. Father trying to take profits— Father in- 
solvent & of bad character.|—KiIFFIN v. K1FFIN 
epmer to 1721), cited in 1 P. Wms. 705; 24 E. R. 
Annotation :—Refd. Beaufort v. Berty (1721), 1 P. Wms. 703. 

537. Father partial.) -BLAKEWAY v. BLAKEWAY, 
No. 151, ante. 

538. Guardians unwilling to administer infant’s 
estate.|—[The guardians] being unwilling to meddle 
with the estate a receiver must be appointed by 
the master (LORD KING, C.).—BRIDGES v. HALES 
(1729), Mos. 108; 25 BH. R. 298. 

539. No action pending.|—Ex p. ODEL (1731), 
cited in 2 Atk. 315; 26 H. R. 592. 

Annotations :—N.F. Ex p. Whitfield (1742), 2 Atk. 315. 

Mentd. Ez p. Myerscough (1819), 1 Jac. & W. 151. 

540. ~.|—The ct. has not a jurisdiction to 
appoint a receiver unless a cause be depending.— 
Ez p. WHITFIELD (1742), 2 Atk. 815; 26 E. R. 592. 
Annotations :-—Folld. Ex p. Salter (1792), 3 Bro. C. C. 500. 


Mentd. Hz p. Thomas (1752), Amb. 146; Re Salisbury & 
Kec]. Comrs. (1875), 2 Ch. D, 29. 


RECEIVERS. 


541. beeen | —Hx p. SALTER (1792), 3 Bro. C. C. 
500; 29 BE. R. 666, L. C. 
Annotations :—Folld. Hx p. Mountfort (1809), 15 Ves. 445. 
Mentd. Zz yp. Myerscough (1819), 1 Jac. & W. 151. 


542. |—I have never in my experience 
observed an instance of the appointment of a 
receiver without a bill (LoRD ELDON, C.).—E=z p. 
MOUNTFORT ens 15 Ves. 445; 33 E.R. 822. 


aanaialion :~—Mentd. Hx p. Myerscough (1819), 1 Jac. & W. 


543. Administrator in poor circumstances — 
Threatened misapplication of property.|—-HAVERS 
4 ae (1740), Barn. Ch. 22; 27 BE. R. 538, 





544. Infant heir-at-law—Sale of estate for pay- 
ment of debts.]—-Bill for sale of real estate for pay- 
ment of debts. The heir-at-law bcing an infant, 
the parol demurred. The ct. will appoint a 
receiver as in other cases.—SWEET v. PARTRIDGE 
(1788), 1 Cox, Eq. Cas. 483; 2 Dick. 696; 29 
E. R. 1236 


anes :—Consd. Lechmere v. Brasior (1821), 2 Jac. & 


545. Where guardian appointed.]—The appoint- 
ment of a testamentary guardian of an infant by 
his father does not under Tenures Act, 1640 (c. 24), 
constitute any objection to the appointment of a 
receiver of the estate of the infant.—GARDNER v. 
BLANE (1842), 1 Hare, 381; 66 HK. R. 1080. 


SUB-SECT. 10.—PROPERTY OF LUNATICS. 


See LUNATICS, Vol. XXXIII., pp. 175, 185, 186, 
189-193, 218, Nos. 639, 640, 811, 812, 821-830, 
858-930, 1265-12738. 


SUB-SECT. 11.—PROPERTY OF MARRIED WOMEN, 

Sce, generally, HUSBAND & WIFE, Vol. XXVII., 
pp. 254, 255, Nos. 2236-2243. 

546. Whether receiver appointed over property 
Subject to restraint on anticipation.]|—PERKS v. 
MYLREA, [1884] W. N. 64; Bitt. Rep. in Ch. 128. 

547. .|—R., a married woman, contracted 
a debt in 1878. In 1879 she married her present 
husband, when she settled all her estate upon 
trustees under a marriage settlement without 
power of anticipation. In 1881 pltf. obtained 
judgment against her for the debt contracted in 
1878, R. did not know the terms of that judg- 
ment. In 1888 pltf. obtained the appointment of 
a receiver of her personal estate, 7.e. the estate 
settled upon trustees under the marriage settle- 
ment, so as to satisfy the judgment debt. Ona 
motion to alter the terms of the judgment & to 
discharge the appointment of a receiver :—Held : 
the terms of the judgment could not be altered 
so late in the day, & the receiver was rightly 
appointed.—AXFORD v. REID (1889), 53 J. P. 149; 
oe R. 218, D. C.; on appeal, 22 Q. B. D. 548, 
Annotations :—N.F. Birmingbam Excelsior Money Soc. v. 

Lane, [1904] 1 K. B. 35. Mentd. Re Wheeler’s Settlmt. 


; ges v. Ryan, [1899] 2 Ch. 717; Public Trustco 
v. Wolf, [1923] A. G. 544 


548, —— Post-nuptial settlement after debt con- 
tracted.|.—A woman at the time of her marriage 
in Dec. 1882, being then an infant, was entitled 
to a sum of money absolutely, to a sum for her 
separate use, & to certain freeholds. After her 
marriage, & while still an infant, she contracted a 
debt for which judgment was recovered against 





PART II. SECT. 7, SUB-SECT. 9. 
d. Father of bad character.}—Re Conmicks (MINORS) (1840), 2 I. Hq. R. 264.—IR. 


Part JI.—APPOINTMENT BY COURT. 


her separate estate. After this debt was con- 
tracted, & before the woman attained her majority, 
& post-nuptial settlement of all the property was 
made in 1884, under Infant Settlements Act, 1855 
(c. 438), to the wife for her life for her sole & 
separate use with a restraint on anticipation, & 
after ber death to her husband & children. This 
settlement was approved by the Ch. Div. of the 
High Ct. Judgment creditor applied to have a 
receiver appointed of the property, upon the 
ground that such settlement was void as against 
creditors under the last clause of Married Women’s 
eeover Act, 1882 (c. 75), s. 19:—Held: the 
settlement though made after the debt was con- 
tracted, was valid as against creditors by virtue 
of the first part of Married Women’s Property Act, 
1882 (c. 75), 8. 19, & judgment creditor was not 
entitled to ean a@ receiver appointed.—_HEMING- 
WAY Uv. BRAITHWAITE (1889), 61 L. T. 224, D. C. 

549. Judgment after cessation of coverture 
—Removal of restraint by discoverture.|—A 
woman possessed of separate estate subject to 
a restraint on anticipation incurred a debt while 
under coverture. After the death of her husband 
judgment was recovered against her, & was 
limited to such of her separate property as was 
not subject to the restraint on anticipation. 
There being insufficient property to satisfy this 
judgment, application was made to appoint a 
receiver of the property which had been subject 
to the restraint :—Held: the removal of the 
restraint by the death of the husband did not make 
such property liable-—PELTON BROTHERS vv. 
HARRISON, [1891] 2 Q. B. 422; 60L. J. Q. B. 742; 
65 I. T. 514; 56 J. P. 387; 39 W. R. 686; 7 
T. L. R. 686, G. A.; subsequent proceedings, [1892] 
1 Q. B ‘118, ©. A 


Annotations :—Consd. Hood Barrs v. Cerner, ue 894] 2 
Q. B. 559; Re Hewett, Hz p. Levene, [1895] 1 Q. B 





. 328; 
Te Wheeler’ s Settlmt. Trusts, Briggs v. Ayan, | 1899} 2 
Ch. 717; Brown v. Dimbleby, [1904] 1 K. B. Refd. 
Bird v. Barstow (1891), 61 L. J.Q. B.1; Hillv. a icarg 


(1894), 1, bs "487 5 ; Fe Lumley, Hood-Barrs v. 
Ceenert (1894), 70 L. T 622 ; Softlaw v. Welch, [1899] 
age oo Mentd. Z?e Lyncs, Wx p. Lester, [1893] 2 


550. -}] — Where a married 
woman, who was entitled to the income of trust 
funds for life, for her separate use, without power 
of anticipation, signed promissory notes in 1897, 
&, her husband having subsequently died, judg- 
ment was, after his death, recovered against her 
in an action on the notes:—Held: a receiver 
could not be appointed to receive the before- 
mentioned income by way of equitable execution 
on the judgment.—BROwN v. DIMBLEBY, [1904] 
1K. B. 28; 731. J. K. B. 35; 89 L. T. 4243 52 
W. R. 53, C. A. 

Annotations :—Refd. Studley v. Studley, [1913] P. 119; 
Wood v, Lewis, [1914] 3 K. B. 73. 

551. Income accrued due after Judgment.] 
—Rents accruing after judgment of property 
subject to a restraint on anticipation cannot be 
taken in execution under a writ of sequestration, 
or by means of a receiver.—He LUMLEY, Lx p. 
Hoop Barrs, [1894] 3 Ch. 1385; sub nom. Re 
LUMLEY, HOoD-BARRS v. CATHCART, 63 L. J. Ch. 
897; 71 L. T.7; 42 W. R. 6383; 10 T. L. R. 544; 
38 Sol. Jo. 563; 7 R. 400, C. A. 

Annotations -—Mentd. Hood Barrs v. Heriot (1897), 45 W. R. 
507; Gordon »v. Gordon & Gordon (1904), 52 W. R. 389. 
552. .]|— Where judgment has been 

obtained against a married woman who is entitled 

under a settlement to income for her separate use 
with a restraint upon anticipation, there is no 
power to eee a receiver of her income which 

as accrued due after the date of the judgment.— 

WHITELEY v. Epwarps, [1896] 2 Q. B. 48; 65 

















45 


L. J. Q. B. 457; 74 L. T. 720; 44 W. R. 530; 12 
T. L. R. 429, C. A. 
Annotations : 2A Apld. Re Lumley, Ex p. Hood ace 4698) 

2 Ch. 690. Refd. Bolitho v. Gidley, {1905} A. C 

553, —— -|—Income accrued rahe after 
judgment in respect of property subject to a 
restraint on anticipation cannot be taken in 
execution or by the appointment of a receiver.— 
Re LUMLEY, Ex p. Hoop Barrs, [1896] 2 Ch. 690 ; 
65 Ll. J. Ch. 837; 75 L. T. 236; 45 W. R. 147; 
12 T. L. R. 680, CG. A. 

Annotation : Menta. Re Williams, Williams v. Grant (1897), 

554, ——— Restraint reviving on second mar- 
riage.]|—By a settlement made upon the marriage 
of deft. with P. her property was settled upon 
trust to pay the income to her for life for her 
separate use without power of anticipation, & 
there was an ultimate trust for her absolutely if 
she survived P. Deft. obtained a divorce from 
P. & subsequently married E. There was no 
evidence whether P. was alive or not. Pltf. 
obtained judgment against deft. as a married 
woman, & then obtained an order appointing a 
receiver of her interest under the settlement :— 
Held: the restraint on anticipation became 
operative upon the second marriage, & an order 
for a receiver ought not to have been made.— 
STROUD v. EDWARDS (1897), 77 L. T. 280, C. A. 

555. In respect of ante-nuptial debt./— 
BIRMINGHAM EXCELSIOR MONEY SOCIETY v. LANE, 
[1904] 1 K. B. 35; 89 L. T. 6563 sub nom. BIR- 
MINGHAM EXCELSIOR MONEY Society v. HAyY- 
woop, 73 L. J. K. B.28; 52 W.R. 84; 20 T.L. BR. 
47; 48 Sol. Jo. 50, C. A. 

556. To enforce payment of costs.]—A 
married woman, who is real pltf. in an action, may, 
when her action is dismissed with costs, be ordered, 
under Married Women’s Property Act, 1893 (c. 63), 
s. 2, to pay costs, when taxed, out of ‘the property 
settled for her separate use without power of 
anticipation, but it is not necessary to appoint a 
receiver.—HUNTLY (MARCHIONESS) v. GASKELL, 
[1905] 2 Ch. 656; 75 L. J. Ch. 66; 93 L. T. 785 ; 
54 W. R. 164; 22 T. L. R. 20; 50 Sol. Jo. 26, 
C. A. 

—— ——.]|—-See, also, HUSBAND & WIFE, Vol. 
XXVII., p. 182, Nos. 1076-1080. 

5 Power of court to remove restraint— 
During coverture.|—Where a married woman is 
entitled to a life interest in property subject to 
a restraint on anticipation, the ct. has jurisdiction 
under Married Women’s Property Act, 1893 
(c. 63), 8s. 2, to appoint a receiver of, & to order a 
sale ar her life interest both during & after cover- 
ture. —-STUDLEY v. STUDLEY, [1913] P. 119; 82 
L. J. P. 65; 108 L. T. 657 ; 57 Sol. Jo. 425, 
C. A. 

Annotation :-—Refd. Wood v. Lewis, [1914] 3 K. B. 73. 


558. —— After coverture.|—STUDLEY v. 
STuDLEY, No. 557, ante. 

559. Property in which married woman has life 
interest—Furniture.|—The ct. refused to appoint, 
on behalf of judgment creditor, a receiver of cer- 
tain furniture in which judgment debtor, a married 
woman, had, under a settlement, a life interest.— 
WHITAKER v. COHEN (1893), 69 L. T. 451; 9 
T. L. R. 505 ; 37 Sol. Jo. 562, D. C. 

560. —— Appointment effecting forfeiture.|— 
RayY v. BREMNER (1894), 10 T. L. R. 428, D. C. 

















SuB-sEcT. 12.—PROPERTY OF PARTNERSHIP. 
See PARTNERSHIP, Vol. XXXVI., pp. 482 et seq. 
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Sect. 1.—Property in respect of which appointment 
made: Sub-sects. 18, 14 & 15, A. eB 
sects. 16 & 17. Part III. Sect. 1.) 


SUB-sECT. 13.—PROPERTY OF COMPANIES AND 
PuBLIC UNDERTAKINGS. 
See ComMPAnigs, Vol. X., pp. 1188, 1189, Nos. 
8429-8439 & TITLES passim. 


SUB-SECT. 14.—PrRoOPERTY IN HANDS OF 
SEQUESTRATOR. 


561. Sequestration by third incumbrancer — 
Receiver appointed at instance of second.}— 
WHITE v. PETERBOROUGH (Br.), No. 504, ante. 

562. Appointment as discharge of sequestra- 
tion.|—Appointment of a receiver in the place of 
the sequestrators discharges the sequestration.— 
ee v. WrRicnT (1796), 3 Ves. 22; 30 BE. R. 


SUB-sECT. 15.—SALARIES AND PENSIONS. 
A. Salaries. 

Assignability of salaries in generalty.]—See 
CHOSES IN ACTION, Vol. VIII., pp. 436 et seq. 

563. Public officer—-~ Chief Remembrancer of 
Irish Court of Exchequer.J—By an Act of the Irish 
Parliament of the year 1772, a mtgee., when three 
half years’ interest are in arrear, may by a sum- 
mary application get a receiver appoin:ed of the 
estate in mtge., in order to satisfy & keep down the 
arrears & growing payments of the interest. An 
application of this kind was made by resp. to the 
Ct. of Ch. in Ireland, & though applt. held the 
office of Chief Remembrancer of the Ct. of Exch. 
in that kingdom, yet he was not permitted to plead 
any privilege of office against such an application. 

RASSILL (EARL) v. TAYLOR (1781), 5 Bro. 
Parl. Cas. 319; 2 E. R. 704. 

564. Clerk of the peace.|—The profits of the 
office of clerk of the peace being assigned for pay- 
ment of creditors, a receiver was appointed, pend- 
ing the question of the validity of the assignment. 
—PALMER v. VAUGHAN (1818), 3 Swan. 1733; 36 
E. R. 818, L. C. 


Annotation :—Mentd. Liv ie 
L. J. Ch. 868. erpool Corpn. v. Wright (1859), 28 


565. ——— Assistant Parliamentary Counsel to 
Treasury.|—CoopPEr v. Rutmuy, No. 485, ante. 

566. Emoluments of fellowship.] — Motion by 
an incumbrancer on a fellowship for a receiver 
& injunction refused with costs.—BERKELEY v. 
KiInG’s COLLEGE, CAMBRIDGE (1830), 10 Beav. 
602; 50 H.R. 714 


Annotation :-—Retd. Feistel v. : 
(1845), 10 Beav. 491. 1 v. King’s College, Cambridge 


567. .|—An assignment of the emoluments 
of a fellow of a college in the university is valid in 
equity, & effect will be given to a security thereon, 
out of the dividends apportioned to such fellow, 
from time to time, in respect to his fellowship. 

' I will either appoint a receiver of such sums as 
may be hereafter appropriated, or adopt any 
other mode of securing pltf.’s interest which may 
be more satisfactory to the college (LORD LANG- 








RECEIVERS. 


DALE, M.R.).—FrIster v. Kina’s CoLLEGE, CAM- 
BRIDGE (1847), 10 Beav. 491; 16 L. J. Ch. 389; 
71. T. O. S. 222; 11 Jur. 506; 50 EB. R. 671. 


B. Pensions. 

568. Pension for past services.]—A pension for 
past services may be aliened; but a pension 
for supporting the grantee in the performance of 
future duties, is inalienable (LORD ELDON, O.).— 
DAVIS v. MARLBOROUGH (DUKE) (1818), 1 Swan. 
74; 2 Wils. Ch. 180; 36 HE. R. 3038, L. C.3 sub- 
sequent Naa rhale (1819), 2 Swan. 108, L. C. 
Annotations :—Consd. cooper v. Reilly (1829), 2 Sim. 560 ; 

Hill v. Paul (1841), 8 Cl. & Fin. 295; Re Marlborough’s 

Parliamentary Estates ka a T. L. R. 179; He Marl- 


9 
borough’s Blenheim Estates & Settled Land Acts (1892), 
8T.L. R. 582. Refd. Westmeath v. Westmeath (1834), 


8 Knapp, 42; Grenfell v. Windsor (Dean & Canons) 
(1840), 2 Beav. 544; Cadogan v. Lyric Theatre (1894), 
63 L. J. Ch. 775. 


569. Pension for supporting grantee in per- 
formance of future dutles..—Davis v. MARL- 
BOROUGH (DUKE), No. 568, ante. 

-570. Trustee of pension out of jurisdiction.] — 
Receiver appointed of a Govt. pension the trustee 
being out of the jurisdiction—Noap v. BaAck- 
HOUSE (1843), as reported in 2 Y. & C. Ch. Cas. 
529; 63 EB. R. 237. 

Army & Navy pensions.|—See RoyaL FORCEs, 
pp. 323, 326, 327, post. 


SUB-SEcT. 16.—SHrIp, FREIGHT OR CARGO. 


571. Ship.|—Although a second mtgee fof a 
ship] has no legal as distinguished from equitable 
right to possession, & although he cannot take 
possession as against a first mtgee., yet, as against 
all other persons he has a right to take possession 
& can enforce such right, if necessary, by obtaining 
the appointment of a receiver (LINDLEY, J.).— 
KEITH v. Burrows (1876), 1 OC. P. D. 722; 45 
L. J. Q. B. 876; 385 L. T. 508; 25 W. R. 48; 
3 Asp. M. L. ©. 2803 on appeal (1877), 2 App. 
Cas. 636, H. L. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Simpson v. Thompson (1877), 3 


APP. Cas. 279; Anderson v. Butler’s Wharf Co. (1879), 
4 . J. Ch. 824; Swan v. Barber (1879), 5 Ex. D. 130; 
Cory v. Stewart (1886), 2 T. L. R. 508; Japp v. Campbell 
(1887), 57 L. J. Q. B. : N&hmaschinen Fabrik (Late 
Frister & Rossmann) Act. v. Pickford & Lee & Harris 
aL 47. L. R. 617; The Benwell Tower (1895), 72 

. T. 664; The Red Sea, [1896] P. 20; The Heather 
Bell, [1901] P. 272; Shillito v. Biggart, [1903] 1 K. B. 688 ; 
Law Guarantee & Trust Soc. v. Russian Bank for Foreign 
Trade, (1905) 1 K. B. 815; The Manor, [1907] P. 339 ; 
Barque Robert S. Besnard Co. v. Murton (1909), 101 L. T. 
285; Coker v. Bolton (1912), 82 L. J K. B. 91. 


572. Machinery.|—-BRENAN v. PRESTON, 
No. 22, ante. 

573. Freight.|—RoBERTS v. ROBERTS (1854), 
1 Seton Judgments & Orders, 6th ed. 772. 

574. .|—The Ct. of Ch. appointed certain 
persons receivers of a freight, which, before they 
had obtained possession, was arrested in a suit 
in the Ct. of Admlty. Upon motion, in the Jatter 
ct., on behalf of the receivers, release decreed, 
but without costs.—THE BLOOMER (1864), 11 
L. T. 46; 2 Mar. L. C. 147. 

575. Cargo—Guano.}—In an action in the 
Ch. Div. pltfs. claimed delivery of cargoes of 
guano, an injunction to restrain defts. from 








PART IL SECT. 7, SUB-SECT. 15.—A, 610.—IR. charged with costs.—BRENAN v. Mor- 
e. Schoolmaster.}— Trust & LOAN h. ——-.}—The ct. has power to Rissey (1890), 26 L. R. Ir. 618.—IR. 

Co. ». GORSLINE (1888), 12 P. R. 654.— Beppo a receiver over the pension 

CAN. of a retired officer of the Royal Irish PART Il. SECT. 7, SUB-SECT. 16. 


Constabula 
PART II. SECT. 7, SUB-SECT, 15.—B. 


{. Prison officers.] — WALDRON : 
CROGHAN (1881), 7 L. R. Ir, 320.—IR. 


g. Royal Irish vir eal ~— 
MURPHY v. GREEN (1890), 26 L. oe 


Ty.— MANNING 0, MULLINS, 
{1898] 2 I. R. 34.—IR. 

k. Town clerk.|—~The pension pay- 
able to a retired town clerk, under 
32 & 33 Vict. c. 79, is not assignable 
or chargeable with debts, & an order 
for a receiver over same will be dis- 


l. Ship — Equity of redemption of 
share.}—A receiver will be appointed, 
at the instance of execution creditors, 
of the equ of redemption of the 

ara e BROTHERS v, 


shares in as 
DONALD (1899), 7 B. R. 33.—OAN. 
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delivering otherwise than to pltfs., & the appoint- 
ment of a receiver. Defts., who claimed the 
right to the cargoes, after the issue of the writ 
took possession of them under a consent order by 
which it was agreed that the receipt of the cargoes 
by defts. should be ‘‘ without prejudice to any 
question between the parties, & that they would 
keep separate accounts of their expenditure & 
receipts in respect of the cargoes, & abide by any 
order the ct. should make with respect to the 
cargoes.’’ An order for the appointment of a 
receiver was afterwards made, & to the receiver 
when appointed defts. delivered the unsold 
cargoes & the procceds of the cargoes they had 
sold. The action was defended on the ground 
that the cargoes were not the property of pltfs. 
At the hearing the judge made a decree declaring 
that pltfs. were entitled to the cargoes, & that 
defts. were not entitled to reimbursement of any 
expenses, & directing an inquiry ‘‘ what damages 
had been sustained by pltfs. by reason of the 
detention of the cargoes by defts.’’ On appeal 
this House having regard to the terms of the 
consent order varied the decree by declaring that 
defts. were entitled to receive out of the proceeds 
of the cargoes payment of all sums properly 
disbursed by them on account of freight & landing 
charges, & otherwise affirmed the decree. Upon 
the inquiry as to damages the chief clerk found 
that the detention began on the arrival of the 
cargoes respectively at their ports of discharge, & 
computing the damages on the principle that the 
illegal detention continued until the decree of 
the judge allowed interest at 5 per cent. upon the 
proceeds of the cargoes until the decree, less the 
interest gained in ct., & paid in by the receiver. 
Upon a summons to vary the chief clerk’s certi- 


Part III.—Effect 


Sect. 1.—IN GENERAL. 


576. Appointment operates on behalf of al) 
parties..—Davis v. MARLBOROUGH (DUKE), No. 
678, post. 

577. -]— Where a receiver or manager of 
an estate is appointed by the ct., in a suit properly 
constituted, such manager or receiver is to be 
considered as appointed on behalf of all persons 
interested in the property, & he is entitled to his 
ordinary commission & allowances, & also to a 
lien on the estate, as against all persons interested 
in it, for the balance, whatever it may be, that 
may be found to be due to him on taking his 
accounts.—BERTRAND v. DAVIES (1862), 31 Beav. 
429; 654 EK. R. 1204; sub nom. BERNARD v. 
Davigs, 32 L. J. Ch. 41; 11 W. R. 48; 9 Jur. 
N. 8S. 34; sub nom. BERNARD v. DAvIEs, Ex p. 
BERTRAND, BosvILy & LER, 7 L. T. 372. 

578. ——— Legal rights & equitable priorities 
unaffected.]|—The cts. of equity in appointing a 
receiver at the instance of an equitable incum- 
brancer, take possession in fact on behalf of all, 
& so as not to disturb any legal right or interfere 
with equitable priorities (James, L.J.).—LIvER- 
POOL MARINE CREDIT Co. v. WILSON (1872), 7 





PART III. SECT. 1. 


576i. A intment operates on behalf 
of all parties. }—The appointment of a 
receiver does not change the occupation 
of the estate, but by it a mode of 
Management is directed by the ct. 


MOMECKAN ¥%. 


through its officer as a common agent 
for all parties to the li 
AITKEN (1895), 21 
Vv. L. R. 65.—AUS. 


576 li. ——.}—Re BuTLeR's ESTATE 
(1863), 13 I. Ch. R. 453.—IR. 
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ficate :—Held: (1) the consent order did not 
convert an unlawful into lawful detention, but 
after the ordtr for the appointment of a receiver 
the cargoes were in the possession of the ct. & 
any damages suffered by pltfs. were due to the 
law’s delay & not to any wrongful act of defts; 
(2) interest at 5 per cent. ought therefore to be 
allowed until the order for the appointment of a 
receiver but not after.—PERUVIAN GUANO Co., 
Lrp. v. DrEYFus BrRoTHErRs & Co., [1892] A. C. 
166; 61 L. J. Ch. 749; sub nom. DREYFUS 
BROTHERS v. PERUVIAN GUANO CO., PERUVIAN 
GuANO Co. v. DrEYFus BrRotTueErs, 66 L. T. 536 ; 
7 Asp. M. L. C. 225; 8 T. L. R. 327, H. L.; 
varying, 43 Ch. D. 316, C. A. 
Annotations :—As to (1) Apld. Re A. B. (No. 2), [1900] 2 
Q. B. 429.. Refd. Cowper v. Laidler, (1903] 2 Ch. 337. 
As to (2) Distd. Phillips v. Homfray (1890), 44 Ch. D. 694. 
Generally, Mentd. Dakshina Mohun Roy v. Saroda Mohun 
Roy eee): 9 T. L. R. 582; Martin v. Price, [1894] 1 
Ch. 276: Shelfer v. City of London Electric Lighting Co., 
Meux’s Brewery Co. v. City of London Electric hting 
Co., {1895} 1 Ch. 287; Leeds Industrial Co-op. Soc. v. 
Slack, [1924] A. C. 851. 


Sus-sEcr. 17.—TO.u1s. 

Canal tolls.]—Sce Compantgs, Vol. X., pp. 1188, 
1189, Nos. 8429, 8430. 

Dock or harbour _tolls.]—See 
WATERS & WATERCOURSES. 

Market tolls.|—See MARKETS, Vol. XXXIII., 
pp. 530, 531, No. 78. 

Pier tolls..—Sece WATERS & WATERCOURSES. 

Railway tolls.]—See ComPpANIEs, Vol. X., p. 1189, 
No. 84338. 

Receiver of mortgaged tolls.|—See MorTGAGE, 
Vol. XXXV., p. 526, Nos. 2565-2567. 


SHIPPING ; 


of Appointment. 


Ch. App. 507; 41 L. J. Ch. 798; 26 L. T. 717; 

20 W. R. 665; 1 Asp. M. L. CO. 323, L. JJ. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Keith v. Burrows (1876), 1 C. P. D. 
722: Anderson v. Butler’s Wharf Co. (1879), 48 L. J. Ch. 
824: The Benwell Tower (1895), 72 L. T. 664; Shillito 
v. Biggart, (1903] 1 K. B. 683. 


579. Appointment of party to cause—Whether 
privilege as party lost.|—(1) Upon the master’s 
certificate that a receiver is in default, the four 
day order upon him is of course, &, therefore, a 
motion to discharge such order on the ground of 
error or irregularity in the certificate, but not 
directly impeaching the certificate itself, will be 
petanad: 

2) A party, by being appointed receiver, does 
not thereby lose his privileges as a party to the 
cause (LoRD COTTENHAM, C.).—ScoTr v. PLATEL 
(1847), 2 Ph. 229; 41 BH. R. 930, L. O. 

580. In suit for specific performance for con- 
tract of sale—Receiver on behalf of purchaser.|— 
Where a receiver is appointed in a suit for specific 
performance, if the purchaser is compelled to take 
the title the receiver is to be considered as his 
receiver.—BOEHM v. Woop (1823), Turn. & R. 
332; 87 EB. R. 1128. 

Arcana -—Mentd. Cooch v. Walden (1877), 46 L. J. Ch. 


m. Whether operating as transfer 
of asseta—Receiver a in court 
of foreign pariah, (eae he appointment 
by act. of a foreign State of a receiver 
of the assets of an insolvent corpn. 
domiciled in such State does not 
necessarily effect a transfer to such 


ation.— 


48 


Sect. 1.—In general. Sect. 2.) 


581. Whether operating as charge.|—TYRRELL 
v. PAINTON, No. 518, ante. 

582, ——.]—-RIpovuT v. FOWLER, No. 802, post. 

583. Destruction of mutual credits — Bank- 
ruptcy.|—In Oct. 1908, debtor holding debenture 
stock in petitioning creditor co. claimed to be 
entitled to set this off against petitioning creditor’s 
debt. In Nov. following, but before the bkpcy. 
petition was disposed of, a receiver was appointed 
on behalf of another creditor of the debtor’s 
interest in the debenture stock:—Held: an 
essential change was effected by the appointment 
of the receiver; thenceforward there were no 
mutual credits between petitioning creditor & 
debtor, & though the effect of an adjudication in 
bkpcy. would be to defeat the title of the receiver 
& give a title to the trustee that would not suffice 
to bring Bankruptcy Act, 1883 (c. 52), s. 38, 
into force, & petitioning creditor was entitled to 
a receiving order.—Re A DEBTOR, Ex p. PEAK 
HILL GOLDFIELD, Lrp., [1909] 1 K. B. 4380; 78 
oe K. B. 354; 100 L. T. 213; 16 Mans. 11, 
C. A. 

Annotation :—Consd. Giles v. Kruyer, [1921] 3 K. B. 23. 

584. Effect on rights of parties.|—-PORTMAN v. 
MILL, No. 588, post. 

oe on rights of third parties.|—See Sect. 5, 
post. 

Effect of appointment by way of equitable execu- 
tion.|——See HxXECUTION, Vol. XXI., pp. ¢!72-678, 
Nos. 2515-2527. 

Effect of administrator’s bond—Sureties dispensed 
eae ExeEcutTors, Vol. XXITI., p. 221, No. 

6. 

Effect on executor’s right of retainer.]—WScee 
Exrcurors, Vol. XXITI., p. 377, Nos. 4458-4462. 

Effect on Statute of  Limitations.]—Scee 
LIMITATION OF Actions, Vol. XXXII., pp. 350, 
465, Nos. 331, 1306. 

Effect of appointment over lunatic’s estate.]|— 
See Lunatics, Vol. XX XIJII., p. 186, Nos. 828, 829. 

Issue of specially indorsed writ—By mortgagee.] 
—See MorrTcaGe, Vol. XXXV., pp. 539, 540, 
Nos. 2683, 2684. 

As regards servants.|—See COMPANIES, Vol. X., 
pp. 799, 800, Nos. 5060-5062. 


SecT. 2.—STATUS OF RECEIVER. 


585. Position of receiver in bankruptcy — 
Whether different from that of receiver in Chancery.] 
—The status of a receiver appointed by the Ct. of 
Bkpcy. is not the same as that of a receiver 
appointed by the Ct. of Ch. Consequently, 
where a receiver had been appointed under a 
liquidation by arrangement to carry on the 
business of a trader, & the landlord distrained for 
rent, & the receiver obtained an injunction 
restraining the landlord from proceeding with 
his distress :—Held: the landlord was entitled to 
exercise the right reserved to him by Bkpcy. Act, 
1869 (c. 71),8. 34, without first obtaining the leave 


receiver of assets of such corpn. in 1454.— IR. 
toba.—BANK OF NOVA SCOTIA 

v, BOOTH (1909), 19 Man. L. R. 471.— PART III. 

CAN. 587i. Officer of 


n. Appointment court—W hether 


whole rent payable by nts attached. }-—~ 
2 1. Ch. 


receiver in a suit is nothing more than 
the hand of the eno 


RECEIVERS, 


of the ct. for that purpose.—Re MAYHEW, Ex p. 
TILL (1873), L. R. 16 Eq. 97; 42 L. J. Bey. 84; 
37 J. P. 580; 21 W. R. 574. 

Annotation :-—Expld. Re Mead, Ex p. Cochrane (1875), L. R. 

20 Kq. 282. 

586. .|—Semble, the position of a 
receiver in bkpcy. does not differ from that of 
a receiver in Ch.—He MEAD, Ex p. COCHRANE 
(1875), L. R. 20 Hq. 282; 44 L. J. Bey. 87; 32 
L. T. 508; 23 W. R. 726. 

587. Offieer of the court.]|—A receiver is an 
officer appointed by the ct. (TinbAL, C.J.).— 
WARD v. SHEW (1833), 9 Bing. 608; 2 Moo. & S. 
756; 2L.J.C. P. 58; 131 BE. R. 742. 


Annotations :—Refd. Woolston v. Ross, [1900] 1 Ch. 788. 
Mentd. Snell v. Finch (1863), 13 C. B. N.S. 651. 


588. .J—(1) The rights of parties are not 
affected by the appointment of a receiver by the 
ct. (2) The receiver is an officer of the ct., holding 
the property for the party who may ultimately 
appear to be entitled to it.—PORTMAN v. MILL 
(1839), 8 L. J. Ch. 161; 3 Jur. 356, L. C. 














589. .j|—fte BUSHELL, Ex p. IZARD (No. 1), 
No. 1117, post. 
590. .] — BARTLETT v, NORTHUMBERLAND 





AVENUE HOTEL Co., Ltp., No. 236, ante, 

591. ——.J— Purkiss v. HOLLAND (1887), 31 
Sol. Jo. 702, C. A. 

592. .}—~Some months after the usual 
order for foreclosure absolute had been made in 
favour of first mtgees. against the mtgor. & second 
mtgees., & after the first mtgees. acting upon that 
order had actually sold portions of the mtged. 
property, the mtgor. discovered that the receiver 
had omitted from his accounts certain rents 
which he had received. The mtgor. accordingly 
moved that the foreclosure might be reopened ; 
& that the first mtgees. might be restrained from 
parting with the legal estate of the mtged. pro- 
perty :—Held: there was no evidence that the 
first mtgees. had received any of the rents for 
which the receiver had not accounted, & there 
was no reason why the foreclosure should be 
reopened merely because the receiver who was not 
the agent of the first mtgees. for all purposes, but 
was an officer of the ct., had made a mistake which 
the mtgor. had not discovered before it was too 
7 ¥ ioe v. SUTHERLAND (1890), 63 L. T. 

593. .|—The receiver is a officer of the 
ct., not the agent of the firm (EsHER, M.R.).— 
Re FLOWERS & Co., [1897] 1 Q. B. 143 sub nom. 
Re FLOWERS & Co., Ex p. WARE & Sons, 65 
L. J. Q. B. 679; 75 L. T. 306; 45 W. R. 118; 41 
Sol. Jo. 30; 3 Mans. 294; sub nom. Re FLOWERS 
& re p. PETITIONING CREDITORS, 13 T. L. R. 
9, ; 

.|—See COMPANIES, Vol. X., pp. 796, 800, 
Nos. 5027, 5028, 5066; PARTNERSHIP, Vol. 
XXXVI., pp. 488, 489, Nos. 1530, 1531. : 
594. Whether agent or ee landlord’s 
receiver allowed the tenant to make a deduction 
in respect of a payment for land tax every year for 
seventeen years, greater than the landlord was 
liable to pay, the landlord knowing, or having 
the means of knowing, all the facts :—Held: he 
could not distrain for the amount erroneously 











him.—MANIOK LALL SEAL v. SURRUT 
COOMAREE DASSEE (1895), I. L. R. 22 
Calc. 648.—IND. 


587 iii. ——.]—FORFAR v. SAGE, Exp. 
pie (1902), 5 Terr. L. R. 255.— 


SECT. 2. 
the court.}—The 


v. 


tip IR 7 saibat 186 IND. : eeoe ae p. Position as  ‘“‘owner’’ or 
o. Whether power of trustee under 587 li, ——.]—A receiver is a servant ay ire eet ce v. SMITH (1837), 


-}~-MCDONNEL v. WHITE 


trust 
(1865), 11 H. L. Cas, 570; 11 E.R. 


of the ct. & has only such power & 
authority as the ct. may choose to give 


q. Fiduciary position.J}—A receiver 
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allowed, though the receipt given every year 
showed the amount paid & the amount deducted. 

The receiver was his agent, & the landlord 
was bound by the receiver’s acts (PARK, J.).— 
BRAMSTON v. ROBINS (1826), 4 Bing. 11; 12 
Moore, C. P. 68; 130 E. R. 671; sub nom. 
BRANSTON v. ROBINS, 5 L. J. O. S.C. P. 13. 
Annotations :—Mentd. Waller v. Andrews (1838), 3 M. & W. 

312: Edinburgh Ry. v. Wauchope (1842), 8 Cl. & Fin. 710 ; 

De Cordora v. De Cordora (1879), 4 App. Cas. 692 ; Daniel 

v. Sinclair (1881), 29 W. R. 569 ; Beaufort v. I. R. Comrs., 

I. Kk. Comrs. v. Anglesey, [1913] 3 K. B. 48; Rossdale v. 

¥ryer, [1922] 2 K. B. 303. 

595. -.|—Sir G. B. granted to six persons 
annuities, payable out of his life interest in the R. 
estate. Lcthen executed a deed, called a receiver- 
ship deed, to which the six annuitants & B. & R. 
were partics, by which he appointed B. & R. 
receivers of the rents; & it was declared that they 
should hold the rents in trust to pay the annuities, 
& then to pay the surplus to Sir G. B. or his 
assigns. The receivers accepted the trust. By 
another decd Sir G. B. conveyed his life estate to 
a trustee on trusts for securing the six annuities, 
& subject thereto in trust for himself. He after- 
wards granted annuities to three other persons, & 
by a deed called a deed of direction, to which the 
three annuitants were parties, he directed the 
receivers & the trustee to pay the three annuitants 
out of the rents. Notice of this deed was 
immediately served on the receivers & the trustee : 
—Held: the deed of direction made the receivers 
& the trustee cxpress trustees for the three 
annuitants, subject to the rights of the six 
annuitants.— KNIGHT v. BOWYER (1858), 2 De G. 
& J.421; 271. J. Ch. 520; 31 L. T. 0. 8S. 2873 4 
ae S. 569; 6 W. R. 565; 44 E.R. 1053, 


Annotations :—Mentd. Radcliffe v. Anderson (1860), KH. B. & 
EK. 819; Dickinson v. Burrell, Dickinson v. Burrell, 
Stourton v. Burrell (1866), L. Lt. 1 Kq. 337; Bagnall v. 
Carlton (1877), 6 Ch. D. 371; Kast Stonehouse U. C. v. 
Willoughby, [1902] 2 K. B. 3183 Hunt v. Lick, [1902] 


hte 428; Je Jordison, Kaine v. Jordison, [1922] 1 Ch. 








596. .}— He Sacker, Ke p. SAcKER, No. 
739, post. 

ee — .J]—INGIIAM v. SUTHERLAND, No. 592, 
Gwe. 

598. ——.|—I?e FLOWERS & Co., No. 593, ante. 

599. For court.|—Jte Dickinson, Ev p. 


CHARRINGTON & Co., No. 9, ante. 
|—See BANKRupTcy, Vol. IV., p. 204, 
Nos. 1882, 1883; CoMPANIES, Vol. X., pp. 792, 
793, 800, 1189, Nos. 4974-4980, 5067-5070, 8436 ; 
LIMITATION OF ACTIONS, Vol. XXXII., pp. 398, 
414, 501, 517, Nos. 775, 920, 1628, 1624, 1755. 
600. Position as ‘* landlord ’’ — Receiver of 
rents & profits of land—R. S. C., Ord. 3, r. 6.]— 
A receiver appointed by the ct. to receive the rents 
& profits of land is not a “landlord” within 
lt. S. C., Ord. 3, r. 6 (I), & cannot proceed under 
that rule by specially indorsed writ in an action 
for the recovery of the land.—CAsEY v. HELLYER 
(1886), 17 Q. B. D. 97; 55 L. J. Q. B. 207; 54 
L. T. 103; 34 W. R. 337; 3 'T. L. R. 98, C. A. 
Annotation :—Mentd. Hopkins v. Collier (1913), 29 T. L. R. 


601. Receiver & manager of licensed 
premises—Landlord & Tenant Act, 1709 (c.18),s.1.] 
—In 1896 a brewery co. who were lessees of a 
public-house granted an underlease of the same 
to I., who mortgaged his interest to pltf., & gave 





appointed by tho ct. is within the 
general rule of the Cts. of Equity, by 
whic ersonus who stand in a con- 
fidential relation with regard to pro- 
perty are precluded from becoming 


J.—VOL. XXXIX. 


leave of 


the purchasers of it without the special 
or of the parties 
interested.—ALVEN v. BOND (1841), 
KL. & KL 196; 31. iq. R. 365.—IR. 

r. Whether receiver of inheritor.J— IR. 


the ct.; 
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a second mtge.totheco. In1901 1. became bkpt., 
& deft. was appointed his trustee in bkpcy. In 
1902 the co.*went into possession as second mtgees. 
& let the public-house to a tenant who agreed to 
pay a rent of £150 a year for the premises & an 
additional yearly sum of £1,250 in lieu of premium 
for goodwill. On Mar. 8, 1909, the co. obtained 
judgment against their tenant for £960, & gave 
him a month’s notice to determine his tenancy. 
On Mar. 9, 1909, before the tenancy expired, pltf. 
commenced a foreclosure action against deft. 
& the co., & on Mar. 12 a receiver & manager was 
appointed, to whom the co. was directed to give 
up possession. Later on the same day the sheriff 
levied execution in respect of the co.’s judgment 
debt :—Held: the receiver was “landlord” of 
the premises within above sect., & as such was 
entitled to be paid by the execution creditor one 
year’s arrears of the rent.—Cox v. HARPER, [1910] 
1 Ch. 480; 79 L. J. Ch. 307; 102 L. T. 4385; 26 
T. L. R. 264; 54 Sol. Jo. 305, C. A. 

Ane on :-—Mentd. Wood v. Wallace (1920),.90 L. J. K. B. 


602. Position as ‘‘ owner ’’ or ‘‘ occupier ’’— 
Receiver of rents—As agent for landlord.]—An 
order by justices was made against applt. under 
18 & 19 Vict. c. 121, 8. 12, as the owner of premises 
upon which a foul & offensive privy existed so as 
to be a nuisance. Applt. was receiver of the rent 
of the house, as agent of the ground landlord, from 
H., who held a lease of the whole house for twenty- 
one years; this lessee had underlet a part of the 
house to K. as yearly tenant. The privy was 
within the part of the house let to K., & was used 
exclusively by her, H. having no access to it :— 
Held: applt. was not the owner of the premises 
on which the nuisance arose, within 18 & 19 Vict. 
c. 121, s. 2.—CooK v. MONTAGUE (1872), L. R. 7 
Q. B. 418; 41 L.J.M.C. 149; 26L. T. 471; 37 
J.P. 53. 

603. —— As receiver for persons interested 
in premises—-Waterworks Clauses Act, 1847 (c. 17), 
s. 72.)—A water co.’s special Act provided, in 
terms substantially identical with Waterworks 
Clauses Act, 1847 (c. 17), s. 72, that, in the case of 
houses or tenements not exceeding a given annual 
value, the owner instead of the occupier should be 
liable for the water rate, & that “‘the person 
receiving the rent of any such house or tenement 
from the occupier thereof on his own account or 
as agent or receiver for any person interested 
therein ’’ should for that purpose be deemed the 
owner of such house or tenement. ‘The water co. 
supplied water to a block of flats which were 
respectively within the statutory limit as to value. 
The premises were mortgaged & a receiver was 
appointed under a receivership deed. The mtgor. 
appointed another person collector of the rents, 
who handed over the rents intact, at first to the 
mtgor., & subsequently to the receiver :—Held : 
the collector & not the receiver was the person 
liable under the special Act to pay the water rate. 
—METROPOLITAN WATER BOARD v. BROOKS, 
[1911]1K. B. 289; 80L. J. K. B. 495; 103 L. T. 
739; 753.P.41; 9L.G.R. 442,C. A. 

604. ———- Receiver appointed by court—Public 
Health Act, 1875 (c. 55), s. 4.])—-The definition of 
‘‘ owner ’’ in above Act, s. 4. does not include a 
receiver appointed by the ct.; & so service of 
notices under above Act, s. 150, on such receiver 
is not a good service.—BACUP CORPN. v. SMITH 





A receiver appointed by the Ct. of Ch. 
in an adverse suit is not the receiver 
of the inheritor within 4 & 5 Will. 4, 
c. 82.—ANON, (1842), 3 I. Kq. R. 501.— 
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Sect. 2.—Status of receiver. 
sect. 1.] 


(1890), 44 Ch. D. 395; 59 L. J. Ch. 518; 63 L. T. 
195; 38 W. R. 697, ©. A 


Annotation :—Oonsd. De Grelle, Houdret v. Bull (1894), 1 
Mans. 118. 


Recovery of gas rents or charges.|—See 
GaAs, Vol. XXV., pp. 476, 477, Nos. 39-41. 

——— Supply of electric lighting.|—See ELECTRIC 
LIGHTING, Vol. XX., p. 205, No. 34. 
Poor rate.|—Sce COMPANIES, Vol. X., p. 
800, Nos. 5063-5064. 

Mortgage.|—-See MortTaaGr, Vol. XXXV., p. 
527, Nos. 2585-2587, 


Scets. 8, 4 & 5: Sub- 











.SEcT. 3.—OPERATION AS INJUNCTION. 

605. Whether appointment operates as injunc- 
tion.|—The appointment of a receiver operates 
as an injunction.— BAXTER v. WEST (1858), 28 
L. J. Ch. 180; 32 L. T. O. 8. 155. 

606. -|—What is the effect of appointing a 
receiver in the Ch. Div? It operates as an 
injunction (LINDLEY, L.J.).—Re Sartoris’s Es- 
TATE, SARTORIS v. Sartroris, [1892] 1 Ch. 11; 61 
L.J.Ch.1; 65 L. T. 544; 40 W.R. 82; 8T.L.R. 
513 36 Sol. Jo. 41, C. A. 


Annolatton :—Refd. Re Laye, Turnbull v. Laye, [1913] 1 Ch. 





607. ——.] — TYRRELL v. Parnron, No. 518, 
ante. 
608. ——.] — The appointment of a recciver 


operates as an injunction against the execution 
debtor receiving anything from his co-partners, 
& if his co-partners pay over to him anything with 
knowledge of the appointment of the receiver they 
may get into trouble (LINDLEY, L..J.).—BRrown, 
JANSON & Co. v. HUTCHINSON & Co., [1895] 1 
Q. B. 7387; 64 L. J. Q. B. 359; 73 L. T. 8; 43 
W. R. 5383; 11 T. L. R. 2913; 14 R. 304, C. AL; 
subsequent proceedings, [1895] 2 Q. B. 126, C. A. 





609. -|—Jte HARRISON & BOTTOMLEY, No. 
684, post. 
610. -J|—An order obtained by a judgment 





creditor appointing a receiver by way of equitable 
execution operates as an injunction to restrain 
judgment debtor from himself receiving moneys 
over which the receiver is appointed, & prevents 
him from dealing with the moneys to the prejudice 
of execution creditor.—Re ANGLESEY (MARQUIS), 
DE GALVE (COUNTESS) v. GARDNER, [1903] 2 Ch. 
727; 72 L. J. Ch. 782; 89 L. T. 584; 52 W. R. 
124; 19 T. L. R. 719. 


Annotations :—Apld. Ideal Bedding Co. v. Holland, (1907) 
2 Ch. 157; Singer v. Fry (1915), 84 L. J. K. B. 2025. 


611. ——.|—RipovutT v. Fow.er, No. 802, post. 
612, ——.] — IDEAL BEDDING Co., Lrpb. vw. 
HOLLAND, No. 730, post. 


Sect. 4.—IN REGARD TO FORFEITURE CLAUSES. 
613. Whether appointment operates as_ for- 
felture..—-Upon the marriage of D. in 1881, a 
certain fund was settled by him upon trusts, under 
which he took the income for life, or until he should 
become bkpt., or should assign, charge, or in- 
cumber the same, or do or sulfer something whereb 
the same, or some part thereof, would, through 
his act, default, or by operation of law if belonging 
absolutely to him, become vested in or payable 
to some other person or persons, & after the 
determination of the trust in favour of D. the 
trustees were to Pes the income to the wife during 
her life. On July 19, 1888, a judgment creditor 
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of D. obtained the appointment of a receiver of the 
income of the trust fund. On Sept. 25, a receiving 
order was made against D., & he was subsequently 
adjudicated bkpt :—Held: a gift over of property 
of a settlor upon voluntary alienation or involun- 
tary alienation by process of law in favour of a 
particular creditor is not void; the appointment 
of a receiver was such an involuntary alienation, & 
D.’s life interest in the fund had determined, & the 
income was payable to his wife.—Re DETMOLD, 
DETMOLD v. DETMOLD (1889), 40 Ch. D. 585; 58 
L. J. Ch. 495; 61 L. T. 213; 87 W. R. 442. 

Annotations :—Consd. J?e Tetley, Kx p. Jeffrey (1896), 66 


L.J.Q.B.111. Refd. Mackintosh v. Pogose, [1895] 1 Ch. 
506; Re Spearman, Spearman v. Lowndes (1900), s2L. 1. 


302; Re Holland, Gregg v. Holland, [1902] 2 Ch. 360; 
Re Jobnson Johnson, Kz p. Matthews & Wilkinson, [1904] 
1 K. B. 134; Re Perkin’s Settlmt. Trusts, Leicester, 


Warren v. Perkins (1912), 56 Sol. Jo. 412. 

614. .]—Testator devised a frechold estate 
to his son for life, & after his death among all the 
children of the son born or to be born who should 
live to attain twenty-one, in equal sharcs as 
tenants in common in fee. By a subsequent 
clause he directed that if the son should attempt 
to dispose of his life interest, or should become 
bankrupt or insolvent, or the estate devised to 
him ‘‘ should be taken in execution by any process 
of law for the benefit of any creditor or creditors,’’ 
then the gift to him should become void & cease 
as if he were dead, & the estate devised to him 
should ‘‘ thenceforth absolutely vest in & belong 
to the person or persons who under the devises & 
limitations hereinbefore contained would be next 
entitled thereto.’? A judgment for debt having 
been recovered against the son who was in posscs- 
sion, the judgment creditor obtained the appoint- 
ment of a receivor of the rents. At this time the 
son had two children, one of age & one under age, 
& he afterwards had other children :—Held;: the 
appointment of a receiver was a taking in execu- 
tion within the meaning of the clause, & the son’s 
life cstate determined.—BLACKMAN vv. Fsii, 
[1892] 3 Ch. 209; 671. T. 802; 21.1, C. A. 


Annotations :—Consd. Thompson v. Gill, [1903] 1 K. B. 760. 
pronto aie Ree Trusts, Mayers v. Strover (1910), 
e . a. 1 








615. -.|—CAMPBELL v. CAMPBELL & DAVIS, 
No. 487, ave. 
616. «]|—Does the receivership order make 


any difference in the rights of the parties, & docs 
the existence of that receivership order make that 
to be a forfeiture . . . which would not have been 
a forfeiture if the receivership order had not been 
made ? In my opinion the receivership order has 
no such effect (Joycr, J.).—DURRAN v. DURRAN 
(1904), 91 L. T. 187; affd., 91 L. T. 819, C. A. 

617. -] — A forfeiture clause in a will, to 
take effect when a life interest should belong to or 
become vested in any person other than the life 
tenant, does not take effect merely because a 
receiver of that interest is appointed with a 
direction to pay the income in or towards satis- 
faction of a judgment debt & costs. Semble: if 
creditor, being appointed receiver in person, had 
collected & retained money under the order, the 
forfeiture clause might have taken effect.—Re 
BEAUMONT, Woops v. BEAUMONT (1910), 79 
L. J. Ch. 744; 108 L. T. 124. 

618. .|—By his will dated Feb. 14, 1912, 
testator, who died in 1913, gave his residuary real 
& personal estate to trustees upon trust to raise a 
fund of £6,000 & to hold the same upon trust to 
pay the income to his son during his life or until 
he ... shall assign or charge or affect to assign 
or charge the said income or some part thereof or 
until any other event shall happen whereby if the 
income ioleneed absolutely to him he would be 
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. - . deprived of the personal enjoyment thereof. 
On Dec. 12, 1916, an order was made in lunacy 
appointing a receiver of the son’s estate under 
Lunacy Act, 1890 (c. 5), s. 116, as. 1 (d), the whole 
of his income being allowed for his maintenance. 
On May 15, 1919, the son executed an equitable 
charge on his income under testator’s will :—Held : 
the order in lunacy appointing a receiver did not 
operate as a forfeiture because the recciver was the 
statutory agent of the son to receive the income of 
the trust fund; & as the document of May 15, 
1919, was executed after the appointment of the 
receiver in lunacy, it was null & void, & could 
not therefore work a forfeiture.—Re MARSHALL, 
MARSHALL v. WHATELEY, [1920] 1 Ch. 284; 89 
L. J. Ch. 204; 122 L. T. 673; 64 Sol. Jo. 241. 


Sect. 5.—RIGHTS OF THIRD PARTIES. 
SuB-SEcT. 1.—LEAVE OF COURT TO EXERCISE 
RiGuHrTs. 


619. Necessity for leave.}— Where a receiver 
is in possession, an ejectment cannot be brought 
without leave of the ct.—ANGEL v. SMITH (1804), 
9 Ves. 335; 32 E. H. 632, L. C. 

Annotations :—Folld. Brooks v. Greathed (1829), 1 Jac. & W. 
176. Apld. Musadee Mahomed Cazum_ Sherazee v. 
Meerza Ally Mahomed Shoostry (1854), 6 Moo. Ind. App. 
27. Refd. Johnes cv. Claughton (1822), Jac. 573; Johnson 
v. Chippindall (1828), 2 Sim. 55; Empringham v. Short 
LE ep 3 Hare, 461; Lane v. Capsey, {1891) 3 Ch. 411; 

hadcoat v. Shropshire Ry. (1893), 37 Sol. Jo. 650. 

620. -]—Where a receiver is in possession, 
other persons not permitted, without the leave 
of the ct., to enter, under a claim of a right of 
common not previously exercised.—JOHNES v. 
CLAUGHTON i 822), Jac. 573; 37 E. R. 966. 
at eid :—Refd. Empringham v. Short (1844), 3 Hare, 

621. ———.]—Re Franks, No. 874, post. 

622, ———.]|—SEARLE v. CHOAT, No. 726, post. 

623. —— Legal title appearing.] — Where the 
property is in the custody of the ct., as when in 
the possession of a receiver, the course pursued 
in our cts., if it appears there is a legal title, has 
been to permit an action of ejectment to be 
brought, to put the matter in the most convenient 
course of determination (per Cur.).—MUSADEE 
MAHOMED CAZUM SHERAZEE v. MEERZA ALLY 
MAHOMED SHOOSTRY (1854), 6 Moo. Ind. App. 
27; 8 Moo. P. C. C. 90; 19 E. R. 11, P. C. 

624. When leave granted—Clear question to be 
tried.]|—It is not according to the course of the 
ct. to refuse liberty to try a right which is claimed 
against its receiver, unless it is clear that there 
is no foundation for the claim.—RANDFIELD v. 
RANDFIELD (1861), 3 De G. F. & J. 766; 3t 








PART Ill. SECT, 5, SUB-SECT. 1. 619 iv. 
619 i. Necessity for leave. }—A receiver 
being an officer of the ct. cannot be 
sued without leave in a separate action 
in respect of acts done in discharge of 
office. —S'FEPHENS v. Rovan TRUST 


Co. (1917), 25 B. C. R. 77.—OAN. Hog. 99.—IR. 








j}—-A 
commenced proceedings by ejectment 
before he got notice of the apron 
ment of a receiver over the lan 

not make any applfcation to the ct. 
until he is ready to execute his habere. 
—TOWNSEND v. SOMERVILE (1824), 1 
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L. J. Ch. 118; 6 L. T. 698; 8 Jur. N.S. 161; 
45 BE. R. 1075, L. JJ. 
Annotations »—Consd. Walmsley v. Mundy (1884), 13 Q. B. 

D. 807. Apld. Lane v. Capsey, [1891] 3 Ch. 411. 

625. -]}—It is not the course of the 
ct. to refuse liberty to try a right claimed against 
its receiver unless it is perfectly clear that there 
is no foundation for the clatm.—LANE v. CAPSEY, 
[1891] 8 Ch. 411; 61 L. J. Ch. 55; 65 L. T. 
3875; 40 W. R. 87. 

Annotation :—Refd. Whadcoat v. Shropshire Ry. (1893), 

37 Sol. Jo. 650. 

626. No substantial interest.}— AMES v. 
RICHARDS, DENT v. RICHARDS (1905), 40 L. Jo. 66. 

627. Time for application—When receiver ap- 
pointed.|—The priorities of incumbrancers upon 
an estate were declared, & a receiver appointed, 
with directions to keep down the incumbrances, 
in a suit to which the first incumbrancer was not 
aparty. The first incumbrancer filed a bill against 
the receiver & the several parties to the former 
suit, to establish his priority, & praying that if 
necessary the second bill might be taken as supple- 
mental to the first. Pltf. in the second suit moved 
for an injunction to restrain the receiver from 
making any further payments to the other in- 
cumbrancers :—Held: irregular, & he ought to 
have applied in the first suit for leave to enforce 
his legal remedies.—SMITH v. EFFINGHAM (EARL) 
(1839), 2 Beav. 232; 48 H. R. 1169; subsequent 
proceedings (1844), 7 Beav. 357. 

628. ——.]—-SEARLE v. CHoatT, No. 726, 

ost. 
. 629. ——— Before receiver passes accounts— 
AHeged misapplication of money.|—D&r WINTON v. 
BrEcon Coren. (No. 2), No. 693, poat. 

630. Mode of application—Petition—Where all 
parties consent.|—A. being entitled under a decree 
to an annuity, which she was to receive from the 
receiver in the cause, borrowed £100 from B., 
& signed a memorandum of agreement to the 
effect that her annuity should be a security for 
that sum & interest, & also gave an order upon 
the receiver for payment to B. of £100. Upon 
B. presenting the order to the receiver, the receiver 
stated that he would not pay it, because A. had 
desired him to pay to no person but her agent. 
Upon the petition of B., praying an order upon 
the receiver for payment :—Held: as A. appeared 
& opposed the petition, the ct. had no jurisdiction 
to make the order upon petition, but B. should 
have come by bill.— WASTELL v. LESLIE (1846), 
8 L. T. 0. S. 1388; sub nom. WASTELL v. LESLIE, 
Ex p. CARTER, 11 Jur. 29. 

631. Action.] — Although a ct. of equity 
will not permit strangers to disturb the possession 
of its receiver, but will itself examine any claim 
they may have to the property over which the 

















party who had (18460), 3 I. Eq. R. 230.—IR. 


619 x. .}~—When tenants have 
without leave of the ct., roplevied 
distresses for rent made by the receiver, 
the ct. will restrain them from pro- 
ceeding in the replevin sutta, & direct a 
reference as to the rent due.—Re 
Prrest, Re Joyor (1845), 8 I. Eq. R. 





need 


619 Hi. ; pe en ? rty toels (1 Ban) . rae en v. BLAKE ‘111.—IR. 

aggrieved at the conduct of a receiver ; og. 98.—IR. 

he should seek redress against the 619 vi. .+—A third person claim- 9 . sae oe Be PELE EE 30); 
receiver in img in which he ing an interest in lands over which a aah 

was appointed. If separ roceed- recetver has been 619 xii. .}+—Where a receiver has 


ings be tak 

that ct. or elsewhere, they should be 
with the leave of the ct. under whose 
authority the receiver was acting.—. 
KAMATOHI AMMAL v. SUNDARAM AYYAR 
(1907), I. L. R. 26 Mad. 492.—IND. 


619 ffi, ——-.}—KarooTH PARAKOTE 
AMMUKUTTY ¥. MANAVIKRAMAN (1920), 
I. lL. R. 48 Mad. 793.—IEND. 


apply to t 
the tenants.—W 
2 Mol. 388.—IR. 


a inted, should, 
if he is injured by tho 


ct. not to inte 
ARDLE #. LLOYD (1827), 


619 vil. ——-.}— HAawKEs 
(1837), Sau. & Sc. 326.—IR. 


619 viii, ——.] —- Erne 
(1838), I Craw. & D. 252.—IR. 
619 ix. ———.}—-CRAMER v. GRIFFITH 





been appointed over lands held at a 
appointment, rent. the landlord must obtain leave 
of the ct. before he can commence an 
action to recover possession for non- 
payment of rent; in granting such 
application, the ct. has jurisdiction 
to improve terms, such as that the 
proceedings shall not be commenced 
for a specified time.—Re BATTERSBY’S 
ESTATE (1892), 33 L. R. Ir. 73.—IR. 


E 2 


v. SMITH 


v. BLAKE 
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Sect. 5.—Rights of third parties: Sub-sects. 1, 2 


receiver is appointed, that rule does not prevent 
parties from filing a bill, & so asserting a title to 
property over which a receiver may have been 
appointed in another cause (LORD COTTENHAM, C. ) 
—HOvULDITcH v. WALLACE (1838), 5 Cl. & Fin 
629; 7 EH. R. 543, H. L. 

632. —— ——.]—WASsTELL v. LESLIE, No. 630, 
ante. 

633. Summons.]— GENERAL SHARE & 
TRUST Co. v. WETLEY Buick & POTTERY Co., No. 
658, post. 

634, —— ——.]—O’ HAGAN v. NORTH WING- 
FIELD COLLIERY Co. (1882), 26 Sol. Jo. 671. 





SUB-SECT., 2.—PARTY CLAIMING POSSESSION, 


635. General rule—Necessity for leave.J|—(1) A 
second incumbrancer having obtained the appoint- 
ment of a receiver & a decree for a sale, without 
making the first incumbrancer a party, a petition 
by the latter to ascertain priorities, & for the 
receiver to keep down the interest, refused 
on the ground that petitioner had commenced 
a suit for the same purpose, & had delayed it; 
but leave was given to bring an ejectment. 

(2) The possession of a receiver or sequestrator 
is not to be disturbed without leave of the ct.— 
Brooks v. GREATHED (1820), 1 Jac. & W. 176; 
37 E. R. 342. 

Annotations : aay to (2) Consd. Empringham v. Short (1844), 


3 Hare, 461. 48 to (2) Apld, Musadee M. C. Sherazee v. 
Meerza, Shoostry (1854), 8 Moo. P. C. C 90. 











636. .|—JOHNES v. CLAUGHTON, No. 
620, ante. 
637. ———.]—(1) When this ct. has ap- 


pointed a receiver, it will not allow the possession 
of that receiver to be disturbed by anybody, how- 
ever good his right may be; but the party think- 
ing he has aright paramount to that of the receiver, 
or rather to that of the person who has got the 
appointment of the receiver, must before he can 
presume to take any steps of his own motion, 
apply to this ct. for leave to assert his right 
against the receiver (KINDERSLEY, V.-C.). 

(2) The ct. will not allow the first stcp in an 
action of ejectment against the recever to be taken 
by any party without an application having been 
made to this ct. for permission to do it (KIN- 
DERSLEY, V.-C.).—HAWKINS v. GATHERCOLE (1852), 
1 Drew. 12; 21 L. J. Ch. 617; 16 Jur. 650; 
61 E. R. 3555; subsequent proceedings (1855), 6 
De G. M. & G, 1, L. JJ. 

638. -|—In a suit by mtgees. of a 
dock against the. trustees & judgment creditor, 
the chairman was appointed receiver of the tolls, 
with direction to pay into ct. the balance, after 
paying the expenses of carrying on the concern 
& the interest on the mtges. Judgment creditor 
having afterwards proceeded to attach the tolls 
under C. L. P. Act, 1854 (c. 113), was restrained 
injunction. 

The ct. will not permit its receiver to be inter- 
fered with or dispossessed of the property, nor will 
it allow payment to him to be intercepted, although 
the order appointing him may be perfectly erro- 
neous. An application must first be made to the 
ct. for leave.-—AMES v. BIRKENHEAD DOCKS 
TRUSTEES (1855), 20 Beav. 332 ; 24 L. J. Ch. 540; 
25 L. T. O. 8S. 121; 1 Jur. N. S. 529; 3 W. R. 
381; 52 EB. R. 630. 

Annotations s—Gonad. hada v. oe [1900] 2 Ch. 462. 

Beth. ne Turquand (1867), 15 


e y. v. 
- Re Manchiatcr &M Ge ulta Ry., Ez p. Cambrian 
Ly. #80): 14 Ch. D. 645 
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639. J—The ct. will not allow the 
possession of a receiver appointed by the ct. to 
be disturbed without the leave of the ct.—RAND- 
FIELD v. RANDFIELD (1860), 1 Drew. & Sm. 310; 
30 L. J. Ch. 18; 3 L. T. 284; 6 Jur. N.S. 1090 ; 
9 W. R. 10; 62 E. R. 398 + on appeal (1861), 
3DeG.F. & J. 766, L. C. & L. JJ. 


Annotations :—Apld. Walmsley v. Mund 
807. Consd. Lane v. Capsey, [1891] 








(1884), 13 Q. B. D. 
Ch. 411. 











640, —— }—SEARLE v. CHOAT, No. 726, 
post. 
641. -} — Where property is in pos- 


session of an officer of the ct. & there are legal or, 
equitable rights in that property not vested in 
the parties to the action or the persons who are 
before the ct. which legal or equitable rights are 
not the subject of the administration then going 
on, then the ct. requires that the person who 
claims to enforce those rights shall apply for leave 
to enforce them (Fry, L.J.).—Re HENRY POUND, 
Son & Hutrcuins (1889), 42 Ch. D. 402; 58 
L. J. Ch. 792; 62 L. T. 187; 1 Meg. 363; sub 
nom. Re Pound, Son & Hurcuins, Fa p. DE- 
BENTURE CORPN., 88 W. R. 18; 5 T. L. R. 720, 
C, A. 


Annotations : -— Consd. Fe Stubbs, Barney v. Stubbs, (1891) 
1 Ch. 475; Strong v. Carlyle Press, {1893} 1 Ch. 
Refd. British Linen Co. v. South American & Mexican oe = 
(1894) 1 Ch. 108; Davies v. Thomas, [1900] 2 Ch. 462. 
642. Exception to rule—Order preserving rights 

of third parties.|.—Davis v. MARLBOROUGH (DUKE) 

(1819), 2 Swan. 108; 2 Wils. Ch. 180; 36 BE. R. 

555, L. C. 3 previous proceedings (1818), 1 Swan. 

74, L.C. 

Annotations :—Refd. Cooper v. Reilly (1829), 2 Sim. 560; 
Paynter v. Carew nea) Kay, App. 36. Mentd. Port- 
more v, Tovloe 183i). 4 im. 182; King v. Hamlet (1835), 
9 BH. N.S. 675; Pelly v. Wathen (1849), 7 Hare, 351 ; 
Mansfield v. Ogle (1855), 24 L. J. Ch. 450; Bromley v 
Smith, Boustead ». Bromley, Smith v. Bromley (1859), 
26 Beav. 644 ; Webster v. Cooke ae 36 L. J. Ch. 753 ; 


wo» 
O’Rorke v. Bolingbroke (1877), 814; Kry 


Cas 

v. Lane, Re Fry, Whittet v. Bush tssey 40 Ch. D. 312. 

643. .|—A mtgor. let the mortgaged 
premises subsequently to the mtge. During the 
quarter ending at Michaelmas the mtgees. gave a 
notice to the tenant informing him of the existence 
of the mtge., & that the principal sum was still 
due & owing together with an arrear of interest, 
& requiring him to pay the rent thereafter to 
accrue to them. The rent which became due at 
Michaelmas being still unpaid, an order was made 
in an action against the mtgor. appointing pltf., 
who had recovered judgment, receiver of the 
rents of the premises, “ without prejudice to the 
rights of any prior incumbrancers who may think 
proper to take possession of the same by virtue of 
their respective securities.’’ Subsequently the 
mtgees. threatened the tenant with legal pro- 
ceedings unless he paid the rent to them, & the 
tenant thereupon paid them the quarter’s rent 
due at Michaelmas. The receiver claimed pay- 
ment of such rent from the tenant :—Held: the 
tenant had not been guilty of any disobedience of 
the receivership order in paying rent to the mtgees., 
they being prior incumbrancers whose rights were 
reserved by the order; the tenant, having paid 
the rent to the mtgees. under compulsion of law 
& in consequence of his lessor’s default, could set 
up such payment in answer to the claim for the 
rent by the receiver, who claimed through his 
lessor; & consequently the claim of the receiver 
could not be maintained.—UNDERHAY v. READ 
(1887), 20 Q. B. D. 209; 57 L. J. Q. B. 129; 
58 L. T. 457; 36 W. R. 298 ; 4T. L, R. 188, C. A. 
Annotation : :—Reti. Towerson v. TeokAon: [1891] 2 Q. B. 484. 

644. .}—A co. issued debentures 
which were a charge on the whole of the co.’s 
property & assets, including the uncalled capital. 
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In an action by the holder of the debentures a 
receiver & manager was appointed. An order was 
afterwards made for the winding up of the com- 
pany. The co. had ceased to be carried on as a 
going concern :—Held: the official liquidator was 
entitled to the custody of such of the books & 
documents of the co. as related to its management 
& business & were not necessary to support the 
title of the holder of the debentures.—ENGEL v. 
SouTH METROPOLITAN BREWING & BOTTLING Co. 
[1892] 1 Ch. 442; 61 L. J. Ch. 369; 66 L. T. 155; 
40 W. R. 282; 8 T. L. R. 267; 36 Sol. Jo. 217. 

645. Application of rule—Proceedings in eject- 
ment.|—When a mtgee. is not in possession the ct. 
will, upon application of creditors, appoint a 
receiver of the mtged. premises, but without 
prejudice to the right of the mtgee. to obtain 
possession. 

Where a receiver has been appointed of mtged. 
estate the mtgec. not being before the ct., the 
mtgec. must apply to the ct. for liberty to bring 
an ejectment (LoRD THURLOW, C.).—BRYAN v. 





CoRMICK (1788), 1 Cox, Eq. Cas. 422; 29 HK. lt. 
1231, L. C, 

646. ———- ———_.|—-ANGET. v. SMITH, No. 619, 
ante. 

647. ——.I—Brooks v. GREATHED, No. 
635, ante 

648. -.|—Casoe in which the appoint- 





ment of a receiver in a suit for the administration 
of a testator’s property, pltfs. were allowed to 
commence & prosecute an action of ejectment on 
the ground of permissive waste, notwithstanding 
the leave of the ct. had not in the first instance 
been applied for in reference to the action.— 
GowaR v. BENNETT (1847), 9 L. T. O. S. 310. 

649. ——.] — HAWKINS v. GATHERCOLE, 
No. 637, ante. 


650. Enforcement of judgment for 
recovery of land.]|— Where a mtgee. of leaseholds 
has obtained the appointment by the ct. of a 
receiver, the lessor who by leave of the ct. brings 
an action for recovery of the land against the lessee, 
& recovers judgment, cannot proceed to enforce 
the judgment as against the receiver in possession 
by writ of possession without the leave of the ct.— 
Morris v. BAKER (1903), 73 L. J. Ch. 1483; 52 
W. R. 207; 48 Sol. Jo. 101. 

651. Seizure of copyholds quousque.]— 
In suits by creditors & legatees a receiver was 
appointed of the rents & profits of real estate, 
part of which was copyhold. The death of the 
last tenant having been duly presented at the ct. 
baron of the manor, proclamations were made for 
the next tenant to come in & be admitted, &, no 
person appearing, the bailiff of the manor was 
ordered to seize the lands guousque. Declaration 
in ejectment at the suit of the lord was afterwards 
served on the terre-tenant; but, on the motion 
of the receiver, the lord was restrained by in- 
junction from prosecuting the action.—-EVELYN v. 
LEwIs (1844), 3 Hare, 472; 67 E. R. 467. 


Annotation :—Refd. Russell v. East Anglian Ity. (1850), 
3 Mac. & G. 104. B y. (1850) 


jeeveauon for leave of court.|—-See sub-sect. 1, 
ante. 
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652. Distress—Necessity for leave of court.]— 
ANON. (undated), cited in 3 Mac. & G. at p. 118. 


Annotation :—Refd. Russell v. Kast lian Ry. 
3 Mac. & G. 104. Cn tnen Capen nett Arne 


PART III. SECT. 


erson can distrain on the lands over which a receiver is appointed 
ON, Smith on Receivers, 88.—IR. 


ne eee eee eeeeevy Sor leave of court.}—No 
without the previous leave of the Nese Vv. 
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653. -.|—(1) A receiver, having been 
appointed to realise testator’s estate, advertised 
the furniture for sale. The day before the sale 
the landlord gave him notice of his claim for rent, 
but took no further steps :—Held: the landlord 
{not having distrained] had no lien on the proceeds 
of the sale in priority to the other creditors. 

(2) The appointment of a receiver does not 
affect the rights of a landlord; but he cannot 
exercise them without first obtaining leave of the 
ct.—Re Sutron’s ESTATE, SUTTON v. REES (1863), 
1 New Rep. 464; 82 L. J. Ch. 487; 8 L. T. 3438 ; 
27 J. P. 888; 9 Jur. N.S. 456; 11 W. R. 418. 
Annotation :—As to (1) Refd. Re Mayhew, Ez p. Till (1873), 

L. R. 16 Eq. 97. 

654. ——.]—O’Hacan v. NorTH WING- 
FIELD COLLIERY Co. (1882), 26 Sol. Jo. 671. 

655. .|—The appointment of the 
receiver would prevent the landlord from levying 
a distress without the leave of the ct. (COTTON, 
J..J.).—Re NEw Ciry CONSTITUTIONAL CLUB Co., 
Ex »p. PURSSEI, (1887), 34 Ch. D. 646; 56 L. J. Ch. 
8382; 561L. T. 792; 35 W. R. 421; 3 T. L. R. 
331, 0. A. 

Annotation :—Consd. Re Harpur’s Cycle Fittings Co., [1900] 

2 Ch. 731. 


656. .}—Jacoss v. VAN BOOLEN, 
Ex p. ROBERTS (1889), 34 Sol. Jo. 97, D. C. 
Annotation :—Consd. Hand v. Blow, [1901] 2 Ch. 721. 

657. .}— (1) Where the landlord, by 
reason of his not being paid or of his covenants 
not being compiied with, has a right to complain 
& to re-enter, he can apply, notwithstanding the 
appointment of a receiver, & obtain leave from the 
ct. to re-enter & so take away from the recciver his 
right of occupation; & he can, also, in a proper 
case, get leave to distrain ; but the mere appoint- 
ment of a receiver does not of itself, in my opinion, 
give the landlord any special rights, & has never, 
so far as I know, been held to do so (ROMER, L.J.). 

(2) 1f you have a co. or person whose estate is 
being dealt with or administered by the ct., & a 
liquidator or receiver appointed by the ct. has 
occupied or used premises that are part of the 
estate, then, as to rent & other outgoings payable 
to the landlord or other parties in respect of the 
premises for that occupation or user & for which 
the co. or person whose estate is being dealt with 
or administered is liable, the ct. will sce that such 
rent & other outgoings are paid out of the assets 
got in by the liquidator or receiver (ROMER, L.J.). 

(3) The agency of the receiver on behalf of the 
co. came to an end an Aug. 29 when he was 
appointed receiver & manager by an order in the 
action (ROMER, L.J.).—HAND v. Brow, [1901] 2 
Ch. 721; 701. J. Ch. 687; 851. T. 156; 50 W. R. 
5; 17 T. L. R. 6385; 45 Sol. Jo. 639; 9 Mans. 
156, C. A. 

Annotations :—-As to (1) Refd. Re British Fullers’ Earth Co., 
Gibbs v. Same Co. (1901), 17 T. L. R. 232. As to (2) Consd. 
Re Levi, [1919] 1 Ch. 416. Refd. Re Abbott, Abbott v. 
Abbott (1913), 30 T. L. R. 13; Re Westminster Motor 
Garage CO Boyers v. The Co. (1914), 84 L. J. Ch. 753. 


Generally, Refd. Re Griffiths Cycle Corpn., Dunlop Pneu- 
meee Tyre Co. v. Griffiths Cycle Corpn. (1901), 85 L, T. 


658. When leave refused—Landlord 
creditor of company over which receiver appointed. | 
-—Mines were demised to a co. by a lease which 
contained a power of re-entry if the rents or royal- 
ties, or any part thereof, should be in arrear for 
thirty days, or if the co. should be wound up 
voluntarily or by compulsion or otherwise under 
the provisions of any Act or Acts of Parliament. 
An action was brought against the co. by debenture 
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Sect. 5.—Righis of third parties: Sub-eects. 3 & 4.) 


holders & a receiver was appointed. Rent being 
in arrear, the landlord took out a summons for 
leave to distrain or re-enter. After the summons 
had been returnable, but before it was heard, an 
order was made for winding up the co. The 
summons was then amended by intituling it in the 
Winding-up as well as in the action. The judge 
held that as the landlord was a creditor of the co., 
leave could not be given him to distrain, & that 
the claim to re-enter ought to be left to be tried 
in an action. On appeal :—Held:; according to 
the true construction of the proviso for re-entry, 
a right to re-enter accrued on the making of a 
ndine Pp order, & the title of the landlord to 
re-enter being clear, the ct. ought to order 
pee to be given to him, & ought not to put 

im to the useless expense of bringing an action to 
which there was no defence. 

As to the costs of the receiver, it was irregular to 
make him a party. He ought not to have been 
served unless a case of personal misconduct was 
made against him, & no such case is alleged. . . . 
Applt. must pay the receiver’s costs below & here 
(JESSEL, M.R.).—-GENERAL SHARE & TRUST Co. v. 
WETLEY BRICK & POTTERY Co. (1882), 20 Ch. D. 
260 ; sub nom. Re WETLEY BRICK & PoTTERy Co., 
30 W. R. 445, C. A. 

Annotation :—Refd. Horsey Estate v. Steiger, [1898] 2 Q. B. 

OU. 


659. \-_-_- —— Except where appointment of 
receiver not complete.|—A minin; co., now in 
liquidation, were leasees, from separate lessors, at 
certain rents & royalties, of two adjoining coal 
mines A. & B. There was no shaft on mine B., 
& the co. worked both mines by means of a shaft 
on mine A. On each of the leases the lessor 
reserved to himself express power to distrain for 
rent in arrear, not only upon chattels belonging 
to the lessees on the demised premises, but also 
upon chattels belonging to the lessees in or about 
any adjoining or neighbouring collieries. In Oct. 
1896, the lessors of mine B. levied a distress upon 
chattels belonging to the lessees on mine A 
Held: the distress, having been levied before the 
commencement of the winding up of the co., & 
before a receiver was effectively appointed on 
behalf of the debenture-holders of the co., was 
valid against the debenture-holders. 

The order of [for a receiver] was never really 
effective. It was never drawn up, the lessor had 
no notice of it, & before the receiver could take 
possession he had to give security. The distress, 
having been made before the commencement of 
the winding-up of the co. & before a receiver was 
effectively appointed, was, in my opinion, valid 
as against the debenture-holders (LINDIEY, L.J.). 
—Re Rounpwoop CoLLiERY Oo., LEE v. RouND- 
woop OOLLIERY Co., [1897] 1 Ch. 378; 66 L. J. 
Ch. 186; 75 L. T. 641 ; 45 W. R. 324; 18 T. L. R. 
he He Se eae OF a 

nnotation :— . Venner’s Cc 

Appliances v. Thorpe, [ 1915] fon de ne pete 

660. Attornment of mortgager to mort- 
gagee.|—A mtge. deed contained an attornment 
clause whereby A., the mtgor., attorned & became 
tenant from year to year to B., the mtgee., for & 
in respect of the mtged. premises, at the yearly 
rent of £800, to be paid by equal quarterly pay- 
ments; & it was thereby agreed that it should be 
lawful for B. at any time after three months from 
the date of the mtge., without giving previous 


° anne 
® 





6611. Order for payment of rent 
receiver. }--DONOVAN v. SWEENY (1849), ct. 
1 Ir. Jur. 165.—IR, 


t. Whether changed by appointment 


of receiver.}—The appointment b 
of a receiver over the estate of 
deft. does not change the correlative 
rights of landlord & tenant previously 


RECEIVERS. 


notice of his intention so to do, to enter upon & 
take possession of the premises whereof A. had 
attorned tenant, & to determine the tenancy 
created by the aforesaid attornment. A. filed a 
liquidation petition, & on the same day a receiver 
was appointed, who entered into possession of A.’s 
estate & effects. 

Notice of the petition & of the appointment of a 
receiver was sent to B., who two days later, by 
virtue of the attornment clause, distrained upon 
the goods & chattels on the mortgaged premises 
for half-year’s rent then due :—Held:; a tenancy 
from year to year & not a tenancy at will was 
created by the attornment clause, & B. was 
entitled under Bkpcy. Act, 1869 (c. 71), 8. 34, to 
distrain for the rent due to him from A. at the 
time of filing the liquidation petition.— Re THREL- 
FALL, Fx p. QUEEN’S BENEFIT BUILDING SOCIETY 
(1880), 16 Ch. D. 274; 44 L. T. 743 20 W. R. 
128; sub nom. Re THRELFALL, Hx p. BLAKEY, 50 
L. J. Ch. 318, C. A. 


Annotations :—Mentd. Re Knight, Ez p. Voieey (1882), 21 
Ch. D. 442; King v. Eversfield, [1897] 2 Q. B. 475. 


—.]—See, also, DIsTRESS, Vol. XVIII., pp. 
277, 278, Nos. 141-148. 

661. Order for payment of rent by receiver.}— 
The trustee & exor. of A., the owncr of one moiety 
of a plantation in Jamaica, took a lease of the 
other moiety from E. & F., the ownrrs of it, at a 
certain rent, & with covenants to keep in repair, 
etc., a suit was subsequently instituted in England, 
by the parties interested under the will of A., for 
parties in Jamaica were appointed receivers & 
managers of the estates of A. These parties 
entered into possession of the entire plantation, & 
remitted the proceeds to the consignees in England 
appointed in the suit, who paid the sums received 
into ct. No rent having, for many years, been 
received by E. & F., in respect of their moicty of 
the plantation, a petition was presented by them 
for payment out of the funds in ct. of the arrears 
of rent due, & also of a sum which they claimed in 
respect of dilapidations during the receivers’ 
occupation. E. & F. were not parties to the suit : 
—Held: notwithstanding that some of the parties 
interested under the will of A. were under dis- 
ability, yet they were bound by the occupation of 
the receivers, & E. & F. were entitled to an order 
for payment of the arrears of rent, & to a reference 
in respect of the dilapidations.—NEATE v. PINK 
(1851), 3 Mac. & G. 476; 42 HE. R. 3443 sub nom. 
NEATE v. PINK, Ev p. FLETCHER, 21 L. J. Ch. 574 ; 
16 ee ; sub nom. PINK v. NEATE, 18 L. T. O. 8S. 
57, L. C. 

Annotations :—Expld. Brocklebank v. East London Ry. 
(1879), 12 Ch. D. 8389 ; Hand wv. Blow, [1901] 2 Ch. 721. 
662, ——.]—- ANON. (undated), cited 

Mac. & G. at p. 118. 

Annotation :—Refd. Russell v. East Anglian Ry. (1850), 3 
Mac. & G. 104. 

663. ——.] — O’HAGAN v. NORTH WINGFIELD 
COLLIERY Oo. (1882), 26 Sol. Jo. 671. 

664. .} — JACOBS v. VAN BOOoLEN, Ee p. 
ROBERTS (1889), 34 Sol. Jo. 97, D. C. 

Annotation :—Consd. Hand v. Blow, [1901] 2 Ch. 721. 


665. .]—HAND v. Buow, No. 657, ante. 

666. ——— When order refused—Judgment re- 
covered by lessor against lessee—-Judgment stayed 
on terms.|—An underlease was granted to HE. as 
trustee for a co. The co. issued debentures to 
B. to secure money advanced, & gave him an 
equitable mtge. of the property. B. brought a 


in 8 








the subsisting between deft. & his tenants, 
though the ct. thereby acquires 
additional powers of enforcing the 


landlord’s rights. —~ CHURCH TEM- 


Part II].—Errect or APPOINTMENT. 


debenture holders’ action, in which a receiver was 
appointed, who took possession. The lessor 
brought an action against the lessee for possession 
& rent, & obtained judgment. The judgment 
was stayed upon terms which were not complied 
with, & the receiver remained in possession for 
some time. The lessor applied in the debenture 
holders’ action for an order that the receiver 
should pay the rent for the period during which 
he was in possession, either out of assets in his 
hands or personally as a trespasser :—Held: the 
effect of the judgment while subsisting was to 
prevent the lessor from ascertaining any rights 
against the persons in possession, & the receiver 
was not liable for the rent.—He WESTMINSTER 
MoToR GARAGE Co.. BOYERS v. THE Co. (1914), 
84 L. J. Ch. 7583; 112 L. T. 398. 

667. Re-entry—Necessity for leave of court.}/— 
GENERAL SHARE & TRUST Co. v. WETLEY BRICK & 
PoTTERY Co., No. 658, ante. 

668. —— .|—HAND v. Biow, No. 657, ante. 

669. Right to proceeds of sale—Where no dis- 
tress levied.|—ARe SUTTON’S HsTATE, SUTYON v. 
Rees, No. 653, ante. 

pes in ejectment.|—See Nos. 645-649, 
ante. 

rd at for leave of court.]—See Sub-sect. 1, 
ante. 





SUB-SECT. 4.—PARTIES HAVING PARAMOUNT 
INTERESTS. 

670. Distress— Owner of rentcharge.] — Where 
land conveyed to a railway co. in consideration 
of a rentcharge, & the deed gave the person 
entitled to the rentcharge a power to distruin on 
the land for arrears of the rentcharge, the ct. 
gave the owner of the rentcharge leave to distrain 
on the land, notwithstanding the appointment 
of a receiver of the tolls, profits, & income of the 
undertaking of the co., in a suit instituted by the 
owner of a similar rentcharge on behalf of himself 
& all the other owners of similar rentcharges who 
should come in & contribute to the expenses of 
the suit.—EyTon v. DENBIGH RUTHIN & CORWEN 
Ry. Co. (1868), L. RK. 6 Eq. 14; 87 L. J. Ch. 
669; 16 W. R. 1005. 

671. Debenture-holders — Recovery of 
penalties—Non-repair of tramway.|—In Feb. 
1895, an order was made by justices giving a 
county council leave to distrain on the goods of 
a tramway co. for the sum of £435, the amount 
of penalties incurred by the co. for not keeping 
their rails in good repair. In Oct. 1894, an order 
had been made in an action brought by the deben- 
ture-holders of the co. against the co. to enforce 





their security, appointing a receiver of the under-. 


taking & property of the co. :—Held: the county 
council were entitled to distrain for the amount 
of such penalties on the goods of the co. without 
interference by the debenture-holders; & leave 
to distrain given accordingly.—_PEGGE v. NEATH 
District TRAMWAYsS Co., [1895] 2 Ch. 508; 64 
L. J. Ch. 737; 73 L. T. 25; 44 W. R. 72; 11 
T. L. R. 470; 89 Sol. Jo. 622; 2 Mans. 474; 13 
R. 762; on appeal, [1896] 1 Ch. 684, C. A. 


Annotations :—Distd. Reeve v. Medway (Upper) Navigation 
Co. (1905), 21 T. L. 1k. 400. Refd. He Crosbie, Jobnson 
& Hughes v. Crosbie (1909), 74 J. P. 25. 


672. Rating authority.|—The existence of 





PORALITIES COMRS. OF IRELAND 2, 
ise (1883), 11 L. R. Ir. 127, 


PART ITT. SECT. 5, SUB-SECT. 4. 
a. Attachment — Puisne incum- 
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an equitable charge on goods does not protect 
them from distress for poor rate. Where an order 
is made Bppointing a receiver & manager of a 
co.’s business, but not directing delivery up of 
possession to him, & thereupon the receiver & 
manager enters upon the co.’s premises for the 
purpose of managing & carrying on the business 
there is no change of occupation within Poor Rate 
Assessment & Collection Act, 1869 (c. 41), s. 16, 
& accordingly under Poor Relief Act, 1601 (c. 2), 
s. 2, & Metropolis Management Act, 1855 (c. 120), 
s. 161], the co.’s goods are liable to distress for the 
whole of the parish rates made for the half year in 
which the order has been made; & this right of 
distress vested in the churchwardens & overseers 
of the parish prevails as against the equitable 
charge created by debentures charging, in the usual 
form, all the property of the co. where there is 
no assignment of chattels in the covering deed.— 
Re MARRIAGE, NEAVE & Co., NORTH OF ENGLAND 
TRUSTEE, DEBENTURE & ASSETS CORPN. v. MAR- 
RIAGE, NEAVE & Co., [1896] 2 Ch. 663; 65 L. J. 
Ch. 8389; 75 1. T. 169; 60 J. P. 805; 45 W. QR. 
42; 12 T. L. R. 608; 40 Sol. Jo. 701, C. A. 


Annotations :—Folld. Re Crosbie, Johnson & Hughes v. 
Crosbie (1909), 74. J. P. 25. Apid. National Provincial 
Bank vw. United Electric Theatres (1915), 85 L. J. Ch. 106. 
Refd. Whinney v. Moss S.S8. Co., [1910] 2 K. B. 813. 


673. Local authority—Non-payment of sum 
for repair of highway.|—-REEVE v. MEDWAY (UPPER) 
NAVIGATION Co. (1905), 21 T. L. R. 400. 

674. Gas company.|]—At the date when 
a receiver was appointed in a debenture-holders’ 
action against a co., the co. owed a sum of money 
to a gas co. for gas supplied which the receiver 
refused to pay. The debentures were not secured 
by a trust deed & operated only as an equitable 
charge on the co.’s property & assets. The gas 
co. obtained, under Gasworks Clauses Act, 1871 
(c. 41), 8. 23, & their special Act, s. 74, which pro- 
vided that sums payable to the co. might be re- 
covered summarily or by action, an order & 
warrant from justices empowering them to levy 
a distress on the co.’s goods & chattels for the 
amount of the debt, & then applied in the deben- 
ture holders’ action for leave to proceed with the 
distress :—Held: the statutory rights of the gas 
co. overrode the equitable rights of the debenture- 
holders, & leave was granted them to proceed with 
the distress.—Re CROSBIE (ADOLPHE), LtTD., 
JOHNSON & HUGHES v. CROSBIE (ADOLPHE), LTD. 
(1909), 74 J.P. 25; 81. G. R. 50. 

675. Re-entry—-By owner of rentcharge.] — 
When lands are sold to a railway co. in considera- 
tion of a rentcharge, the partics may agrec for its 
being secured by a power of entry ; & a conveyance 
made upon such an agreement, whereby the land 
was conveyed to uses that the grantor should take 
the rentcharge, & if it fell into arrear should enter 
until satisfaction, was held to entitle him to leave 
to enter against a receiver of the undertaking 
appointed by the ct.— FORSTER v. MANCHESTER & 
MILFORD Hy. Co., Re MANCHESTER & MILFORD Ry. 
Co. (1880), 49 L. J. Ch. 454. 

676. Lien.|—A trader opened with a railway co. 
a credit account for freight, by which it was agreed 
that the co. should have a general lien for all 
moneys due by him to them on any account on all 
goods belonging to him in their hands. He after- 
wards filed a liquidation petition, under which a 
receiver of his property & manager of his business 











F Owner of  rentcharge.) — 
BROWN v. Brown, Ez p. Hore (1840), 
2 1. Eq. R. 409.—IR. 


eo. Fund in court—In custodia 
legis for persons entitled in priority.}-- 





his hands 
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was appointed. In order to carry on the business 
the receiver bought some goods, which he paid for 
with his own money, & sent them to the co. con- 
signed to the trader. The co. claimed the benefit 
of the agreement, & refused to deliver the goods 
until they were paid the amount which the trader 
owed them for freight due at the time of the filing 
of the petition. The receiver in order to obtain 
the goods paid the co. £50 under protest, & then 
applied to the ct. of Bkpcy. to order the co. to 
repay him the £50, & an order was made accord- 
ingly :—Held: the Ct. of Bkpcy. had no juris- 

diction to make the order.—He BUSHELL, £2 p. 

GREAT WESTERN Ry. Co. (1882), 22 Ch. D. 470; 

52 1. J. Ch. 7384; 48 L. T. 196; 31 W. R. 419, C. A. 

677. Receiver acting beyond powers.|— 

By an order made in a debenture holders’ action 

pltf., W., was appointed receiver & manager of the 

business of Ind, Coope & co., a brewery co., & he 

carried on the business of the co. as before. By a 
letter signed Ind, Coope & co., by W., receiver & 
manager, defts. were instructed to carry to Malta 
a quantity of beer consigned to the co. c/o the co.’s 

agents at Malta. Defts. carried the beer to Malta 

under a bill of ladidg which named the co. as the 

consignées & provided that the shipowner should 

have a lien on the goods shipped not only for the 

freight due thereon but also for any previously 

unsatisfied freight due either from shippers or 

consignecs to the shipowner. Defts. 1>r many years 

had carried beer for the co. to Malta under bills of 

lading in this form, & they claimed a lien on the 

beer in question for certain unsatisfied freight due 

to them from the co. before pltf.’s appointment :— 
Held: defts. were not entitled to a lien for arrears 

of freight, because in truth pltf. & not the co. was 
both shipper & consignee, & notice of this fact was 
conveyed to defts. by the form of the shipping 
instructions; & pltf. had no power, without the 
leave of the ct., to create such a lien.—Moss S.S. 
Co., LTp. v. WHINNEY, [1912] A. C. 254; 81 L. J. 

K. B. 674; 105 L. T. 305; 27 T. L. R. 518; 55 
Sol. Jo. 681; 12 Asp. M. L. C. 25; 16 Com. Cas. 
247, H. L.; affg. S. C. sub nom. WHINNEY v. Moss 
S.S. Co., Lrp., Ce 2K. B. 813, C. A. 


Annotation :—Refd. Parsons v. Sovereign Bank of Canada, 
[1913] A. C. 160. 


Application for leave of court.|—Sce Sub-sect. J, 
ante. 

Mortgagee.|—Sce MortTaaae, Vol. XXXV., pp. 
400, 401, Nos. 1417-1423. 





SUB-SECT. 5.—JUDGMENT CREDITORS. 
A. In General. 

678. Judgment creditor in possession—No lia- 
bility to attorn to receiver.])—(1) I cannot order a 
judgment creditor in possession to attorn [to 
receiver] (LORD ELDON, C.). 

(2) A receiver appointed by the ct., is appointed 
on behalf of all parties (LORD ExLpon, C.).— DAVIS 
v. MARLBOROUGH (DUKE) (1819), as reported in 
atubers 108 pas E.R. 555, L. C. 

nnotations :—Generally, Mentd. C . Reilly (1829), 

2 Sim. 560; Portmore x, Taylor (1831), ne Sim: 182. 

King v. Hamlet (1835), 9 Bli. N. 8. 675; Pelly v. Wathen 

(1849), 7 Hare, 351; Paynter v. Carew (1854), Kay, App. 


xx ; Mansfield v. Ogle (1855), 24 L. J. Ch. 450; Brom- 
ley v. Smith, Boustead ». Bromley, Smith v. Bromley 
MURTAGH 0, TISDALL, WHITE v. T1S- 
DALL, CUFFE v. TISDALL, LE WBURGH 
v. TISDALL, TISDALL v. TISDALL (1839), 
21. Eq. R. 41.—IR. 


PART III. SECT. 5, SUB-SECT. 5.—A. e 
d. Money in hands of  receiver— 


Right to 


Kstate administered by court—Pressing 
claims against estate, or part owners 
thereof— Power of court to order receiver 
to pay.|—MOTIVAHU vv, 

(1892), I. L. R. 16 Bom. 511.—IND. 
; recower 
Necessity for leave of court.}—A judg- 


RECEIVERS. 


312. 

679. Right to sue receiver—- Payment of debt 
out of surplus funds.|—A receiver appointed in a 
suit instituted by incumbrancers was ordered to 
keep down the incumbrances out of the rents & to 
pay the residue to the owner of the estate. A 
judgment creditor may file a bill against the owner 
& receiver, without making the other iIncum- 
brancers parties, to have his debt satisfied out of 
the surplus rents.— LEWIS v. ZOUCHE (LorD) (1828), 
2 Sim. 888; 57 BH. R. 834. 

Annotation :—Consd. Smith v. Effingham (1814), 7 Beav. 

680. Right to rent—As against mortgagee—No 
notice to pay by receiver for mortgagee./—Land 
in the occupation of a tenant at a rent was in 1908 
with other properties mortgaged by the owner 
thereof to a second mtgee., subject to a first mtge. 
In Mar. 1911, the first mtge. became vested in the 
tenant, who at the same time received notice of 
the second mtge. Jn Apr. 1911, the second mtgec., 
under Conveyancing & Law of Property Act, 188] 
(c. 41), appointed a receiver of the properties com- 
prised in his mtge., & notice of the appointment 
was given to the mtgor. The second mtgee. 
instructed the receiver to take no steps without 
further instructions. The receiver accordingly 
took no further steps & no further instructions were 
ever infact givento him. No notice of the appoint- 
ment was either then or at any subsequent time 
giventothetenant. In July, 1911, pltfs. recovered 
judgment against the mtgor. in the county ct. for 
a sumn of money & on Mar. 25, 1912, the judgment, 
being unsatisfied, pltfs. served a garnishee summons 
in the county ct. on the tenant to show cause why 
he should not pay to them the half year’s rent due 
from him on that date. On Mar. 28, 1912, the 
second mtgee. served notice on the tenant to pay 
the rent to him. The receiver did not demand 
payment of the rent from the tenant, nor was he a 
party to the garnishee proceedings. The tenant, 
after deducting the interest duc to him upon his 
mtge., paid the balance of the rent into ct. :— 
Held : the notice by the second mtgce. to the tenant 
to pay the rent to him was inoperative, & pltfs. 
were entitled as against the second mtgce. to the 
balance of the rent due from the tenant.—VacuuUM 
Orr, Co., rp. v. Evuis, [1914] 1 K. B. 693; 83 
L. J. K.B. 479; 110 1. T. 181, C. A. 

681. —— Payment in advance by tenant to 
judgment debtor—Without notice of judgment 
creditor’s claim.]—Where land is subject to a mtge. 
& incapable of being delivered in execution under 
writ of elegit the registration by a judgment creditor 
of a writ of elegit, is a registration of a writ or order 
for the purpose of enforcing the judgment within 
Land Charges Act, 1900 (c. 26), s. 2, & operates to 
create a charge on the land under Judgments Act, 
1838 (c. 110), s. 18. A judgment creditor issued 
& duly registered writs of elegit against judgment 
debtor & subsequently obtained & duly registered 
an order appointing a receiver of the rents & profits 
of judgment debtor’s land which was subject to a 
mtge. & incapable of being delivered in execution 
under a writ of elegit. After the registration of the 
writs of elegit but before the appointment of the 
receiver the tenant of the land, having no notice 
of judgment creditor’s claim, paid rent in advance 


ment creditor who has notice of the 
possession of lands by a receiver will 
not be allowed to continue proceedings 
by ejectment, to recover the possession 
of them, if they were taken without 
the leave of the ct., & after he had 
notice that tho receiver was in 


PREMVAHU 


possession — 


Part J]].—Errect or APPoInTMENT. 


to judgment debtor :—Held: the payment was 
not a good payment of rent as between the tenant 
& judgment creditor.—ASHBURTON (LORD) v. 
NoctTon, [1915] 1 Ch. 274; 84 L. J. Ch. 193; 111 
L. T. 895; 31 T. L. R. 122; 59 Sol. Jo. 145, C. A. 
682, Right to serve bankruptcy notice.] —A 
judgment creditor obtained, by way of equitable 
execution, the appointment. of & receiver of certain 
property of judgment debtor. There was no 
evidence that there was any moncy of judgment 
debtor in the hands of the receiver, nor was he in 
possession of any interest of judgment debtor 
which could be sold :—Held: as the appointment 
of the receiver did not prevent debtor from paying 
the judgment debt it did not operate as a stay of 
execution within the meaning of Bankruptcy Act, 
1883 (c. 52), 8 4 (1) (g), & the judgment creditor 
was therefore entitled to serve a bkpcy. notice 
on judgment debtor in respect of the judgment.— 
Re Bony, Ha p. CAPITAL & COUNTIES BANK, LTb., 
[1911]2 K. B. 988; 811. J. K. B. 112; 19 Mans. 


22, D.C. 

Annotations ao Id. Fe Renison, Hz p. Greaves, [1913] 2 
K. B. entd. Chetwynd 3 ‘Trustee v. Boltons 
Library (gta), 82L. J. K. B. 217. 

683. Not secured scaiter Wade Companies 
Acts.|—A judgment creditor of a co. obtained an 
order appointing a receiver of the moneys receiv- 
able in respect of debtor’s interest in a ship & her 
freight without prejudice to the rights of prior 
incumbrancers. Before the order was acted upon 
an order was made to wind up the co. :—//eld : the 
order appointing a receiver did not confer on 
judgment creditor any charge on debtor’s property 
so as to make him a secured creditor, & was not 
equivalent to a seizure of the property in execu- 
tion.—CROSHAW v. LYNDHURST Sue Co., [1897] 


2 Ch. 154; 66 L. J. Ch. 5763 76 L. T. 5533; 45 
W. R. 570; sub nom. CROWSHAW Vv. LYNDHURST 


SHIP Co., 41 Sol. Jo. 508. 

Annotations : -—Apld. Giles v. Kruyer, [1921] 3 K. B. 23. 
Refd. J2e Anglesey, De Galve v. Gardner, [1903] 2 Ch. 727. 
-—— Under Bankruptcy Acts.]-— See BANK» 

rupPtTcy, Vol. IV., pp. 360, 361, Nos. 3360-3365. 
684, Not entitled to sale under Judgments Act, 

1864 (c, 112), s.1.]—A judgment debt is not en- 

forceable as a charge against judgment debtor’s 

legal remainder in real estate ; nor docs an order 

obtained by the judgment creditor appointing a 

receiver constitute an actual delivery in execution 

within above sect. entitling the creditor to a sale 

of the remainder under above Act, s. 4. 

[Applt.] has obtained ... an order appointing a 
receiver. ... I take it that if these ladies were to 
sell or attempt to sell their reversionary estates & 
lapplt.] were to know of that he could stop it, for 
that order would operate as an injunction against 
their obtaining the money (LINDLEY, M.R.).— 
Re HARRISON & BOTTOMLEY, [1899] 1 Ch. 465; 68 
I. J. Ch. 208; 80 L. T. 293 47 W. R. 307: sub 
nom. Woons v. HARRISON (No. 2), 43 Sol. Jo. 


242,C A. 
‘Annotations : -—Refd. Re Badger, Badger v. Badger, [1913] 
1 Ch. 385; Ashburton v. ee [1915]1Ch. 274. Mentd. 





Kz p. Tweed ous 68 L. J. Q. B. 7943; Johns v. Pink, 
[1900] 1 Ch. 296 
—LEES v. WARING (1825), 685 ii. : 
‘I Hog. 216.—IR. Fl. & K. 97.- -IR 
f. Sequestrator in possession — 686 iii. 


Whether right of judgment creditor to 
appoint receiver affected pate j— Kl. & = 
REEVES v. Cox (1849), 13 I. Eq. R. 


~J—RULEv. HENRY (1840), 


-}ySu169 (MARQUIS) ¥. 
O’MALLEY (tbe, 3 


v. ea v. TAYLOR 
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Judgment creditors of partnership.] — See 
TT aa Vol. XXXVI, p. 489, Nos. 1540- 

Equitable execution.]|—See ExkrcuTIoN, Vol. 
XXI., pp. 672-673, Nos. 2515-2527. 


B. Priorities. 

685. Whether priority conferred by order for 
receiver. |—The obtaining the appointment of a 
receiver & the taking possession by such receiver 
did not displace the priority which H. & Co. had 
in equity to the mtgees. of the freight (Curry, J.). 
—WARD v. ROYAL EXCHANGE bee tary Co., LTn., 
Ex p. HARRIson (1887), 58 L. T. 174; 6 Asp. 
M. L. C. 239. 


Annotation :—Consd. Re Ind Coope, Fisher v. Ind Coo &; 
Knox v. Ind Coope, Arnold v. Ind Coope, [1911] 2 Ch. 223 


686. ———.]—- Railway Companies Act, 1867 
(c. 127), 8. 23, does not give to creditors of a railway 
co. in respect of mtges., bonds, or debenture stock, 
any lien or charge which they did not possess 
before Railway Companies Act, 1867 (c. 127), so 
as to entitle them to payment in priority out of 
the proceeds of surplus lands of the co., which 
have been sold on the application of judgment 
creditors of the co. 

The appointment of a receiver & manager of the 
undertaking of the railway co. under Railway 
eee Act, 1867 (c. 127) made no difference 
(CHITTY, J.). —Re HuULL, BARNSLEY & WEST 
Ripina JUNCTION Ry. Co. (1888), 40 Ch. D. 119; 
58 oe J. Ch. 205; 59 L. 'T. 877; 37 W. R. 145; 
5 T. L. R. 84, 0. A. 

A eae —-Refd. Ie Kast & West India Dock Co. A800) 


ae! 239; Re Liskeard & Caradon Ry., [1903 
Mentd. Proffitt v. Wye Valley Ry. (1891), 64 1, on 


687. .] — Judgment creditor of a railway 
co. obtained an order for a receiver & manager 
under Railway Companies Act, 1867 (c. 127), s. 4. 
After this, another judgment creditor applied for 
a similar order, which was made without prejudice 
to the former order :—Held: judgment creditor 
gained no priority by obtaining a receivership 
order; when a receivership order had been made 
& was in force another judgment creditor gained 
no benefit whatever by obtaining a similar order, 
& such subsequent order ought not to be made. 
The second order was therefore discharged.—fe 





MERSEY Ry. Co. (1888), 37 Ch. D. 6103; 57 

L. J. Ch. 283; 58 L. T. 7453; 36 W. R. 372 4 

T. L. R. 3805, C. A. 

Annotation :—Refd. Re Kast & West India Dock Co. (1888), 
38 Ch. DD. 576. 


Appointment of receiver by way of equitable 
execution.|—“see Execution, Vol. XXI., pp. 673, 
674, Nos. 2528-2535. 

Between receiver for debenture-holders & judg- 
ment creditors.]|—See COMPANIES, Vol. X., pp. 705, 
762, 763, 1189 Nos. 4716, 4767, 4770, 4771, 8437- 
8439 ; Supp. II., p. 282, No. 4716 a. 





C. Execution. 
688. Whether entitled to levy.]—(1) Property, 
in the possession of a receiver appointed by the 


porong to the judgment creditor.— 
ABBOTT ¥, Set TONAses0), 91. Kq. fh. 
233, 243.—IR 
I. Eq. R. 527; 685 vii. .}—O’GRADY v. GLOVER 
(1849), 1 Ir. Jur. 153.—IR. 

g. Whether costs first charge-—On 





247.—IR. 


PART III. SECT. 5, SUB-SECT. 5.—B. 
685i. Whether priority conferred by 


order for receiver.}—STANDARD BANK 
OF CANADA v, WADE, wena 3D. L. R. 
251; [1924 2 W. . RR. 497; 33 
B. CG. R. 493.—CAN. 


685 
(asia), 7 I. Eq. R. 182.—IR. 


685 v. ———.]—CORBET at MAHON 
ore i: Kq. R. 685; 2 Jo. & Lat. 
685 vi. .+—Arrears of rent due at. 
the time a receiver is appointed under 
Judgment Acts, but received after, 





fund in receiver’s hands.}-——-MURPHY v. 


CooTE (1820), 2 Mol. 462,—IR. 
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688 i. Thhether entitled to lery.J— 
BEAMING v. WOON (1882), 7 A. R. 42.— 
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Sect. 5.—Rights of third parties: Sub-sect. 5, C.; 
sub-sects. 6 & 7 | 


ct. in a suit, was in two instances seized by the 
sheriff under writs of fi. fa. issued by judgment 
creditors of deft.:—Held: the sheriff was not 
warranted in making the seizures, 

(2) On motions in the suit to commit the sheriff : 
—Held: the sheriff could not justify the scizures 
by questioning the propriety of the order under 
Which the receiver was appointed; & on the 
submission of the sheriff an order was made in 
each case for him to withdraw from possession & 
to pay the costs, the ct. considering this order as 
sufficient under the circumstances for the main- 
tenance of its jurisdiction.—RUSSELL v. HAST 
ANGLIAN Ry. Co. (1850), 3 Mac. & G. 104; 6 Ry. 
& Can. Cas. 501; 201. J. Ch. 257; 16 L. T. O.S. 
317; 14 Jur. 103838; 42 E.R. 201, L. C. 

Annotations :-—<As to (1) Distd, J?e Mayhew, Ex p. Tell (1 73), 

L. Rt. 16 Eq. 97; Consd. Kdwards v. Edwards (1875), 
1 Ch. D. 454. Generally, Refd. Fripp v. Chard Ry., Fripp 
v. Bridgewater & Taunton Canal, etc. Co. (1853), 11 Hare, 
241; lotts v. Warwick & Birmingham Cana] Navigation 
Co. (1853), Kay, 142 ; Ames v. Hirkenhead Docks Trustees 
(1855), 20 Beav. 332; De Winton v. Brecon Corpn. 
(No. 2) (1860), 28 Beav. 200; G. S. & W. Ry. v. Corry, 
Turquand, etc. (1867), 15 W. R. 650; Re Mead, Ez p. 
Cochrane (1875), L. I. 20 Eq. 282; Jarmain v. Chatterton 
(1882), 20 Ch. D. 493; Re London Dry Docks Corpn. 
(1888),.39 Ch. D. 306. Mentd. Re Burry Port & Gwend- 
reath Valley Hy. (1885), 54 L. J. Ch. 710; Re Hull, 
Perley, & West Riding Junction Ry. (1888), 40 Ch. D. 

689. .J}—An action was brouzht by deben- 
ture holders to realise their security. On Jan. 10, 
1883, A. was appointed interim receiver, with power 
to take possession of the property of the co. On 
Jan. 12, 1883, he was continued as receiver. In 
neither ordcr was there any direction as to his 
giving security. The recciver entered into pos- 
session & remained & was in possession on Mar. 18, 
1888, when a judgment creditor of the co. levied 
execution on the goods & chattels of the co., then 
in the possession of the receiver. The receiver 
gave notice of his claim on behalf of the debenture 
holders, & an interpleader issue was directed. On 
Apr. 21, 1888, the ordinary judgment in a deben- 
ture holders’ action was taken, & the receiver 
was continued & was directed to give security :-— 
Held: the receiver had been duly appointed with 
directions to take possession; he was thercfore 
validly in possession; & judgment creditor was 
not entitled to the goods.—MoORRISON v. SKEKNE 
IRONWORKS Co., LTD. (1889), 60 L. T. 588. 

690. Injunction to restrain.] —AMFS uv. 
BIRKENHEAD Docks TRUSTEES, No. 638, ante. 

691. Leave of court to levyy—When granted— 
Order for receiver obtained in false circumstances. | 
—The co. having raised large sums of money by 
bond & on mtge., & being also considerably 
indebted on simple contract, agreed with one of 
their simple contract creaitors to suffer judgment 
to be entered up ayainst the co. at a future day. 
After this agreement, various negotiations took 
place between the bond & other creditors of the 
co. & the co., with the view of postponing on 
certain terms the enforcement of all claims, as well 
by specialty as simple contract against the co. for 
seven years; these terms were accepted by the 
great majority of the creditors, but rejected by the 
simple contract creditor. After such rejection, 
but before the period for issuing execution had 
arrived, a bill was filed by one of the bond creditors 
against the co. & its other specialty creditors for 
the enforcement of his alleged equitable lien, & for 
the appointment of a receiver. The receiver was 
appointed by the consent of all parties to the suit, 
& entered into the possession of all the chattels of 
the co. The simple contract creditor then sued 


t 
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out execution against the co. On the petition of 
the simple contract creditor :—Held: inasmuch 
as the order appointing a receiver was obtained 
by a surprise on the ct., & did not rest on an equity 
which could be maintained, & would not have been 
made if all the circumstances of the case had been 
brought before the ct., the simple contract creditor 
ought to be allowed to levy upon the goods & 
chattels of the co. notwithstanding the order.— 
RUSSELL v. Bast ANGLIAN Ry. Co. (1850), 3 Mac. 
& G. 125; 6 Ry. & Can. Cas. 532; 20 L. J. Ch. 
p. 264; 17 L. T. O. S. 298; 42 BE. R. 2083; sub 
nom. RUSSELL v. EAST ANGLIAN Ry. Co., Ea p. 
BowEs, 15 Jur. 035, L. C. 

Annotations :—Distd. Bowen v. Brecon Ry., Lz p. Howell 

1867), L. R. 3 Kq. 541. Refd. Gardner v. L. C. & D. 

y. (No. 1), Drawbridge v. Same, Gardner v. Same 

(No. 2), Imperial Mercantile Credit Assocn. v. Same (1867), 

2 Ch. App. 201; Re Dry Docks Corpn. of London (1888), 

58 L. J. Ch. 33. 

692. Subject to rights of prior incum- 
brancers.|—A canal co. was incorporated by a 
special Act of Parliament, which authorised them 
to purchase Jands for the purposes of the Act, & 
for no other purpose, & empowered them to levy 
rates, tolls, & dues, & to borrow money on mtge. 
thereof ; & contained a provision, that all persons 
whatsoever might navigate upon the canal, upon 
payment of the rates & dues thereby authorised 
to be taken. The co. made several mtges. of the 
rates, tolls, & dues under the Act; one of the 
mtgees., on behalf of himself & all others, obtained 
the appointment of a recciver of the co.’s rates, 
tolls, & dues, who was ordered to pay thereout 
the expenses of carrying on the co.’s business, & 
then the interest on the said mtges., & to pay 
the balance into ct. in the cause. A judgment 
creditor of the co. presented a petition in the cause 
before the hearing, praying that he might be at 
liberty to suc out & execute a fi. fa. & elegit against 
the goods & lands respectively of the co. :—Held : 
he might execute a fi. fa., but that all he could take 
under the elegit would be such right in the lands as 
the co. had, namely, subject to the mtges. & to the 
right of user of the canal by the public, & subject 
also to the powers of management of the co.— 
Potts v. WARWICK & BIRMINGHAM CANAL NAVIGA- 
TION Co. (1853), Kay, 142; 69 FE. KR. 61. 
Annotations :—Apld. Ames v. Birkenhead Docks Trustees 

(1855), 20 Beav. 332. Refd. Gardner v. L. C. & DD. Ry. 

No. 1), Drawbridge v. Same, Gardner v. Same (No. 2), 

mperial Mercantile Credit Assocn. v. Same (1867), 2 Ch. 

App. 201; Imperial Mercantile Credit Assocn. v. Newry 

& Armagh Ry. & Joint Stock Discount Co. (1868), 16 

W. HK. 1070; Re Manchester & Milford Ry., Ha p. Cam- 


brian Ry. (1880), 14 Ch. D. 645; Blaker v. Herts & Essex 
Waterworks Co. (1889), 41 Ch. D. 399. 


693. Attachment of money in hands of receiver 
—Without leave of court—Order for recovery— 
Costs./—(1) Judgment creditor cannot, without 
leave of this ct., attach money in the hands of 
its receiver, which have been directed to be paid 
by him to judgment debtor. 

(2) Judgment creditor, who had _ recovered 
moneys of judgment debtor in the hands of a 
receiver, under an order of a ct. of law, was ordered 
to repay it, & he was directed, together with the 
receiver, who had not resisted the payment to 
him, to pay the costs of the application. 

(83) A party interested may apply at once to 

revent a receiver applying the moneys in his hands 
in a manner contrary to the directions of the ct., 
& need not wait until he passes his account.— 
DE WINTON v. BRECON CORPN. (No. 2) (1860), 
28 Beav. 200; 6 Jur. N.S. 1046; 8 W. R. 385; 


64 BE. R. 342. 
Alan :—As to (1) Refd. Re Greensill (1872), L. R. 8 


694. Rents payable to tenant for, life— 
Judgment debt of beneficiary.|—A. had obtained 
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an order in the Exch. for payment of costs, against | 
a party to a suit in this ct., who was tenant for | 


life of certain property over which a receiver had 
been appointed, with directions to pay her the 
rents. The ct. gave leave to A., notwithstanding 
the appointment of receiver, to sue out & execute 
such writs as he might be advised.—GoocH v. 
HAWORTH (1841), 3 Beav. 428; 49 E. R. 168. 

Annotation :—Apld. Russell v. East Anglian Ry. (1850), 3 

Mac. & G. 104, 


695. |—A receiver appointed 
by the ct. of an estate under an administration 
was ordered to pay the rents & an annuity to a 
person entitled for life :—Held: the sums so pay- 
able, including sums payable hereafter & not yet 
in the receiver's hands, were subject to attach- 
ment to answer a judgment debt of the bencficiary. 
—He COWANS’ ESTATE, RAPIER v. WRIGHT (1880), 
14 Ch. D. 638; 49 L. J. Ch. 402; 42 L. T. 866; 
28 W. R. 827. 

Annotations :—Reld. Re Slade, Slade v. Hulme (1881), 30 
W.R. 28; Webb v. Stenton (1883), 11 Q. B. D. 518. 
696. Attachment of money not yet in hands 

of receiver.|—Re Cowans’ EsTATE, RAPIER v. 

WRIGHT, No. 695, ante. 

697. Order for possession of receiver made in 
error—Right of creditor to discharge of order—For 
purpose of levying execution.|—-Where an order of 
the ct. has, by mistake, put a receiver in pos- 
session of goods, the proper course for a judgment 
creditor, seeking to levy execution against them, 
is, to move to discharge the order, or to apply to 
be examined pro interesse suo.— FOWLER v. HAYNES 
(1863), 2 New Rep. 156. 

698. Receiver appointed after delivery of 
. Warrant but before seizure.|—A creditor obtained 
judgment against his debtor in a county ct., & 
warrant of fi. fa. was delivered to the bailiff to be 
executed. Later on the same day a petition for 
liquidation was presented, & a receiver appointed, 
who immediately entered into possession of 
debtor’s goods, before the warrant of fi. fa. was 
executed :—Held: the receiver was entitled to the 
goods as against execution creditor.—Re DAVIES, 
Liz p. WILLIAMS (1872), 7 Ch. App. 314; 41 1. J. 
Bey. 38; 26 L. I. 303; 386 J. P. 484; 20 W. R. 
430, L. JJ. 

Annotations :—Consd. Re Watt, Hx p. Joselyne (1878), 8 
Ch. D. 327. Refd. Kmanue] v. Bridger (1874), L. lt. 9 
Q. B. 286; Ie Jones, Ex p. Jones (1875), 33 L. T. 61; 
Lowe v. Blokemore (1875), L. R. 10 Q. B. 4853 Je 
Balbirnie, Ke p. Jameson (1876), 3 Ch. D. 4883; Te 

Hoare, ee Nelson (1880), 14 Ch. D. 41; Lee v. Dangar, 

Grant, {1892] 1 Q. B. 231; Jte Clarke, |1898) 1 Ch. 336; 

Davies v. Thomas, [1900] 2 Ch. 462; Re Debtor, Hz p. 

ater [1902] 2 K. B. 260; The James W. Elwell, [1921] 














Rights against receiver of company.|—See Com- 
PANIES, Vol. X., p. 1189, Nos. 8437, 8438. 


SUB-SECT. 6.—SoLictTor’s LIEN FOR COSTS. 


699. Whether solicitor entitled.}—A., as ad: 
ministratrix of B., employed C. as her solr. In 
a suit against A., for the administration of thi 
estate of B., A. was restrained from receiving thi 
moneys due to the estate, & a receiver was 
appointed. The receiver brought an action on a 
poy. belonging to the estate of B. C., the solr., 
eing in possession of the policy, & claiming a 
lien on it, for costs due to him as solr. to thi 
administratrix, filed a bill, & obtained an injunc 


PART III. SECT. 5, SUB-SECT. 7. 

h. Management of business by 
recetver—Right of servant to preferential 
claim—For arrears of wages.J—A ser- 
vant of a firm, the business of which 


claim over the a 


is being managed by 
appointed under Code of 
cedure, 1877, 8s. 508, has no preferential 


ttaching creditor on 


the assets of the firm for wages due 
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tion ex parte, restraining the receiver from pro- 
ceeding ig the action :—Held: the effect of the 
injunction being to prevent any of the parties from 
receiving the money due on the policy, the same 
should be dissolved; & if the solr. had any claim 
with reference to the policy, that claim should be 
made by application in the administration suit, 
* not by filing a bill—STEDMAN v. WEBB (1839), 
: My. & Cr. 346; 3 Jur. 213; 41 HE. R. 135; 
ub nom. STEADMAN v. WEBB, 8 L. J. Ch. 193, L. C. 

700. .|--In a partnership action where a 
receiver had been appointed, a judgment creditor 
of the partnership firm obtained an order, giving 
him a charge for his debt & cests upon the assets 
in or to come into the hands of the receiver, creditor 
undertaking to deal with the charge according 
to the order of the ct. Upon an application by the 
solr. of pltf. in the action for a charging order for 
his costs under Solicitors Act, 1860 (c. 127), 8. 28, 
in priority to judgment creditor :—Held: the solr. 
was entitled to succced.—RIDD v. THORNE, [1902] 
2 Oh. 844; 71 L. J. Ch. 624; 86 L. T. 655; 50 
W. R. 542; 46 Sol. Jo. 514. 

701, ——.]—A. co. paid to their solr. the sum 
of £80 for costs incurred, & a further sum of £500 
to mect the expenses of a threatened action in 
bkpcy., certain conveyancing expenses in, con- 
nection with the co.’s premises, & to secure the 
solr..s own remuneration. A month later a 
receiver was appointed on behalf of the co.’s 
debenture holders, & the amount of £580 was 
claimed from the solr. as part of the co.’s assets. 
It was subsequently agreed that the solr. should 
have his costs up to the date of the bkpcy. :— 
Held: the solr. was entitled to all his costs incurred 
up to the appointment of a receiver, & from that 
date the sum remaining in his hands unexhausted 
could be claimed on behalf of the debenture 
holders ; but, pltf. not objecting, a fair remunera- 
tion should be paid to the solr., out of the fund, 
for his work in connection with the conveyancing 
matters undertaken for the co. since the date of 
the receiving order, & such remuneration should 
be fixed by the taxing master.—Re BriTisH TEA 
TABLE ©o., Lrp., PEARCE v. THE Co. (1909), 101 
j.. T. 707. 





SuB-SECT. 7.—OTHER CASES. 


702. Person claiming examination pro interesse 
suo.]|~-GOMME v. WEST (1772), 2 Dick. 472; 21 
li. R. 353, T. ©. 

703. Claim of right of common.]—JOHNES uv. 
CLAUGLITON, No. 620, ante. 

704, Construction of railway — Acquisition of 
lands in hands of receiver.]—A railway co., without 
the leave of the ct. took proceedings under Lands 
Clauses Consolidation Act, 1845 (c. 18), to take 
possession of lands in the possession of the receiver 
under the ct. On an ex parte motion they were 
restrained.—TINK v. RUNDLE (1847), 10 Beav. 
318; 50 H. R. 604. 

705. .]—Proceedings to be taken by 
persons seeking to avail themselves of such powers 
[powers under a local Canal Act] where the lands 
to be traversed are in the possession of a receiver 
appointed by the ct.—RicHarps v. RICHARDS 
(1859), John. 255 ; 23 J. P. 726; 70 E.R. 419. 

706. Rights of contractor.] —- WHADCOAT 
v. SHROPSHIRE Rys. Co. (1893), 9 T. L. R. 589; 
37 Sol. Jo. 650. 














a@ receiver 


before the eppelnten of the receiver 
Civil Pro- 


—SHORT ». PICKERING (1882), I. L. R 
6 Mad. 138.—IND. 

k. Attachment of tenant — Payment 
of rent to annuitant instead of receiver. }-—— 
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Sect. 5.—Righis of third parties: Sub-sect.7. Part 
IV. Sect. 1.] 
707. Sheriff.}]— Witmer v. Kipp (1853), 1 


Seton’s Judgments & Orders, 7th ed. 729. 

708. Party interested in application of money.]— 
or WINTON v. BRECON Corpn. (No. 2), No. 693, 
ante. 

709. Stranger to action—Claim in respect of debt 
—Right to apply for payment.|—A person who is 
not a party to an action is not entitled to apply by 
motion for payment of money to him by a receiver 
appointed in the action, even though his claim is 
made in respect of a debt properly payable out of 
the funds in the receiver’s hands.—BROCKLEBANK 
v. Hast LONDON Ry. Co. (1879), 12 Ch. D. 839; 
48 L. J. Ch. 729; 41 L. T. 205; 28 W. R. 30. 
Annotations :—Retd. G. KE. Ry. v. East London Ry. (1881), 

44L.T. 903; Hand v. Blow, {1901) 2 Ch. 721. 

710. Vendor of goods— Under hire-purchase 
agreement—Fixtures.|—-A limited co., who were 
lessees of a colliery, on Dec. 29, 1883, mortgaged 
it to their bankers, ‘‘ together with all fixed 
engines, boilers, shafting, gearing, machinery, 
machines, & other fixtures ... now standing & 
being, or hereafter to stand or be,’’ upon the 
mtged. premises. On July 2, 1889, the co. 
entered into an agreement with some engine makers 
for the erection by them at the colliery of a 
inachine. The purchase-money was to be paid 
by monthly instalments, commencing at a specified 
date, & it was provided that, if the payments were 
not made regularly, the vendors sho :ld have the 
right at once to call upon the co. for immediate 
payment in full of the whole of the balance of the 
purchase-money then remaining duc. It was also 
stipulated that, immediatcly on the vendors 
receiving payment of the balance, the machine 
should become the property of the co., but that 
until fully paid for it should remain the property 
of the vendors. The machine was erected accord- 
ingly, & it commenced working in Aug. 1890. 
It was of the nature of a trade fixture. Two 
instalments of the purchase-money were paid by 
the co., but they failed to make any further 
payments. 

In Feb. 1891, the bankers brought an action 
to enforce their sccurity, a& receiver was 
appointed, who took possession of the colliery. 
In Mar. 1891, the co. resolved on a voluntary 
winding up, & a supervision order was made in 
May :—JIeld: the stipulation that the machine 
should remain the property of the vendors until 
it was fully paid for was valid, & notwithstanding 
the inclusion in the mtge. deed of machinery to be 
after erected, the co. could not confer on their 
mtgees. a better title to the machine than they had 
themselves. Consequently the receiver desiring 
to give up possession of the colliery, the vendors 
were entitled to remove the machine.—CUMBER- 
LAND UNION BANKING Co. v. MARYPORT HEMATITE 
Iron & STEEL Co., Re Maryrorr HEMATITE 
IRON & STEEL Co., [1892] 1 Ch. 415; 61 L. J. Ch. 
227; 66L. T. 108; 40 W. R. 280. 


Annotations :-—Apld. Gough v. Wood, [1894] 1 Q. B. 713. 
Distd. Huddersfield Banking Co. v. Lister, [1895] 2 Ch. 
273. Consd. Hobson v. Gorringe, [1897] 1 Ch. 182. 
Reid. Lyon v. London City & Midland Bank, [1903] 2 
K. B. 135; Re Glasdir Copper Works, Mnglish Electro 
Metallurgical Co. v. Glasdir Copper Works, [1904] 1 Ch. 
819; KEllis v. Glover & Hobson, [1908] 1 K. B. 388. 
Mentd. Thomas v. Je 3 (1896), 66 L. J. Q. B. 5; 

Pritchett Co. v. Currie, [1916] 2 Ch. 515. 


If annuitant not a party in the cause 
was in receipt of the rent of a tenant 
before the receiver was appointed, the 
tenant will not be attached for con- 
tinuing to pay annuitant instead of 
the receiver—Nason v. BLENNER- 


of asne incu 
a, wits of 


HASSET (1827), 1 Hog. 402.—IR. 


1. Appointment by deed—Subsequ 
appointment of another by court—Right 


amount 
ELLA Roce.La’s ESTaTE (1892), 29 


RECEIVERS. 





711. ——.]— By an agreement in 
writing, dated Nov. 11, 1910, G. M. & co., agreed 
to supply & crect upon the works owned by the 
firm of M., J. & co., the predecessors of deft. co., 
a complete installation of a patent automatic 
sprinkler for the protection of the premises from 
fire, at the price of £237, payable by annual instal- 
ments. In the event of default being made in any 
annual instalment, or of any breach of the agree- 
ment by the purchasers, the whole unpaid balance 
of principal & interest was immediately to become 
due. The agreement further provided that the 
basis of the contract was that the sprinkler instal- 
lation remained the sole & exclusive property of 
the contractors until the whole sum of £237 had 
been paid, & in the event of default the con- 
tractors might enter upon the premises & remove 
the installation. Deft., co., was incorporated in 
1911 & took over the assets & liabilities of the 
firm of M., J. & co., including their interest under 
the agreement. In Dec. 1911, deft., co. issued 
a serics of first mtge. debentures containing a 
charge in the usual form on the undertaking, such 
charge to be a floating security. On Oct. 18, 
1912, a receiver & manager was appointed in an 
action brought by the debenture holders to enforce 
their security. On Oct. 21 the last instalment 
under the agreement fell due & was not paid. The 
debenture holders had no notice of the agreement. 
On an application hy G. M. & co., for liberty 
to enter upon deft. co.’s premises & remove 
therefrom the sprinkler installation :—Held: the 
effect of the hire-purchase agreement was to 
confer upon ap pcts. an interest in the Jand to which 
the sprinkler installation was affixed & to authorise 
them, in the events which had happencd, to enter 
& remove it; the interest of the debenturc-holders 
being also equitable the ordinary principles of 
priorities applied ; & the intcrest being subsequent 
in date was therefore postponed to the interest of 
appcts.—I?e Morison, JONES & TAYLOR, LTN., 
CoOKES v. MORRISON, JONES & TAYLOR, LTD., 
[1914] 1 Ch. 50; 83 L. J. Ch. 129; 109 L. T. 722 ; 
30 T. L. R. 593; 58 Sol. Jo. 80, C. A 


Annotation Tas ps Hamer v. London, City & Midland Bank 
(1918), 87 L. J. K. B. 973. 


712. Purchaser of goods—Goods left on com- 
pany’s premises.|;—On Aug. 27, 1903, deft. co. 
issued first mtge. debentures, sccured by a deed 
of which the co.’s two managing directors were 
trustees. The deed provided that the co. should 
not sell its machinery without the concurrence of 
the trustees, but gave the trustecs an unfettered 
discretion to concur in any sale which in their 
opinion did not prejudice the interests of the 
debenture-holders. In 1912 the co. issued a 
number of debentures to deft. bank. The co. 
having got into difficulties, the two managing 
directors made further advances to the co. from 
time to time. In Oct. & Nov. 1916, the co., with 
the concurrence of the two managing directors as 
trustees of the deed of 1903, sold certain machinery 
to plitf. & the proceeds of the sale were applied in 
discharging the debt due from the company to the 
two managing directors. Under the agreement 
of sale the machinery was to become the property 
of pltf. immediately, but he had the right to leave 
it on the premises as long as he liked. On Dec. 18, 
deft. bank appointed a receiver undcr their 
debentures & on the same day another debenture- 
holder obtained an injunction restraining the co. 





L. R. Ir. 464.—IR. 

m. Whether executors prevented from 
making profit out of estate— After 
appointment of receiver.J—MINFORD ¥, 
ate & HUNTER, [1912] 21. R. 245. 


ent 


ancers to further 
collected. }—He 


Part [V.—Ricuts, Powers anp DUTIEs. 


from dealing with the property. The receiver 
appointed by the bank on going into possession 
declined to allow pltf. to remove such of the 
machinery as was attached to the freehold. On 
Jan. 29, 1917, the co. went into liquidation :— 
Held: by Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), ss. 17, 62, 
the property in the fixed machinery or, at any rate, 
the right to take possession of it, passed to plti. 
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as from the date of the purchase; the sale of the 
machinery was not outside the ordinary business 
of the co.; & that the concurrence of the trustees 
in the sale was reasonable, therefore, pltf. was 
entitled to the machinery as against the debenture- 
holders. HAMER v. LONDON CITY & MIDLAND 
Bank, LTD. (1918), 87 L. J. K. B. 978; 118 L. T. 
571. 


Part IV.—Rights, Powers and Duties. 


Sect. 1.—IN GENERAL. 

718. Receiver must act according to terms 
of deed.J—(1) A receiver under [a] deed, must 
act according to the terms of the deed (LorpD 
ELDON, C.). 

(2) Receiver of rents of estates conveyed to 
secure an annuity, discharged on acceptance of 
the price of the annuity with interest, deducting 
the past payments.—Davis v. MARLBOROUGH 
(DUKE) (1819), 2 Swan. 108; 2 Wils. Ch. 130; 36 
E. R. 555, L. C. 

Annotations :—Generally, Reid. Cooper v. Reilly (1829), 2 
Sim. 560; Paynter v. Carew (1854), Kay, App. XXXVI. 
Mentd. Portmore v. Taylor (1831), 4 Sim. 182; King v. 
Hamlet (1835), 9 Bli. N.S. 575; Pelly v. Wathen (1849), 
7 Hare, 351; Mansfield v. Ogle (1855), 24 L. J. Ch. 450; 
Bromley v. Smith, Boustead v. Bromley, Smith v. Bromley 
(1859), 26 Beav. 644; Webster v. Cooke (1867), 36 
Ore Ch. 753; O’Rorke v. Bolingbroke (1877), 2 App. Cas. 


Fry v. Lane, fe Fry, Whittet v. Bush (1888), 40 
Ch. D. 312. 


714. Powers distinguished from those of manager.] 
—Re MANCHESTER & MILFORD Ry. Co., Ha p. 
CAMBRIAN Ry. Co., No. 784, post. 

715. Duty to take care of property.|—The ct. 
does not expect them [receivers] to take more care 
of the property entrusted to them than they would 
do of their own (LORD ELDON, C.).—MASSEY v. 
ea (1820), 1 Jac. & W. 241; 37 E. R. 367, 


Annotations :—Consd. Owen v. Cronk (1894), 2 Mans. 115. 
Reid. Macdonnell v. Harding (1834), 7 Sim. 178: Vennel] 
v. Deffell (1853), 4 De G. M. & G. 372; Cocks v. Gray 
(1857), 5 W. h. 749. 

716. .|—A receiver appointed in an action, 
is to take care of, & receive the property which is 
put under his charge. He is not at liberty, & is not 
entitled, to bring an action in his own name; the 
reason being that he has no property vested in him 
(Cuitty, J.).— Re SARTORIsS’sS ESTATE, SARTORIS v. 
SARTORIS, [1892] 1 Ch. 11; 60 L. J. Ch. 634; 64 
L. T. 780; on appeal, [1892] 1 Ch. 19, ©. A. 

a ia :—Reld. Je Laye, Turnbull v. Laye, [1913] 1 Ch. 





717. Duty to receive.|—As receiver his [pltf.’s] 
business was to receive. He could not sue for the 
debt as a contracting party without the other 
contracting parties & infer that nothing was vested 
in the receiver (LORD SUMNER).—RODRIGUEZ v. 
SPEYER BROTHERS, [1919] A.C. 59; 88 L. J. kK. B. 
147; 119 L. T. 409; 34 T. L. R. 628; 62 Sol. Jo. 
765, H. L.; affg. S. C. sub nom. SPEYER BROTHERS 
v. RODRIGUEZ (1917), 87 L. J. K. B. 171, C. A. 
Annotation :—Mentd. Valentine v. Hyde, [1919] 2 Ch. 129. 


PART IV. SECT. 1. 

n. Liability of | receiver-general — 
For money paced in his hands by the 
executive.J—The receiver-general for 
this Province is not liable to actions, 
at the suit of individuals, for money 

laced in his hands by the executive 
o be distributed among them.— 
es v. DUNN (1827), Tay. 415.— 


order of ct. 


Q. Assessment o 


, amounts due on 
premium notes, }— 


ILL v. MERCHANTS 


r) n.— IN e 


| 


& MANUFACTURERS INSURANCE Co, 
(1881), 28 Gr. 560.—CAN 


_ bp. Sale of property—To satisfy 
judgment. }-—GREY v. ANDERSON (1917), 
50 N.S. R. 399.— CAN 

qQ. ——- Whether amounting to sale 
by court.|}—A sale of property under an 
by a person appointed 
receiver in a suit is not a sale by the 
ct.—-CHANDRA-NATH B 
WANATH oo (1870), 6 B. L. R. 


718. ——.|—Re Sarroris’s ESTATE, SARTORIS 
v. SARTORIS, No. 716, ante. 

719. Power to cut timber.|—A. seised in fee of 
land demised the premises to trustees B. C. & D. 
for five hundred years in trust to pay debts & for 
a charity ; B. one of the trustees being in posses- 
sion, & as a receiver appointed by the ct., cuts 
down £1,000 worth of timber, D. one of the other 
trustees consenting; 3B. the trustee for the 
charity or as receiver, ought not to take advantage 
of his having possession, without which he could 
not cut down the timber, yet the timber must be 
valued according to what it would be worth at the 
end of the term of five hundred years.—BAyYS v. 
BirD (1726), 2 P. Wms. 397; 24 I. R. 784, L. C. 

720. .||$—A.-G. v. BootTHBy (1860), 1 
Seton’s Judgments & Orders, 6th ed. 799. 

721. Collection of debts—Power to give time— 
Security obtained.]— Declaration, that K. was 
indebted to the firm of B. & S. ; that pltf. had been 
appointed by the Ct. of Ch. receiver of the debts 
of the firm, whereby K. became liable to pay pltf. 
when requested; that in consideration of the 
premises, & that pltf. as such receiver would give 
K. two months’ time to pay, deft. promised to pay 
in case K. omitted to do so within that time. 
Breach, that K. omitted, & that deft. never paid : 
—Held: sufficient authority appeared for pltf. to 
contract & sue, & sufficient consideration for 
deft.’8s promise.—WILLATTS v. KENNEDY (1831), 8 
Bing.5; 1 Moo. &8.35; 1L.J3.C.P.4; 181 E.R. 
301. 

Annotation :—Refd. Ward v. Shew (1833), 2 Moo. & S. 756. 


Receiver of partnership.|—-See PARTNER- 
sHip, Vol. XXXVI., pp. 485, 489, Nos. 1491, 1533. 

722. Retention of money as set-off—To private 
debt.|—A solr. who gets moncy into his possession 
in character of a receiver is not entitled to 
retain it as a set-off to a sum owed to him on 
a private account between him & the assignee.— 
Re CANNINGS, Hx p. WALSH (1832), 2 L. J. Bey. 39. 

723. On death of party entitled to payment.)— 
WHITE v. BAuGH, No. 1065, post. 

724, Payment of costs.|—Real estate consisting 
of agricultural property in Norfolk, the ct. refused 
to order the estate to be sold under R. S. C., 
1883, Ord. 51, r. 1, for the purpose of paying the 
costs of the action, in which a declaration of the 
rights of the persons entitled had been obtained, 
& a receiver appointed against their father, who 








r. —— Insurance policy. K-WEEKES ®. 
5 FRAWLEY (1893), 23 O. R. 235.—CAN. 

t. Recovery of tithes—Duty to give 
notice to debtors.}—Previous to filing 
- a bill for the recovery of tithes, the 
receiver should serve notice upon all 
the parties, requiring payment within 
a certain time to be fixed by the notice. 
—GRAVES v. GRAVES, Smith on 
Receivers, 186.—IR. 

a. Right to dbailif—To assist in 
collecting rents.}—A receiver will not 


ISWAS v, Bis- 
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Sect. 1.—In general. Sect. 2.] 


had previously been in possession & refused to 

account, but directed the receiver to apply any 

funds in his hands, after keeping down incum- 

brances, in payment of the costs.—MILES v. 

JARVIS (No. 2) (1883), 50 L. T. 48. 

Annotations :—Refd. Blackman v. Fysh, [1892] 3 Ch. 209. 
Mentd. Re HKobinson, Pickards v. Whealer (1885), 55 
L. J. Ch. ; Re Whiting's Settlmt., Whiting v. De 
Rutzen, [1905] 1 Ch. 96. 

725. Collection of rents—Action declaring rights 
to realty.|—-Rke MANCHESTER & MILFORD Ry. Co., 
Ex p. CAMBRIAN Ry. Co. (1880), 14 Ch. D. 645; 
49 L. J. Ch. 365; 42 L. T. 714, C. A. 

Annotations :—Consd. Re Knott End Railway Act, 1898, 
(1901) 2 Ch. 8. Refd. Taylor v. Neate (1888), 57 L. J. Ch. 
1044; Re Manchester & ord Ry. (1896), 75 L. T. 416. 
726. Without prejudice to right of incum- 

brancer-—Right to serve notice on tenants./—A 

receiver was appointed in an action in the Q. B. 

Div. under an order directing him to collect the 

rents of certain specified property, including pro- 

perty of which S. was in possession as mtgee., such 
order to be without prejudice to the rights of any 
incumbrancer who might be in or enter into posses- 
sion. The receiver gave notice to the tenants of 
the mtged. property to pay the rents to him, who 
informed him that they had already been served 
with a notice from S. The receiver not with- 
drawing the notice, S. brought an action in the 

Ch. Div. asking for an injunction to restrain the 

receiver from receiving the rents :—Held: although 

the receiver’s conduct was improper & n violation 
of the rights of S., S. was not justified in instituting 

a fresh action in the Ch. Div.; &, whatever might 

have been the course previous to Jud. Act, 1873 

(c. 66), such a proceeding since that Act was 

irregular, the proper course being to apply in the 

action & to the ct. in & by which the receiver was 

appointed. SEARLE v. CuoaT (1884), 25 Ch. D. 

723; 53 L. J. Ch. 506; 50 L. T. 470; 32 W. R. 

397, C. A. 

727. Duty to give notice or take possession— 
Effect of omission—Bankruptcy.|—By an order 
dated May 14, 1887, by which pltf. obtained final 
judgment in an action, a receiver was appointed 
to carry on the business of deft., & to collect & get 
in outstanding debts. By a further order dated 
Dec. 20, 1887, the order of May 14, 1887, was 
rescinded except as regarded the book debts 
mentioned in the four parts of the first schedule 
as to which the receiver was to continue to act 
for pltf. with power to issue to any of such book 
debtors a circular in prescribed form; & it was 
further ordered that the whole of the book debts 
mentioned in the four parts of the first schedule 
should be allocated to & accepted by pltf. in satis- 
faction of his judgment debt interest & costs; & 
after giving deft. power to redeem any of the 
book debts in the schedule by payment thereof, 
it was further ordered that in case any of the book 
debts mentioned in the first part of the first 
schedule should not have been paid by the respec- 
tive debtors or redeemed by deft. on or before 
Mar. 31, 18388, pltf. should be at liberty to give 
notice of the order of May 14, 1887, & of that 





be allowed a bailiff, at the expense of 
the estate, to assist him in collecting 
the rents, except in special circum- 
stances.— He ACKSON, Smith on 
Receivers, 45.-—IR. 


b. To pay over money — Necessity 
Sor leave of master.}—Deft., the owner 
of an estate may, by consent of the 

arties {n the cause, obtain money of 

m the receiver without any reference me 
be made to the master to inquire th 
whether there are any creditors not 


P erpaaa }-—A 


parties who have a right to it.—Ray 
v. BUTLER (1826), 1 Hog. 381.—IR. 

c. Collection of rents. 
recelver’s duty to collect the rents, but 
not to assume the management of the 
cause.—COLLAGHAN v, REARDON (1837), 
Sau. & Sc. 682.—IR. 


d. Duty not to meddle with rights 
receiver should not f 


dle with the 
OF calle eh ee p 
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order in the form prescribed in the second schedule, 
to each of the debtors mentioned in the said first 
part & to collect & recover such debts in his own 
name. On Feb. 13, 1888, the receiver sent to 
debtors mentioned in the first schedule of the 
order of Dec. 20, 1887, a notice requiring payment, 
& stating that deft.’s firm were closing up accounts 
with a former member, & that it was necessary to 
collect all outstanding debts. On Feb. 23, 1888, 
deft. in the action committed an act of bkpcy. 
upon which a petition was presented against him. 
On Apr. 4, 1888, pltf. without knowledge of the act 
of bkpcy. or of the petition, sent to debtors whose 
names were mentioned in the first part of the first 
schedule, a notice as prescribed of the appoint- 
ment of the receiver & the assignment. In May, 
1888, debtor was adjudicated bkpt. & the trustee 
claimed the scheduled debts :—Held: the order 
appointing the receiver did not constitute pltf. a 
secured creditor; the order of Dec. 20, 1887, 
transferred the book debts to pltf. but left them in 
the order & disposition of the bkpt. without notice ; 
& although the debts in the first part of the 
schedule were taken out of the order & disposition 
clause by the notice of Apr. 4, 1888, those contained 
in the other three parts of the schedule were in 
the order & disposition of bkpt. at the time of 
the bkpcy., the notice sent out by the receiver 
on Feb. 13, 1888, being insufficient.—He TILLETT, 
Ex p. KINGSCOTE (1889), 60 IL. T. 575; 5 T. L. R. 
269; 6 Morr. 70. 


Annotations :-—Reld. Ie Potts, Vx». Taylor, [1893] 1 Q. B. 
648; Ite Neal, He p. Trustee (1914), 83 L. J. K. B. 


1118. 

728. -.|—In 1891 a trader as- 
signed (inter alia), his business premises & book 
debts by way of mtge. On May 9, 1893, the 
mtgees., under the powers of Conveyancing & 
Law of Property Act, 1881 (c. 41), appointed A. B. 
receiver of the income of the mtged. property, & 
he entered into possession of the premises & 
carried on the business. On May 16 the trader 
committed an act of bkpcy., & on May 17 the 
mtgees., without notice of this act, commenced 
an action in which A. B. was on May 19 appointed 
recelver of the book debts by the ct. Neither 
the mtgees. nor A. B. ever gave notice of the 
assignment to the debtors; & A. B. received 
certain moneys paid in respect of the book debts. 
On June 16 a receiving order was made against 
the trader, & he was subsequently adjudicated 
bkpt. :—Held: (1) neither the appointment of a 
receiver by the mtgees. nor that by the ct. was 
sufficient to take the book debts out of the order 
& disposition of the bkpt. with the consent of 
the true owners, unless followed by notice to the 
debtors within a reasonable time; (2) as by the 
default of the mtgees. no such notice was given, 
the trustee in bkpcy., was entitled to the book 
debts & the moneys received in respect thereof.— 
RUTTER v. EVERETT, [1895] 2 Ch. 872 ; 64 L. J. Ch. 
845; 73 L. T. 82; 44 W. R. 104; 39 Sol. Jo. 689 ; 
2 Mans. 371; 13 R. 719. 


Annotations :—As to (1) Consd. Ite Neal, Hx p. Trustee, 
(1914) 2 K. B. 910. Refd. Re Collins, [1925] Ch. 556. 
Gserady, Refd. Re Crouch, Ex p. Smith (1902), 83 L. T. 











e. Whether receiver may become 
tenant of lands.J—Where a receiver of 
po penny was appointed, the ct. held 
hat he could not becorne tenant to 
any part of the cstate, either in his 
own name, or through the medium 
of a trustce.—MEAGHER v. O’SHAUGH- 
NESSY, Cited in Fl. & K. 196.—IR. 


: .J)— Upon consent of the 
arties in a cause claiming substantial 
nterests in the lands in litigation, the 
receiver over these lands was permitted 


}-It is the 





a OrAT IA 


Part [V.—Ricuts, Powers AND DUTIES. 


7129. : Subsequent incumbrancer taking 
shea notice.|-WIGRAM v. BUCKLEY, No. 501, 
ante. 

730. Notice to trustees of settlement.] — 
A voluntary settlement in favour of his wife & 
child by an insolvent settlor of his equitable 
reversionary interest in personal estate comprising 
stocks & shares not subject to an imperative trust 
for sale:—Held: void under Prevention of 
Fraudulent Alienations Act, 1571 (c. 5), as against 
creditors of the settlor, on the ground that it 
delayed hindered or defrauded pltfs. who were 
judgment creditors suing on behalf of themselves 
& all other creditors, from obtaining the advantage 
of the appointment of a receiver by way of equit- 
able execution of debtor’s reversionary interest 
which would have operated as an injunction to 
restrain the debtor from himsclf receiving the 
property. 

Notice of appointment to the trustees in posses- 
sion is, of course, necessary to perfect the title of 
the receiver, but this it would be his first dut-v to 
give (KEKEWICH, J.).—IDEAL BEDDING Co., Ltn. 
v. HOLLAND, [1907] 2 Ch. 157; 76 L. J. Ch. 441; 
96 L. T. 774; 23 T. L. R. 467; 14 Mans. 113. 

731. Sale of property— Power to send abroad 
for sale.|—-ASHBURY v. BIERSTADT (1894), 10 
T. L. R. 600. 

732. -—-—— Misfeasance claims.]— Woop v. 
WoopDHOUSE & RAWSON UNITED, [1896] W. N. 4. 


733. Duty to insure.|—A surety for a receiver 
is answerable to the extent of the amount of the 
recognisance for whatever sum of money, whether 
principal, interest, or costs, the receiver has 
become liable for, including the costs of his 
removal & of the appointment of a new receiver 
in his place. 

In many cases when reccivers are appointed 
there is an insurance already on foot, & then he 
takes over the policy, pays the premiums, & is 
allowed them on passing his accounts. It appears 
to me that it is consistent with his duty as receiver 
& that the ct. has itself sanctioned it, that he 
should make & keep this insurance on foot. ... 

Proper repairs of real estate appear to... bea 
matter which falls within the functions of a 
recelver, where the receiver is appointed to 
reccive the rents & profits (Currry, J.). 

The sureties for a receiver of rents & profits of 
real estate upon a recognisance drawn in the 
usual form are, notwithstanding the limited 
wording of the security, answerable up to the 
amount of their bond for all moneys for which the 
receiver himself is liable to account.—Re GRAHAM, 
GRAHAM v. NOAKES, [1895] 1 Ch. 66; 64 L. J. Ch. 
98; 71 L. T. 623; 483 W. R. 103; 39 Sol. Jo. 58; 
13 R. 81. 

Power to charge assets.]|—-See COMPANIES, Vol. 
X., p. 797, No. 5033 ; PARTNERSHIP, Vol. XX XVL., 
p. 400, No. 714 


On behalf of debenture-holders.)—See Com- 





to become a tenant of part of them, 
the adoption of such a course appearing 
to be for the benefit of the estate.— 
fer es v. FRENCH (1849), 131. Eq. RB. 


g. Duty to get in outstanding estate 
—Jurisdiction of court to order debtor 
—To pay sum due to receiver. }—KirRK 
v. Fa (1843), 5 I. Eq. R. 498. 


h. Right to bid for_lands for which 
appointed receiver.J—It is contrary to 
the practice & policy of this ct. to 
permit the receiver in the cause to 
h 


Harbour trustees, 


id at the sale of the lands over which 
e had been appointed.— ANDERSON v. 


ANDERSON (1846), 9 I. Eq. R. 23.—IR. 

k. Power to increase rates of tolla.] 
—Applt., as judicial factor of the 
Greenock Harbour Trust, claimed to 
be entitled to demand for sugar 
shipped into or 
vessels (foreign) at the port & harbour 
of Greenock the rate of la. 3d. per ton, 
being the maximum rate authorised by 
Greenock Harbour Act, 
rate was fixed by applt. in opposition 
to the wishes of resps., the 
who insisted that 
the rate should be only 10d. per ton, 
the rate fixed by ee: prior to the 
appoint of applt.:—Held: the 
judicial factor was merely a receiver of 
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PANIES, Vol. X., pp. 796, 797, 800, 801, Nos. 5029- 
5036, 5061, 5071-5078. 

Partnership property.|—See PARTNERSHIP, Vol. 
XXXVI., pp. 488-489, Nos. 1530-1545. 


Sect. 2,—CUSTODY OF BOOKS AND DOCUMENTS. 


734, Duty to produce for inspection.|—A pltf., 
although appointed receiver in the cause, cannot, 
before decree, be ordered, as pltf., to produce books 
or accounts in his possession for the inspection of a 
deft.—-MAUND v. ALLIES (1839), 4 My. & Cr. 503 ; 
41 KH. R. 194, L. C. 

735. .|—A receiver & manager appointed 
by holders of a debenture secured on the under- 
taking, property & assets of the co., & having in 
his possession as receiver all the books of account, 
records & documents of the co. of which he was 
formerly managing director :—Held:, not to be 
entitled to refuse production of documents material 
to an action involving a claim based on an alleged 
fraudulent conspiracy between him & the co. as 
co-defts., on the ground that the books & docu- 
ments are held by him on behalf of the debenture 
holders, & no longer on behalf of the co. as manag- 
ing director.—FENTON TEXTILE ASSOCN. v. LODGE, 
[1928] 1 K.B.1; 96 L. J. K. B.1016; 137 L. T. 
241, C. A. 

736. Right to production or delivery—Receiver 
for debenture holders—Securities deposited at Land 
Registry.|—The ct. has no power to order securities, 
which have been deposited with the Registrar of 
the Land Registry Office by a land securities co., 
to be delivered up to a receiver appointed in a 
debenture-holders’ action, or to a liquidator in the 
winding up of the co., unless such securities have 
been redeemed or sold.—SOMERSET v. LAND 
SEcURITIES Co., LTp., [1894] 3 Ch. 464; 63 
L. J. Ch. 880; 71 L. T. 512; 43 W. R. 1382; 10 
T. L. R. 670; 38 Sol. Jo. 733; 7 R. 564, C. is 





—— -———.|—Sec, also, COMPANIES, Vol. 
pp. 796, 797, Nos. 5029, 5030. 

737. As against trustce.| --Order on trustee 
to deliver up to receiver & manager possession of 
the premises & all books, papers & licences relating 
to the business, & necessary for the purposes 
aforesaid. Order held wrong in so far as it 
directed the trustee to deliver up the books & 
papers.—CAPITAL & COUNTIES BANK v. STEVENS’ 
TRUSTEE (1901), 17 T. L. R. 260, C. A. 

Court rolls.|— See CopyHoLps, Vol. XIII., 
p. 37, Nos. 399, 403. 

-—— Documents subject to lien.|—See Dits- 
COVERY, Vol. XVIII., pp. 114, 116, Nos. 657, 
658, 666. 














Partnership books & documents.|—See 
PARTNERSHIP, Vol. XXXVI., pp. 400, 455, Nos. 
714, 1205. 


the tolls & income of the undertaking 
& not its manager, & he had no implied 
authority to increase or destroy the 
different sources of revenue.—CaR- 
MICHAEL «tv. GREENOCK HARBOUR 
TRUSTEES, [1910] A. C. 274.—SCOT. 


unshipped from 


PART IV. SECT. 2. 


734i. Duty to produce for inspection. ] 
—MAXWELL v. MANITOBA & NORTH 
WESTERN Ry. Co. (1896), 11 Man. 
L. R. 149.—CAN. 

l. Right to production or delivery— 
Deed of conveyance.) — ASHWORTH vt. 
VANCOUVER TRUST Co. (B. C.) (1922), 
68 D. L. R. 746.—CAN. 


1880. This 


reenock 


RECEIVERS. 


Secr. 3.—DISTRESS. 

See DIstrREss, Vol. XVIII., pp. 286, 287, Nos. 
211-224. 

788. Leave of court—-Distress for rent.| — 
Tenants directed to pay their rents, in a given 
time, on the first application, or to stand com- 
mitted ; & the receiver to be at liberty to distrain 
on one tenant; the like as to paying rent.— 
MITCHEL v. MANCHESTER (DUKE) (1750), 2 Dick. 
787; 21 E. R. 477, L. C. 

739. —— Occupation rent found due by 
certificate—Leave not granted until certificate 
binding.]—The chief clerk, by his certificate, found 
that a certain sum was due from defts. as occupa- 
tion rent. Before the certificate had become 
binding on defts. pltfs. moved for leave for the 
receiver in the action to distrain for the rent, of 
that defts. should give some security :—Held: 
the motion must stand over until the certificate 
had become binding.—CRAVEN wv. INGHAM (1888), 
58 L. T. 486. 

740. —— Undertaking to proceed no further at 
law—Plaintiff suing for equitable relief.)—After 
order to elect to proceed at law or in equity, a 
receiver appointed by this ct. cannot distrain for 
rent, without undertaking to proceed in equity 
only.—MILuts v. Fry (1815), Coop. G. 107; 19 
Ves. 277; 35 BE. R. 495, L. C. 


Annotation: —Mentd, Fennings v. 
Beav. 1. 


Right to rent.|—Sce Scct. 10, post. 








Tiumphery (1841), 4 


SEcT. 4.—LEGAL PROCEEDINGS. 


741. Institution of proceedings—General rule.| 
—As a general rule, a receiver in a cause ought 
not to present a petition to the ct. ; but where he 
has incurred heavy costs in acting under the 
directions of the ct., & the parties to the suit, after 
repeated applications to them, neglect to apply 
to the ct. for an order directing payment of such 
costs, the ct., where great delay has arisen, will 
entertain the receiver’s petition, & order payment 
of such costs to him.—IRELAND v. EADE (1844), 7 
Beav. 55; 13 L. J. Ch. 129; 49 H.R. 983. 


PART IV. SECT. 38. 


7381. Leave of court— Distress for 
rent.}—An order had been made 
giving a receiver liberty to distrain for 
arrears Of rent. Upon the application 
of aw tenant distrained upon for dis- 
charge of this order, it appeared that 
the tenancy had determined more than 





—IR. 
738 viii 


Se 


788 ix 





rent, but he must not act oppressively. 
—LUCAS v. MAYNE (1826), 1 Hog. 394. 





DOUGLAS (1826), 1 Hog. 400.—IR. 
.}—Liberty for a 
is not confined to 





receiver to distrain, it 
any particular act or time.—ANON. m. IWVrit of 


742, —— ——.|—Generally, the receiver in a 
cause ought not to make any application to the ct. : 
if he finds himself in circumstances of difficulty, 
he should apply to pitf. to make the necessary 
application, & on his default the receiver may then 
properly apply to the ct.— PARKER v. DUNN (1845), 
8 Beav. 497; 50 BE. R. 195. 

743. —— .| — RODRIGUEZ v. 
BROTHERS, No. 717, ante. 

744. Ejectment.]—A receiver cannot pro- 
ceed in ejectment.—WyYNN v. NEWBOROUGH 
(Lorp) (1790), 3 Bro. C. C. 88; 1 Ves. 164; 29 
E. R. 423, L. C. 


Annotation :—Refd. Viola v. Anglo-American Cold Storage 
Co., [1912] 2 Ch. 305. 


745. Improbability of benefit resulting.|— 
The ct. will not empower a receiver to sue for 
debts due to the estate, where the proceeding 
would be oppressive to creditors, or it is unlikely 
that any fruits would be derived from it.—DACIE 
v. JOUN (1824), M‘Cle. 575; 148 BH. lt. 240. 

746. Proceedings oppressive to creditors.| 
—DaAcIE v. JOHN, No. 745, ante. 

747, In own name.|]— <A recciver, who is 
a solr., will not be permitted to bring actions 
against tenants, for arrears of rent, with the 
approbation of the master, in the name of a trustee 
of the estate, but in opposition to his wishes. 
Nor, in such circumstances, will the ct. refer it 
to the master to see, whether it would be proper 
for the receiver to proceed in his own name.— 
DELLA CAINEA v. HAYWARD (1825), M‘Cle. & Yo. 
272; 148 E.R. 415. 

748, —— .|—e Sartoris’s Estate, 
SARTORIS v. SARTORIS, No. 716, ante 

749. On behalf of persons beneficially 
interested.]—It is the duty of the persons bene- 
ficially interested, & not of the receiver, to make 
such applications to the ct. as may be requisite for 
protecting the possession. If the possession of 
tenants under the receiver is disturbed, & no 
application is made to the ct. to prevent that 
disturbance, the tenant is entitled to the costs of 
protecting his own possession.—MILLER v. ELKINS 
(1825),3 L. J. O. 8S. Ch. 128. 

750. —— Actions against tenants for arrears— 
In name of trustee of estate—Trustee not con- 


SPEYER 























state in terms, that he personally 
demanded the rent, if it states facts 
from which it appears to the ct. that 
the demand was personally made,— 
LANGLEY v. AYLMER, SPILLER_ v. 
io (1841), 3 I. Hq. R. 492.— 


-}—STURGEON vw, 


assistance — Whether 


six months before the order to distrain 
was nade, so that distress could not be 
made under 8 Anne, c. 14, ss. 6 & 7. 
The order to distrain was therefore 
discharged. No notice need be given 
to a tenant of an cay Hecate for an 
order giving a receiver leave to distrain. 
—PAXTON v, DRYDEN (1873), 6 P. BR. 
127.—CAN. 











738 ii. ——.]—ANON., Smith on 
Receivers, 148.—IR. 
7138 iii. -J—A receiver will 


be allowed to distrain land under 
ejectment for non-payment of rent, 
provided he leaves a sufficient arrear 
to sustain the ejectment.—Re Corn- 
WALLS (1824), 1 Hog. 146.—IR. 

738 iv. —— -]}-— NUGENT 9, 
NUGENT (1824), 1 Hog. 169.—IR, 

788 v. .—EYRE v. EYRE 
(1825), 1 Hog. 252.—IR. 

















738 vi. .]}—- NEWMAN wv. 
MILIS (1825), 1 Hog. 291.—IR. 


738 vii. -}~A receiver who 
has obtained an order for liberty to 
distrain, may exercise his own dis- 
cretion, as to the time of enforcing the 








(1826), 1 Hog. 335.—IR. 

738 x. .}——The ct. does not 
in genera] allow undertenants to be 
distrained by the receiver, but when the 
representative of the immediate tenant 
cannot be discovered, in order that an 
attachment might be applied for against 
him, the ct. will permit it.—ANON, 
(1829), 3 Ir. L. Rec. 1st ser. 35.—IR. 


738 xi. RYDER v. DICK: 
BON (1830), Hayes, 36.—IR. 

738 xii. —— .]J—ANON. (1836), 
1 Jo. Ex. Ir. 613.— IR. 

738 xiii. -)] — When the 
premises were sold & the purchaser 
was about to get into possession, the 
receiver on swearing that one-half 
year’s rent was due, & that if he did 
not distrain the rents would be lost, 
was allowed to distrain.—ANON, (1836), 
1 Jo. Wx. Ir. 613.—IR. 


738 xiv. J—~A distraining 
order will not be granted unless it 
appear by affidavit that the receiver 
personally demanded the rent to be 
distrained for, from the tenants. It is 
not necessary that the affidavit should 
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awarded in aid of receiver.J—A writ of 
assistance will not be awarded in aid 
of a receiver when acting under a 
general order for liberty to distraiu.— 
ANON. (1824), 1 Hog. 207.—IR. 

n. Right of receiver to enforce pay- 
ment of rent—By attachment. |—CANK v. 
BLOOMFIELD (1826), 1 Hog. 345.—IR. 


PART IV. SECT. 4. 


9747 i. Institution of proceedinys— 
In own name.}—The receiver of a 
trust estate cannot sue in his own 
name to recover funds belonging to 
the estate.—SHALLCROSS v. GARESCHE 
(1897), 5 B. C. R. 320.—CAN. 

747 ii. .~A ct. may 
authorise a receiver to sue in his own 
name.—JAGAT TARINI Dast v. NABA 
GopaL CHAKI (1907), I. L. R. 34 Cale, 
305.—IND. 


Oo. Necessity for leave of court 
—Debt recovery.s—Where a _ receiver 
appointed to manage an estate finds 
it necessary to sue for debts due to it, 
an application for permission to do 
so must be made, supported by 











Part IV.—Riauts, Powers anp DUTIEs. 


senting.|— DELLA CAINEA v. HAYWARD, No. 747, 
nte. 
° 751. Receiver appointed to collect debts.|— 
WILLATTS v. KENNEDY, No. 721, ante. 
7152. Parties to action refusing—Recovery 
of costs incurred.|—-IRELAND v. EApDE, No. 741, 
ante. 








7538. ——- ———.|—PARKER v. DUNN, No. 742, 
ante. 
754. ——- Bankruptcy proceedings— Right to 


prove.|—When a receiver in the cause, without 
obtaining leave from the ct., proved against the 
estate of a bkpt. legatee, who was a debtor to the 
estate :—Held: the receiver must be treated for 
this purpose as having authority.— ARMSTRONG 
ARMSTRONG (1871), L. R. 12 Hq. 614; 25 1. 
199; 19 W. R. 971. 

‘Annotations :-—Retd. Re Watson, Turner v. Watson, Paeee 1 

Ch. 925; Re Sewell, White v. Sewell, [1909] 1 Ch 


Mentd. Joseph v. Goode, Joseph v. Goode, Fisher v. Goods 
(1875), 23 W. R. 225. 


755. —— Right to present bankruptcy 
petition.|—[A receiver] could not apply the money 
to his own use, but would be bound to bring it 
within the power of the ct. in order that the ct. 
might exercise its functions with respect to it. 
That being so, it appears to me that this is not 
a good petitioning creditor’s debt. It certainly 
is not at law a good petitioning creditor’s debt, 
nor, so far as I understand the matter is it a good 
debt in equity (COCKBURN, C..J.).—/2e MUIRHEAD, 
Ea p. MUIRHEAD (1876), 2 Ch. D. 22; 45 J. J. 
Bey. 65; 34 7. T. 308; 24 W. R. 351, CLA. 


Annotations :—Distd. Ze Lewis: Kx p. Harris (1876), ch ie 
423. Fo d. Re Sacker, Ex p. Sacker (1888), 22 Q. 
Mentd. Re Rayner, Hr p. Neue (1877), 37 i 1" 





38: Re Fryer, Ex p. Fryer (1886), 17 Q. B. D718; Jee 
O'Gorman, ae P ale, (1899] 2 Q. B. 62; Le Debtors, 
[1927] 1 Ch. 

756. -|— Re SACKER, L'a p. 











SACKER, No. 759, post. 

757. -|—On the dissolution of 
a firm of stockbrokers by the death of one of the 
partners the partnership assets, including a debt 
due to the late firm in respect of certain Stock 
Kixchange transactions, were assigned by the 
surviving partners to L. for the purpose of winding 
up the partnership, & notice of the assignment 
was served on debtor. L. then recovered judgment 
for the amount of the debt. Subsequently an 
action was commenced in the Ch. Div. for the 
winding up of the partnership, & in that action 
& receiver was appointed of the partnership 
assets. The receiver took an assignment of 
the judgment debt from L., & obtained leave to 
issue execution. He then served a bkpcy. notice 
on debtor, & on the failure of debtor to comply 
with the notice a bkpcy. petition was presented 
against him by the receiver, the surviving partners, 


affidavits showing the expediency of 
instituting such proceedings.—THOMAS 
v, ee 1 Ch. Ch. 9.—CAN. 
——.J—O’RRIEN v. CHRISTIE 
(1887), 89 30 N. 8. R. 145.—CAN, 
—— Bjertment. rie iS 
Kunpu v. pipes a ee «Re 
18 Calc. 477.—IND. 





— 














r. .}—COOKE »#, Cun- 
tae Smith on Receivers, 170. e. 











.--J ae uarray ”, 
Fanwun (1838), 6 Ir. L. Rec. N. 8. 161. 








a. -+—-In a suit instituted 
by a receiver who did not first obtain 
leave of ct. but who subsequently 
obtained Jeave to continue the pro- 
ceedings :—Held : the failure to obtain v, 
leave prior to the institution of suit 
was cured by subsequent leave,— 
RUSTOMJEE DHANJIBHAL SETHNA ¥ 


J -—VOL. XXXIX. 





FREDERIC GAFBELE (1918), I. L. R. 
46 Cale. 352.—IND. 


b. —— Injunction. }—NAne 
v. al (LORD) (1824), 1 Hog. 142. 


ae, 


MASON (1! (1841), Fl. & K. 429 -—IR. 


d. —— Attachment. -—MAHONY 
v. AYLWARD (1827), 2 Mol. 401.— IR. 


Appointment of another re- 
ceiver — Necessity for second receiver 
to be made party.}—When a ig ted 
appointed under Code of Civil 
cedure, s. 503, institutes civil proceed: 
ings & is then replaced by another 
receiver, it is necessary that the new 
receiver should be made a party to k. 
those proceedings.—AKULA v; 

DHELLUI JAGANNADHA Row (1905), 
I. L. R. 28 Mad. 157.—IND. l. 


f. pr houses for reference as 
to renewal }+-The receiver is the 
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& the personal representatives of the deceased 
partner :—Held: inasmuch as the receiver had 
obtained an assignment of the judgment debt 
he was a creditor entitled to present a bkpcy. 
petition. Re Macoun, [1904] 2 K. B. 7003° 713 
L. J. K. B. 892; 91 L. T. 276; 53 W. R. 197; 
48 Sol. Jo. 672 3 "11 Mans. 264, C. A. 

758. In name of bankrupt executor or 
administrator.]|—An action was commenced in the 
ct. of one of the Vice-Chancellors for the ad- 
ministration of the estate of testator, against the 
administrator with the will annexed. The ad- 
ministrator, being interested in the capacity in 
the estate of another testator, commenced an 
action for the administration of his estate in the 
ct. of a different Vice-Chancellor, & then became 
bkpt. fPltf. in the first suit moved in that suit 
that a receiver of the estate might be appointed, 
& that pltf. might be permitted to prosecute the 
second action in the name of the administrator :— 
Held: pltf. was entitled to the order asked for, 
& it was properly made in that ct. to which 
the first action was attached. 

In such a case it is not the modern practice 
to permit the receiver to carry on an action in 
the name of a bkpt. executor or Cyr Tee — 
Rte Workins, Dowp v. HAWTIN (1881), 19 Ch. 
61; 30 W. R. 601, C. A. 

759. —— Action for chattels unlawfully de- 
tained.|—In an action in the Ch. Div. a receiver 
was appointed to collect & reccive goods comprised 
in a charge given to pltfs. by one of defts., including 
thercin any balance of the proceeds of the goods 
so charged in the hands of the other deft. An 





.order was subsequently made for the payment 


by the last-mentioned deft. to the receiver of a 
specific sum, being money received by him in 
respect of the proceeds of the goods, & comprised 
in the charge :—Held: (1) the receiver was not 
a creditor entitled to present a bkpcy. petition 
ae such deft. within Bkpcy. Act, 1883 (c. 52), 


Ti he is possessed of chattels as receiver, & 
those chattels are unlawfully detained from him, 
he may well be able to maintain an action to re- 
cover them as being the person in possession of 
them, quite independently of the fact that he is 
a receiver. ... But in such cases he does not 
sue in his character of receiver (FRy, IL..J.). 

(2) The petitioner is a receiver. . .. He could 
not sue for this sum of money in his own name 
cither at law or in equity. Even if he could by 
the authority of the ct. sue for it in his own name, 
is the money due to him personally cither at law 
or in equity ? At law it is certainly not. The 
debt was due to another person for whom he is 
not a trustee (LORD ESHER, M.R.).—Re SACKER, 


proper person to apply to the ect. 
for a reference as to renewal fines 
& the execution of a renewal by the 
parties, but it will be made on the 
application of the tenant on his offering 
to pay up the fines.—MORGELL v. 
Royce (1831), 2 Hog. 235.—IR. 

Right of receiver to authorise 
bailiff to make diatress.)— BiRci v. 
OLDIs (1837), Sau. & Sc. 146.—IR. 

h. Motton to invest balance.| 
—A receiver should not move that his 
balance may be invested, as such is 
not properly his motion. —Re CooPER, 
COOPER v. COOPER (1839), 2 I. Eq. R: 


155.— IR. 

Motion to let lands—In de- 
fendant’s actual occupation.J)—WRIXON 
v. VIZE (1843), 5 I. Eq. R, 276.—IR. 


Motion to set aside letting.) 
-~~—A motion to set aside a letting made 
in a cause or matter should not be made 


EB 


— MASON vv. 











ARADES 
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Sect. 4.—Legal proceedings. Sects. 56 & 6.) 


arn SACKER (1888), 22 Q. B. D. 179; 58 L. J. 
Q.B.4; 60 L. T. 844; 37 W. R. 204; 57. LR. 
112, C. A. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Consd. Re Macoun, [1904] 2 K. B. 
700. Refd. Re O’Gorman, Kx 7p. Bale, [1899] 2 Q. B. 62; 
Rodriguez v. Speyer, [1919] A. C. 59. 

760. Appeal against receiving order.|— 
After the death of one of two partners in a firm 
the surviving partner ordered certain goods in 
the firm name to be sent to the place of business 
of the firm. An action was subsequently brought 
against the firm in respect of the goods, the writ 
being served on the surviving partner. Judgment 
was obtained in this action against the firm, 
& a bkpcy. notice issued & served on the surviving 
partner on failure to comply with the require- 
ments of which a receiving order was made against 
the firm. An appeal was brought against the 
receiving order by the receiver appointed in a 
partnership action which had been commenced 
in the C. Div., & by the widow of deceased partner 
as his extrix. :—Held: the receiver had no locus 
standi to appeal against the receiving order.— 
Re JAMESON & Sanpys, Fx p CRESSWELL & 
JAMESON (1891), 8 Morr. 278, C. A. 

Annotation :—Mentd. Ite Wenham, Ez p. Battams (1900), 69 
L. J. Q. B. 803. 


761. Debtor’s summons.]— A receiver in 
Chancery can issue a debtor’s summons in respect 
of a sum due to him in that character.—Re 
Lewis, Ex p. Harris (1876), 2 Ch D. 428; 45 
L. J. Bey. 71; 34 L. T. 261; 24 W. R. 851. 
Annotation :—Expld. Re Sacker, Ex p. Sacker (1888), 22 

Q. B. D. 179. Our attention has been called to three 

cases. The first was Hz p. Harris, upon the headnote 

of which the registrar appears to have acted. But I 

think the judgment does not bear out the headnote. The 

receiver in that case was not merely a receiver, he was the 
holder of a bill of exchange &, therofore, a creditor 

(LOPES, L.J.). 

Debenture-holder’s action.|—See CoMPANIES, 
Vol. X., pp. 735, 797, 1189, Nos. 4597-4599, 
5034, 5035, 8437, 8488. 

Receiver claimant in interpleader pro- 
ceedings.] — See INTERPLEADER, Vol. XXIX., 
p. 474, Nos. 233, 234. 

762. Defence by receiver—Inquiry as to benefit 
to parties.|—Upon a motion, that a receiver may 
be at liberty to defend an ejectment, the parties 
interested being adult & consenting, a reference 
was made, whether it was for their benefit.—ANON. 
(1801), 6 Ves. 287; 31 E. R. 1055, L. C. 

Annotations :—Consd. Aston v. Heron (1834), 2 My. & K. 

390. Refd. Angel v. Smith (1804), 9 Ves. 335. 

763. By foreign creditor in foreign court. 
—C. was a merchant in London, who had accepte 
bills of exchange drawn on him by American 
houses, payable & dishonoured in London. C. 
took proceedings in liquidation with the consent 
of his English creditors, & with notice thereof 
to his American creditors, but without the consent 














by the receiver & the ct. will refuse 
such motion by the receiver with costs. 
—RICHARDS v. GOOLD (1844), 7 
I. Eq. R. 209.—IR. 

m. To make verifying affi- 
davit.}—The receiver in the cause is 
the proper perce to present the 
petition & to make the_ verifying 
affidavit for a receiver under 4 & 5 
Will. 4, c. 55, upon a tenant’s recognis- 
ance.—DALY wv. LYNOH (1846), 9 
I. Ka. R. 2.—IR. 

n. Action to recover rent.) — 
LLOYD v. 
269, 274.—IR 

oO. Compromise of claims.] — 
A receiver appointed to 
loan society constituted under Loan 





note & the I. 





eT 
e s e 





appointed 


Societies Act, compromised claims on 
romissory notes due to the society 
y taking a note & an I.0.U. from 

to the society. The claims 

compromised were on foot of renewal 
notes, though validated by Loan Fund 

a Fre - 1, Pile Frage edt ee 
e e o e compromise 

By :—Held o 
romises were valid under Charitable 
oan Societies Act, 1900, s. 4, & the 

receiver could recover on the note & 

1.0.U. in the county ct.—O’RRILLY v. 

BRYNE (1888), 22 L. R. Ir. eee a OREnay v. ALLEN, [1904] 


p.——— Motion to court—In matters 
wind up a of difioutty. }—Where a receiver ia his own responsibility.—ANon. ° 
y the ct. in an action, & " 


RECEIVERS. 


of these latter, who commenced independent 
actions against him in the cts. of New York, to 
recover the amounts due on the bills. The bkpt. 
had property in America available for the payment 
of the bills :—Held: the Ct. of Bkpcy. would not 
grant an injunction to restrain the actions in the 
foreign country, but permission would be given 
to apply to the registrar for an order that the 
receiver appointed in the liquidation might defend 
the actions.—Re CHAPMAN (1872), L. R. 15 Eq. 
oe 42 L. J. Bey. 88; 27 L. T. 628; 21 W. R. 
764. Joinder of receiver as party.|—A receiver 
has no interest in a suit, & there is no right to join 
a receiver with another person as co-pltf. in a suit. 
—SALTER v. GORDON (Lorp) (undated), cited in 
25 L. T. at p. 364, L. C. 
Annan :—Refd. Betta v. Thompson (1871), 25 L. T. 


765. ——.|—-LEWIS v. ZOUCHE (LORD), No. 679, 
ante. 

766. ——— Paid receiver appointed by testator— 
Administration of estate.|—A person appointed by 
the will of testator receiver of his real estate, with 
a salary, is a proper party to a suit for the ad- 
ministration of that estate.—-CONSETT v. BELL 
(1842), 1 Y. & C. Ch. Cas. 569; 11 L. J. Ch. 401 ; 
6 Jur. 869; 62 HE. R. 1020. 


Annotations :—~Refd. Finden v. Stephens (1846), 1 Coop. 
temp. Cott. 318; Stainton v. Carron Co. teat 18 Beav. 
TA Mentd. Alexander v. Brame (1855), 25 L. T. O. 8. 


767. ——— Receiver appointed in suit to establish 
priorities—Subsequent proceedings by incumbrancer 
not party.|—In a suit in which the priorities of 
different incumbrancers on an estate were deter- 
mined, a receiver had been appointed. A. B., 
who claimed to be first incumbrancer, not having 
been made a party to that suit, filed a bill of his 
own to establish his right :—Held: the receiver 
was not a necessary party, & but for the decision 
in Lewis v. Zouche (Lord), No. 679, ante, he would 
have been considered an improper party.— 
SMITH v. EFFINGHAM (EARL) (1844), 7 Beav. 357 ; 
3L. T.O.8.119; 8 Jur. 479; 49 EB. R. 1108. 

768. Motion against partners of defaulting 
solicitor—To bring in moneys misapplied—Money 
paid by receiver.|—A receiver, who had been 
appointed for pltf. in a cause, paid large sums of 
money to the solrs. of pltf., who were also the 
solrs. of the receiver. Some of these moneys 
were misappropriated by one of the firm, who 
absconded :—-Held: the receiver was a necessary 
party to a motion that the other partners in 
the firm should bring the moneys so misapplied 
into ct. —CHATER v. MACLEAN, Re LAWRENCE, 
Crowpy & BowLBy (1855), 3 Eq. Rep. 375; 
25 L. T. O. S. 77; 1 Jur. N.S. 175; 8 W. R. 
261. 

769. Costs of proceedings.|—-IRELAND v. EADE, 
No. 741, ante. 





a difficulty arises in the execution of 
his duties, he ought, as a general ruje, 
to submit the matter to the party 
having carriage, who is the proper 
person to bring it: before the ct. he 
receiver should not himself bring the 
matter before the ct. except in special 
circumstances.— WINDSCHUEGL Vv. [RIBH 
POLISHES, LTD., [1914] 11. R. 33.—IR. 


q. Defence of proceedings—Receiver 
should act on his own responsibility. }— 
The ct. will not direct the receiver 
what course he ought to pursue, as to 
taking defence to ejectments brought 
against the lands over which he is 
appointed, but will leave him to aot 


the com- 


on 
(1830), Hayes, 16.—IR 


Part IV.—Riautrs, Powers aNnp DUTIES. 


Sect. 5.—LEASING OR PURCHASING LAND. 


770. Power to let or lease — Without leave of 
court.|—ANON. (undated), cited 2 Maddock’s 
Chancery Practice, 3rd ed. 3038. . 

7171. —— J—DuRNForp v. LANE (1806), 
2 Maddock’s Chancery Practice, 3rd ed., 302. 

172. Receiver of foreclosed estate. |— 
A receiver was appointed over testator’s real 
property, & afterwards, by foreclosure, another 
estate became comprised in the property, & an 
order was made, that the receiver should include 
the rents in his future accounts :—Held: the 
receiver, with the approbation of the master, had 
power, without a special order of ct., to set & let 
the foreclosed estate under Ord. 64, 1828.— 
DUFFIELD v. ELWwEs (1849), 11 Beav. 590; 50 
Id. R. 945. 

773. ——— Receiver of property abroad—lInquiry 
as to term allowed.|— 2”. LINDSEY, No. 195, 
ante. 

774. Sub-lease with excepted covenants.]—- 
B. being in possession of a manufactory held under 
a college lease for twenty-one years, with general 
covenants, died; & a suit being instituted, a 
receiver was appointed, who provisionally agreed 
with I. to let the premises to him for twenty-one 
years subject to certain covenants with special 
exceptions as to repairs & damage by fire. After 
this agreement the old Iease was renewed & in the 
renewed lease certain new buildings erected by I., 
& excepted in his covenant to repair, were inserted 
as part of the parcels. J., wishing to give up 
possession, proceeded to remove his new buildings, 
was enjoined from so doing, & eventually a 
reference was directed to chambers, & the chief 
clerk certified that a lease could be granted to I. 
On an appeal from such certificate :—Held: the 
receiver was not in a condition to grant such lease, 
& the certificate is not correct.--WHITEHEAD v. 
BENNETT (1857), 5 W. R. 419. 


775. ——— For term of three years—-Reference to 
registrar.|—An application being made by a 
receiver of real estate appointed by order of the 
ct. for general directions as to letting & manage- 
ment of the estate of deceased, & particularly for 
leave to grant a lease for the term of three years, 
the ct. ordered the matter to be referred to the 
registrar for his report.—NEALE v. BAILy, Jn the 
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the et. will, without 
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Goods of NEALE (1875), 39 J. P. 568: 23 W. R. 
418. 

—~—-,]— See, also, LANDLORD & TENANT, Vol. 
XXX., p. 436, Nos. 965-969. 

Notice to quit.)—See LANDLORD & TENANT, Vol. 
XXX1., pp. 451, 452, 5438, Nos. 5982-5984, 6883, 
6884, 

776. Purchase by receiver— Without leave of 
court—Purchasing receiver a trustee.|—A receiver 
appointed by the ct. cannot purchase the property 
of which he is receiver without the sanction of the 
ct., even where the sale is made, not under a decree 
in the action, but by a mtgee. selling with leave 
outside the action. 

Deft. must therefore be treated as having pur- 
chased the house on behalf of the beneficiaries. 
She is entitled to a charge for the purchase-money 
& 4 per cent. interest, but, subject to that charge, 
she must hold the house on trust ‘‘ for pltfs. & 
herself in equal fourths’? (SWINFEN Eapy, J.).— 
NUGENT v. NUGENT, [1907] 2 Ch. 292 ; 76 L. J. Ch. 
614; 97 L. T.279; 23 T.L. R. 660; affd., [1908] 
1 Ch. 546, C. A. 


Sect. 6.—EXPENDITURE ON REPAIRS, ETC. 

777. Whether leave of court necessary.|— 
Receiver must pay in his money yearly, & must 
pay nothing out without an order, He shall pay 
interest for money kept in his hands even a quarter 
of a year after it ought to have been paid in. 
Inquiry directed as to that, though he had passed 
his accounts, & all parties declared themselves 
satisfied. —FLETCHER v. Dopp (1789), 1 Ves. 85; 
30 E. R. 242. 

778. Expenditure incurred without leave— 
After caution against expenditure.|—-GARLAND v. 
GARLAND (undated), cited in 6 Ves. at p. 800. 

71719. —— Inquiry whether for benefit of 
estate.|—A receiver is not to lay out money in 
repairs at his own discretion ; but under circum- 
stances an inquiry was directed; & the report 
stating, that the expenditure was for the lasting 
benefit of the estate, & by the direction of the 
trustees, the order for the allowance was made.— 
BLUNT v. CLITHEROW (1802), 6 Ves. 799; 31 BE. R. 
1315. 

780. -—— ——-,.] — Formerly a receiver 
was not entitled to any allowance for sums of 














PART IV. SECT. 6. 


770i. Power to lect or lease—Without 
leave of court.)-—BROCK vv. McoPHAIL 
(1861), 1 W. & W. (Eq.) 12.—AUS. 

770 ii. .] —- COLEMAN v., 
GLANVILLE (1871), 18 Gr, 42.—CAN. 

770 tii. .}]— WILKINS 7%, 
LYNCH (1823), 2 Mol. 499.—IR. 

770 iv. .}—A receiver need 
not apply to the ct. for leave to let, 
for six months subject to redemption, 
Jands which have been recovered in 
un cjectment for non-payment of rent. 
—VINCENT Uv. GUBBINS (1830), Hayes, 
29.—IR. 

770 v. .J--When the pre- 
mises are of stmnall value, the receiver 
will be permitted to let, & to distrain 
from time to time as may be necessary. 
— DEAN v. DONOVAN (1833), Hayes & 
Jo. 218.—IR. 

770 vi. ——~ ———.. --SRALY v. MUNNS 
(1839), 1 I. Eq. R. 332.—IR. 

r. Purchase of hotel furniture — 
Direction of master to bring purchase- 
money into court.}—WHITE v. TOMMY 
(1836), cited in Fl. & K, 196, 224.— IR. 

t. Power to accept renewal of lease.) 
—~ Upon an affidavit by the re- 
ceiver, stating an oppeeion to the 
head landlord, & disclosing the other 


i, —_— —— 

















any reference, inake an order for the 
receiver to obtain a renewal of the 
Joease.—-MULHALL v. O’BRIEN (1837), 
Suu. & Sc. 150.—-IR. 

a. Surrender of lcase.}—-Upon the 
affidavit of the receiver setting out 
the facts fully, & notice to all the 
parties in the cause, & no objection 
raised, an order will be made for the 
receiver to accept a surrender from an 
insolvent tenant, without putting the 
perio to the expense of a refcrence.— 

AVIDSON v. ARMSTRONG (1837), Sau. 
& Se. 135.—IR. 

b. Impeachment of lease. }—A motion 
on the part of the receiver, for a 
reference as to whether it would be 
for the bonefit of the parties, that 
proceedings should be taken to im- 
pene certain leases, was refused, it 

eing no part of the receiver’s duty 
to bring forward such a motion.— 
yas FISHER (1839), Sau. & Sc. 


c. Purchase by receiver of jointure.] 
—BODDING7ON v. LANGFORD (1845), 15 
I. Ch. R. 558, n.—IR, 


d. Right of receiver—To purchase 
lands of reversioner—Reversioner owning 
lands tm another right.}—KING  v. 
O’BRIEN (1866), 15 L. T. 23.—IR. 


777 i. Whether leave of court necessary.) 
~—-MACARTNEY 0. WALSH (1830), Hayes, 
29, n.—IR 

777 ii. -—-.} In a time of general 
scarcity & distress, the receiver of a 
minor’s estate will be authorised to 
lay out a sum of money in relieving & 
employing the poor tenantry.—Re 
JACKSON, JACKSON v. JACKSON (1831), 
2 Hog. 238.—IR. 

177 iii. A reference as to 
whether any sum should be laid out in 
repairs of certain premises held under 
the ct. was refused because primdé facie, 
a tenant is bound to repair the demised 
premises & the motion was @& voluntary 
application on the part of the receiver 
in the cause.—DorRSET wv. CROSBIE 
(1837), Sau. & Sc. 683.—IR. 

177 iv. .}—Craia v. A.-G., [1926] 
N. I. 218.—-IR. 


8. Sale of trees blown down 
by storm.}—CROFtTs v. Por (1839), Jo. 
& Car. 193.—IR. 


ft. Receiver appointed over tithe rent- 
charge—Funds received first applic- 
able in repairs to church.J)—Where a4 
receiver is appointed over tithe rent- 
charge, the funds realised by him are 
applicable in the first instance to the 


F 2 











RECEIVERS. 


Sect. 6.—Eapenditure on repairs, ete. Sects. 7, 8 


& 9: Sub-sect. 1.) 


money laid out by him on the estate without a 
previous order. But, according to the present 
practice, a reference is directed to ‘the master to 
inquire whether the transaction is for the benefit 
of the parties interested.— TEMPEST v. ORD (1816), 
2 Mer, 55; 35 E. R. 861, L. C. 

781. Inquiry whether repairs reason- 
able.|— Receivers & cominittees not to apply the 
trust fund in repairs to any considerable extent 
without a previous application. Upon a receiver's 
application to be allowed for repairs done, an 
inquiry was directed. whether the repairs were 
reasonable.—A.-G. v. Vicor (1805), 11 Ves. 568 ; 
32 I. R. 1207, L. ©. 

782. Authority to propose repairs— Order 
directing management.|—-The direction in an order 
appointing a receiver that he shall manage as well 
as set & let the estate, authorises him to propose 
to the master, from time to time, to make ordinary 
repairs to the buildings on the estate.—THORNIILIL 
v. THORNHILL (1545), 14 Sim. 600; 60 E. R. 491. 

783. Receiver of rents & profits of real estate—- 
Duty to effect proper repairs.|——-Re GRAIIAM. 
GRAHAM 1, NOAKES, No. 733, ante. 














StcT. 7,—DISCHARGE OF OUTGOINGS. 

784, General rule.|—A receiver is a term... 
meaning a person who receives rents or other 
income paying ascertained outgoings, but who does 
not... manaye the property in the sense of 
buying or selling or anything of that kind... . 
The receiver merely took the incon.:, & paid 
necessary outgoings, & the manager carried on the 
trade or business in the way J have mentioned 
(JESSEL, M.R.)— He MANCHESTER & MILFORD 
Ry. Co., Fa pp. CAMBRIAN Ry. Co. (1880), 14 
Ch. D. 645; 491. J. Ch. 865; 42 L. T. 714, C. A. 
Annotations :— Consd. Taylor v. Neate (1888), 57 Ty. J. Ch. 


1044, Refd. J?e Manchester & Milford Hy. (1896), 75 
op aa 416; Je Knott End Railway Act, 1898, [1901] 2 


785. Receiver of mortgaged estate—Interest— 
Rents not appropriated—Receiver to keep down 
interest.|— On a bill by infant tenant in tail, 
a receiver was appointed, with an order to keep 
down the interest of incunibrances out of the rents. 
lle kept down accordingly the interest of all but 
one mtge., the interest) of which, belonging to 
infants, was never applied for, except a small 
portion for maintenance, the residue of the rents 
being paid into ct. to the credit of the cause. 
Tenant in tail, coming of age, suffers a recovery, 
& resettles the estate, & afterwards dics. The 
master, by his report, having certified that deceased 
was not bound, while tenant in tail, to keep down 
the interest of the incuinbrances, & consequently 
that the rents paid into ct., during that time, 
belonged to his personal representatives; the 
party claiming to be entitled to the estate under 
the settlement petitioned for Jeave to except to 
the report, on the following grounds: (a) that in 





repairs of the church.—CULLEN 1, 


da, HR. 455; 


MARQUETTE RAILROAD Co. (1912), 11 
J4 Exch, CG. R. 105.—- 


the case of an infant tenant in tail, the interest of 
incumbrances ought to be kept down out of the 
rents; (b) that the direction to the receiver to keep 
down the interest, amounted to an appropriation 
of so much of the rents to that purpose 3 & (¢) that 
deceased by not claiming the fund when of age. 
showed an intention that it} should be so appro- 
priated :—Held: (1) the general question could 
only arise in favour of a remainderman or re- 
versioner, & all such rights were in this case barred 
by the recovery 3; (2) the order was not meant to 
vary the rights of the real & personal representa- 
tives, but to prevent the incumbrancers from being 
prejudiced by the ct. taking the cstate into its 
custody, «& also to protect the estate from hostile 
proceedings on the part of creditors; & did not 
amount to an appropriation; (8) there was 
nothing in the circumstances to alter the character 
of the property, which, consisting of rents paid into 
ct., & neither applied in payment of interest, nor 
appropriated for such payment, was personal 

estate, & to be dealt) with as such.--BERTIE v. 

ABINGDON (EAR) (1817), 3 Mer. 560; 36 E. i. 

215. 

Annotations :—As to (2) Consd. te Hoare, Hoare vr. Owen, 
[1892] 3 Ch. 94. Generally, Refd. Clarendon ©. Barham 
(1842), 1 Y. & GC. Ch. Cas. 688; Penney v. Todd (1878), 
AN bee 502. Mentd. Burges r. Mawbey (1825), Turn. & 

Ve di. 

786. Mortgagee’s right to 
account after expiration of term./—A mtgec. of a 
term created for raising portions, & expired, is not 
entitled to an account of rents & profits in the 
hands of a receiver, accrued before the expiration 
of the term,— GRESLEY v. ADDERLEY, GRESLEY v. 
HEATHCOTE (1818), 1 Swan, 573; 36 i. R. 510, 
L. C., 
annotations ¢--Consd. 7’e Houre, Hoare v. Owen, [1892] 3 Ch. 

94. Refd. Clarendon v. Barbam (1842), 1 Y. & ©. Ch. Cas. 

688; Hele v. Bexley, Whitileld v«. Bowyer, Whitfield «, 

Knight (1855), 20 Beayv, 127. 

7187. ——- --— |—The mtgee. of a 
life estate, over which a receiver had been ap- 
pointed, having taken no steps to recover his 
debt & interest during the lifetime of the tenant for 
life, was held not to be entitled after his decease 
to a fund in ct., which had been paid in by the 
receiver from time to time, after keeping down the 
interest on a prior imtge. affecting the fee; but 
the same was held to form part of the personal 
estate of the tenant for life, the mtgor.-- FLIGHT wv. 
CAMAC (1856), 25 TL. J. Ch. 65435 4 W. RR. 661, 
TC, 

Sa ka ary s~Refd. 2e Hoare, Woare v. Owen (1892), 67 
ae e Sue 
788. ——-. --— Payment not ordered out of 

infant’s estate-— Unless master reports due.|— 

Ct. will not order the receiver of an infant’s estate 

to keep down the interest of a mtge. debt, unless 

the master reports it is due.--ANON. (1821), 6 

Madd. 9; 56K. R. 991. 

789. Duty to pay head rents./—.JAcons v. VAN 
Boo.eNn, La p. Ronenrs (1889), 384 Sol. Jo. 97, 
D.C. 

Annotation :—Distd. Nand v. Blow, 11901) 2 Ch. 721. 

790. Insurance premiums.|/—fF’ce GRATIAM, GRa- 
1AM v1. NOAKES, No. 733, ante. 
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(1839), 2.1. nq. R. 155. -IR, 


KILLALOR (DEAN & CHAPTER) (1852), a 


21. Ch, R. 133.—I1R. 


PART IV. SECT. 7. 


789 i. Duty to pay head rents.\— 
WalsH vv WatLsil (1839), 1 FT. Eq. JR. 
209.—IR. 

g. Application for lave to acttle 
claims, law costs, cte.|}—Re AMERICAN 
BRAKE SHOE & FounpDrRY Co, & PERK 


h. Payment of tithe rentcharge.j)—: 
A receiver appointed under 1 & 8 
Vict. c. 109, 5. 30, to pay the tithe 
rentcharge, is bound to apply the sume 
received in the first instance in dis- 
charge of the rentcharge & costs, & 
has nothing to do with the payment. of 
the head rent. on which the land may 
be liable.—SAUNDERSON a STONEY 


k. Receiver of morlyaged estate— Duty 
lu keep doun interest.) — Hurcuins 
f HUTCHINS (1854), 4 1. Ch. R, 224,— 


1 Payment of principal.J—lIn the 
absence of special circuinstancer the 
cet. will not order payment by a reeciver 
of principal money due on foot of an 
incumbrance.—J?e KRARNEY'S ESTaAts 
(1890), 25 L. R. Ir. 89.— IR, 


Parr 


SEcT. 8.—RAISING OF MONEY. 
Borrowing in priority to debentures.] — Sce 
COMPANIES, Vol. X.. p. 797, Nos. 5081, 5322. 
Defraying commission in mortgage of estate of 
lunatic.|— See Lunatics, Vol. XXXIILI., p. 221, 
No. 1306. 


SECT. 9.—POSSESSION, 
SUB-SECT. 1.—1N GENERAL. 

791. Nature of possession — Receivership of 
infant’s estate.|—SuAhe v. Carrer (1735), 3 P. 
Wins. 375; 24 E.R. 1108, L. ©. 

792. Receivership in  action.] — SirArP 
V. JARTER (1735), 3 P. Wms. 375; 24 EE. 1. 1108, 


L 





793. ——— Whether property in custodia legis.]— 
Money in the hands of a receiver is not in cuslodia 
legis in the same way as if it were in the hands of 
aw sequestrator.—lte IT0ARK, HOARE 1. OWEN, 
[1892] 3 Ch. 943 61 L. J. Ch. 541; 67 L. T. 45; 
41 W. R. 105; 36 Sol. Jo. 528. 

«lnnotations :—Consd. Preston v. Tunbridge Wells Opera 
Hiouse, [1903] 2 Ch. 3233 #e Metropolitan Amalgamated 
Estate, Fairweather v. The Co., [1912] 2 Ch. 497, 

794. Possession preventing operation of Statute 
of Limitations.|—'The possession of a receiver in 
a suit is prima facie the possession of the parties 
who obtained his appointment; but the solrs. of 
the parties who had obtained the appointment of 
a receiver having written a Ictter to the solr. of an 
outside incumbrancer stating that the balances 
of the rents would be paid to him :—Held: the 
possession of the receiver thereby became the 
possession of the outside incumbrancer also, for 
the purpose of preventing the Stat. Limitations 
from running against him.—PENNEY v. ToDD 
(1878), 25 W. It. 502. 

795. Notwithstanding appointment of liquida- 
tor.|—A co. issued debentures constituting a first 
charge on the whole of their undertaking & 
property, & empowering the holders, in the event 
of proceedings for the winding up of the co., to 
appoint a receiver invested with very ample 
powers of carrying on the co.’s business, & 
managing & disposing of their undertaking & 
property. An order was made for the winding up 
of the company, & an official liquidator was 
appointed. The debenture holders, under their 
powers, appointed a receiver & applied to the ct. 
that, notwithstanding the appointment of the 
liquidator, the receiver might be at liberty forth- 
with to take possession of all the co.’s undertaking 
& property :—Held: the ct. ought not to interfere 
with the right of the debenture holders to a 
receiver under their deed; & leave was given to 
the receiver appointed by them to take pos- 
session, notwithstanding the appointment of an 
official liquidator, but without prejudice to any 
question as to the powers of the receiver, other 
than the power to take possession & to sell the 
property._-Re HENRY PouND Son & LUtvtTcHutns 
(1889), 42 Ch. 1). 402; 58 L. J. Ch. 792; 62 L. 1. 
137; 1 Meg. 363; sub nom. Re Pounpd, Son & 
Hutrciins, £2 p. DEBENTURE CorPNn., 38 W. R. 18; 
5 'T. L. R.720, C. A. 

Annotations :—Distd. Re Stubbs, Barney v. Stubbs, [1891] 1 
Ch. . Consd. Strong v. Carlyle Press, [1893] 1 Ch. 268, 
Refd. British Linen Co. v. South American & Mexican Co., 
{1894] 1 Ch. 108; Davies v. Thomas, [1900] 2 Ch. 462, 
796. From when possession dates -— Order for 

appointment.|—MorrIson v. SKERNE IRONWORKS 

Co., Ltp., No. 689, ante. 


PART IV.*SECT, 9, SUB-SECT. 1. 
m. When made—Misappropriation of assets by purtner-—Riyht of receiver to follow assets. ]- 


1 Gr. 484.—CAN, 


POWERS AND Durriiss. 


797. ——- -.J—DPERUVIAN GUANO Co., LYp. 
v. DREYFUs BrotiEnrs & Co., No. 575, ante. 
798. .|—DEFRIES v. CREED, No. 881, 


799. From completion of security.) —- An 
order was made at the sult of an equitable mtgee. 
‘that C., upon his giving security, be appointed 
receiver,’ of certain chattels comprised in the 
security. After this order, but before security 
had been given, an execution creditor of the mtgor. 
took the chattels in execution:—Held: the 
receiver was not constituted receiver till he had 
given security, & the taking the chattels in 
execution was not a contempt of ct.—HDWARDS v. 
EDWARDS (1876), 2 Ch. D. 2913; 45 L. J. Ch. 391 ; 
341. T. 472; 24 W. R. 7138, C. A. 

Annotations :—Expld. /ée Watkins, kv p. Evans (1879), 13 
Ch. D. 252. Distd. Smart v. Flood (1883), 49 L. T. 467. 
Mentd. 2?e Walden, Hx p. Odell (1878), 39 L. T.333 5) Le 
Roberts, Evans v. Roberts (1887), 36 Ch. D. 1963. Tee 
Standard Manufacturing Co., 722 p. Lowe (1891), 39 W. J. 
369: Re Monolithic Building Co., Tacon v. The Co., 
{1915] 1 Ch. 613; Shears v, Jones, [1922] 2 Ch. 802. 

800. J}--A receiver was appointed, 
in an action in the Q. LB. Div., to receive the profits 
& other moneys receivable from the pawnbroker's 
business carried on by deft. Subsequently to the 
appointment of the receiver, but before he perfected 
his security, a writ of fi. fu. was issued to the 
sheriff to recover a sum of money ordered to be 
paid by deft. in an action in the Ch. Div., in 
pursuance whereof the sheriff took possession of 
certain goods & chattels in the possession of deft. 
including various articles pawned with her & not 
vet redeemed. The receiver perfected his security, 
& claimed the redeemable pledges in deft.’s house : 
—If[eld: deft., as pawnbroker, had a qualified 
property in the articles pawned with her & not yet 
redeemed, which was not intercepted by the 
appointinent of a receiver; & therefore the sherifl 
was entitled to hold such articles on behalf of 
execution creditor, & to receive money paid to 
redeem the samnne.—Ie ROLLASON, ROLLASON 7’. 
ROLLASON, HALSE’S CLAIM (1887), 34 Ch. D. 195 ; 
567. J. Ch. 768; 56 L. TT. 8083 86 W. RR. 607; 
3 T. I. R. 826. 

801. - -— ——.] — Re ROouNDWoopnp COLLIERY 
Co., LEE vr. RouUNDWOOD COLLIERY Co., No. 609, 
ante. 

802. - J—(1) In June, 1901, the pur- 
chaser under a contract for the sale of land paid 
a deposit, & was let into possession. ‘The pur- 
chaser did not complete, & litigation ensued 
between him & the vendor. In Aug. 1902, judg- 
ment creditor of the purchaser obtained by way 
of equitable execution, an order appointing himself, 
upon giving security, receiver of the purchaser’s 
interest in the land under the contract for sale, & 
at once gave notice of this order to the vendor, but 
did not perfect his security as receiver until May, 
1903. In the meantime in Jan. 1903, the pur- 
chaser being unable to complete, the litigation 
between him & the vendor was, without notice 
to judgment creditor, compromised by the contract 
for sale being rescinded, & the vendor paying the 
purchaser £110, not in part repayment of the 
deposit, but to give up possession of the property : 
—Held: as judgment creditor did not perfect 
his security as receiver until after the compromise, 
he had no claim against the vendor in respect of 
the £110. 

(2) It is rightly conceded that an order appoint- 
ing a receiver by way of equitable execution 
creates no charge on personal estate (FARWELL, J.). 
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Sect. 9.—Possession: Sub-sects. 1, 2, 3 & 4. 
10: Sub-sects. 1 & 2.] 


(3) The order [for a receiver] operates no doubt 
as an injunction (FARWELL, J.).—RIMDOuUT v. 
FowiuEr, [1904] 1 Ch. 658; 73 Ju J. Ch. 325 ; 
90 1. T. 147; affd., {|1901] 2 Ch. 93, C. A. 

803. —— Rents collected by plaintiff’s 
solicitor pending security.|—A solr. who reccives 
rents in a cause without the authority of the ct. 
will be ordered to pay them over to the receiver, 
& cannot retain them on the ground of lien, or set 
them off against costs alleged to be duc to him 
from pltf. 

It was the solr.’s duty to receive the rents only 
with a view to hand them to the officer of the ct. 
appointed for the purpose, as soon as the latter 
had completed his recognisances (LORD JYND- 
HURST, ©.).—WICKENS v. TOWNSHEND (1830), 1 
Russ. & M. 361; 89 Kh. R. 140, L. C. 


Annotations :—Apld. Re Birt, Birt v. Burt (1883), 22 Ch. D. 
it. Mentd. Mackenzie v. Mackintosh (1891), 64 L. T. 


804. -—-—-.]—In creditor’s adminis- 
tration action, brought against the administrator 
of an intestate deft. being a solr., & a member of 
the firm of solrs. who were acting for pltf., after 
judgment for administration had been pronounced, 
an order was made on the application of pltf. by 
his solrs. for the appointment of a specified person, 
‘upon his giving security,’’ to receive the rents of 
the intestate’s real estate, & to collect & get in his 
outstanding personal estate. On the application 
for this order deft. made an affidavit stating his 
approval of the person proposed. Before the 
receiver had perfected his security some moncy 
arising from the sale of furniture belon ring to the 
intestate was received by deft.’s firm, « appropri- 
ated by him, & he claimed to retain out of it a 
debt due to him by the intestate :—/Ield: by 
reason of the relation in which deft. stood to pltf. 
as a member of the firm of solrs. who were acting 
for him, deft. stood in no better position than he 
would have stood after the receiver had perfected 
his security, & deft. could not under the cireum- 
stances exercise his right of retainer.—/’c BIRT, 
Birt v. Burr (1883), 22 Ch. D. 604 35 52 1. J. Ch 
3973 48 L. T. 673 31 W. RR. 334. 

Mortgaged property./—See Morrcacr, Vol. 
AXXAV., pp. 526-527, Nos. 2577-258 t. 

805. Interference with possession—Contempt of 
court.] —DEFRIES v1. CREED, No. 881, post. 











SUB-SECT. 2.—OkDER FOR POSSESSION. 
806. Necessity for.| —~ FERGUSON v. TADMAN 


(1819), cited in 2 Sim. at p. 401; 57 FE. 1. 838. 

807. ——-.|—Course of proceeding to compel 
a deft. to deliver possession of estates to a receiver. 

First, there must be an order to deliver posses- 
sion (SHADWELL, V.-C.).---GREEN v. GREEN (1829), 
2 Sim. 430; 1 Coop. femp. Cott. 206; 57 EL. R. 
849. 

808. ..—The notice required by Ord. 88, 
May, 1815, does not apply to proceedings for 
appointing a receiver, but only to his taking 
possession of the estates when appointed. 

The Order is not, that no proceeding shall be 
taken to appoint a receiver, but that no receiver 
appointed shall take possession. Jt assumes that 
the receiver may be appointed under the decree. 
If not, why provide that he shall not take posses- 
sion without notice. That is almost equivalent 
to an enactment that he may be appointed with- 
out notice (LORD CorrEeNnHAM, C.).-—DRESSER v. 
Morton (1847), 2 Ph. 285; 41 1. R. 902. 








RECEIVERS. 


809. .|— Where an order appointing a 
receiver does not contain a direction that posses- 
sion of the property shall be delivered up to the 
receiver, a party in possession is justificd in 
refusing to deliver it up, & may retain it, paying 
an occupation rent.—RANDFIELD v. RANDFIELD 
(1859), 7 W. R. 651. 
Annotation :—Apld. Yorkshire 

(1887), 35 Ch. D. 125. 


810. When made—In order for appointment.}]-—— 
Crow v. Woon, No. 484, ante. 

811. ——.|—InNb, CoopE & Co. v. MEE, 
[1895] W. N. 8. 

Annotation :~— Consd. Pratchett r. Drew, [1924] 1 Ch. 280. 
812. Service of.|—-FERGUSON v. TADMAN (1819), 

cited in 2 Sim. at p. 401; 57 E. R. 838. 

813. Enforcement of-— Writ of possession.| - - 
In Oct. 1899, receivers were appointed in 
debenture-holder’s actions of the undertaking & 
of the property whatsoever & wheresoever both 
present & future of an English co., the order 
following the wording of the debentures. Among 
the assets of the co. was a debt due to them from 
a French firm. Jn Nov. 1899, P. & co., Mnglish 
creditors of the co., took proceedings in France 
for the purpose of attaching the debt due to the 
co. from the French firm. Pltfs. in the debenture- 
holder's actions moved to restrain P. & co. from 
intercepting, attaching, or taking in execution, 
or attempting to obtain payment of moneys due 
to the co. from the French firm, or from otherwise 
interfering with the receivers :—Held:; (1) the 
appointment of the reccivers made no difference ; 
for though the ct. can appoint receivers over 
property out of the jurisdiction, the receiver is 
not put in possession of foreign property by the 
mere order of the ct.3; something else has to be 
done, & until what is necessary has been done in 
accordance with foreign law, any person, not a 
party to the suit, who takes proceedings in a 
foreign country is not guilty of contempt cither 
on the ground of interfering with the reccivers’ 
possession or otherwise, & for this purpose no 
distinction can be drawn between a forcigner & a 
British subject. 

(2) The ect. will grant a receiver a wril of 
possession or a writ of assistance to enable him 
to recover possession & it will order tenants to 
attorn to the receiver (COZENs-HARDY, J.).—Re 
MAUDSLAY, SONS & FIELD, MAUDSLAY v. MAUDS- 
LAY, Sons & FIELD, [1900] 1 Ch. 602; 69 Ti. J. 
Ch. 347; 821.17. 378; 48 W. RR. 5683; 16T, 1. RR. 
2283 8 Mans. 88. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Consd. Re Derwent Rolling Mills Co., 
York City & County Banking Co. v. Derwent Rolling 
Mills Co. (1904), 21 T. L. 4. 81. Refd. New York Life 
Jusce. v. Public Trustee, (1924) 1 Ch. 14. Generally, 
Mentd. Bank of Africa v. Cohen, [1909] 2 Ch. 129; The 
Kronprinzg Olav, [1921] P. 52; Guatemala de Republica 
v. Nunez, [1927] 1 K. B. 669. 

814. —~—~ Time for delivery of possession 
must be specified in order—R.S.C., Ord. 41,r, 5.|—- 
Where an order was made directing delivery of 
certain premises into the possession of a receiver 
appointed by the order, but no time within which 
delivery of possession was to be made was specified 
in the order, it was held that a writ of possession 
could not issue because above rule had not been 
complied with.—SAVAGE v. BENTLEY (1904), 90 
L. T. 6413; 48 Sol. Jo. 507. 

. R.S. C., Ord. 47, &, g 

ExiECUTION, Vol, XAIL., pp. 585-590, Nos. 1632 - 

1700. 

815. —— Writ of assistance.|— Re MAaupsthay, 
Sons & FiELD, MAUDSLAY v. MAUDSLAY, Sons & 
Keun, No. 813, ante. 

-.|—See, generally, Ixmcurion, Vol. 

XXI., pp. 581, 585, Nos. 1619-1631. 





Banking Co. v. Mullan 











Part IV.—Ricuts, Powers anp DuvtIEs. 


816. ——— Attachment.]—-An auctioneer, acting 
on the instructions of the personal representatives 
of testator, sold & received the purchase-money 
of certain property forming part of the estate. 
Afterwards, not having paid the money to the 
representatives, he also failed to obey an order 
of the ct. to pay it to a receiver appointed in an 
action to administer the estate :—Held: he was 
a person acting in a fiduciary capacity, within 
Debtors Act, 1869 (c. 62), s. 4 (3), & was liable to 
attachment for disobedience to the order.— 
CROWTHER v. ELGOOD (1887), 34 Ch. D. 691; 56 
I. J. Ch. 4163; 56 1. T. 415; 35 W. RR. 3693; 3 
T. L. R. 855, C. A. 

Annotations :—Refd. | Etherington (1887), 57 
L. J. Ch. 176; He Gent, Gent-Davis v. Harris (1888), 40 
Ch. ID. 190; Ae Smith, Hands v. Andrews, [1893] 2 Ch. 
1; Re Cotton, Lx p. Cooke (1913), 108 L. T. 310. entd. 
Piddocke v. Burt, [1894] 1 Ch. 343. 

J—See RK. S. C., Ord. 42, rr. 7, 24, &, 

generally, CONTEMPY OF COURT, Vol. XVL., pp. 6 

cl seq. 


Preston wv. 








SUB-sECT. 3.—RIGHTS OF PARTIES INTER SE. 

817. Not affected.|— Skip v. HaArwoop, No. 
882, post. - 

818. -——-.; — A receiver may be granted on 
motion, notwithstanding the reservation of all 
matters under the decree, for this is a mere 
provisional order. 

This would have been a mere provisional order 
& would not have affected the question between 
the parties (LoRD HARDWICKE, C.).—COOKE v., 
Gwyn & Wiaur (1748), 3 Atk. 689; 26 1. R. 
1196, L. C,. 

819. Property held for party ultimately entitled.| 
—PORTMAN v. Minn, No. 588, ante. 

820. Property held for parties obtaining appoint- 
ment.|-—PENNEY v. Topp, No. 794, ante. 

821. Exercise of statutory powers —By trustees 
of settled estates..—Where the legal estate in 
realtv was vested in trustees during the life of 
R., during which period the trustees were to pay 
R. an annuity & accumulate the surplus rents, & 
® receiver of the rents & profits of such real estate 
had been appointed by the ct.:—-Held: the 
trustees were persons who could apply to the .ct. 
by petition under the Settled Estates Act, 1877 
(c. 18), s. 23, to exercise the powers conferred by 
that Act as being persons entitled to the possession 
or to the receipt of the rents & profits of settled 
estates for an estate for life. Semble: the 
appointment of a receiver does not take away the 
power of a tenant for life to grant leases under 
Settled Mstates Act, 1877 (c. 18), s. 56.—VINE v. 
RALEIGH (1883), 24 Ch. D. 238; 49 L. T. 440; 
31 W. R. 855. 

By 





822. tenant for life.|— VINE v. 


RALEIGH, No. 821, ante. 





SuUB-SECT. 4.—RIGUTS OF THIRD PARTIES. 
See Part ILI., Sect. 5, sub-sect. 2, ante. 


SeEcT. 10.—RIGHT TO RENT. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—OcCUPATION RENT. 

823. Liability of occupier to pay.|—- Deft., who 
is the owner & occupier of an estate subject to a 
charge which this suit seeks to enforce, will be 
compelled to attorn to a receiver, & a reference 
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will be directed to the master to fix an occupation 
rent.— EVERETT v. BELDING (1852), 22 L. J. Ch. 
75; 20 L. T. 0.8. 1386; 1W.R. 44. 

824. .} — RANDFIELD v. RANDFIELD, No. 


809, ante. 
-.}]—Pltf. in 





825. an ejectment action 
which was set down for trial, but had been stayed 
until another action affecting the same property 
& brought by deft. in ejectment against pltf. & 
others, should be ready for trial, moved for a 
receiver & for attornment to him. Deft. in eject- 
ment sect up a defence that in equity pltf. was only 
a sub-mtgee. The evidence in support of the 
motion showed that the property was wasting, & 
that, even if pltf. was only sub-mtgee., it was 
insufficient for the original mtge. upon it; & this 
evidence was not met to the satisfaction of the 
ct. :—Held: undcr the circumstances it was just 
& convenient within Jud. Act, 1873 (c. 66), s. 25 
(8), now to appoint a receiver; & an order was 
made accordingly, unless deft. elected within 
four days to pay an occupation rent into ct., the 
amount to be settled in chambers.—REAL & 
PERSONAL ADVANCE Co. v. M‘CARTHY & SMITH 
(1879), 40 L. T. 878; 27 W. R. 706. 

826. ——-.|— fe BURCHNALL, 
LACEY (1803), 38 Sol. Jo. 59, 

827. From date of order for receiver.]— 
The ct. will not, by an interlocutory order before 
the hearing, charge a party who is in possession 
of an estate, & who has been ordered to pay an 
occupation rent to the receiver, with the amount 
of such rent for any period antecedent to the date 
of the order for fixing the rent & appointing the 
receiver.—Lioyp v. MASON (1837), 2 My. & Cr. 
487; 40 H.R. 725, L.C, 

828. —— ——.|]— te BURCHNALL, WALKER v. 
LACEY (1898), 38 Sol. Jo. 59. 

29. ——- From demand—Mortgagor in rightful 
possession.|—In a foreclosure action against mtgor. 
T possession an order having been made for the 
appointment of a recciver & for the tenants to 
ittorn & pay their rents in arrear & growing rents 
vo such receiver :—Held: the possession of the 
mtgor. being rightful he was lable to pay an 
occupation rent from the date of demand by the 
receiver only & not from the date of the order 
appointing the receiver.— YORKSHIRE BANKING Co. 
» MULLAN (1887), 35 Ch. D. 125; 561. 7. Ch. 562 ; 
56 L. T. 309; 35 W. R. 593. 

830. Amount of rent—By whom settled— 
Master in chambers./— EVER"Tr v. BELDING, No. 
$238, ante. 

831. ——.] —- REAL & PERSONAL 
ADVANCE Co. v. M‘'CARTHY & SMITH, No. 825, ante. 

832, —— ——.|— Re BURCHNALL, 
WALKER v. LAcy (1893), 38 Sol. Jo. 59. 

833. Attornment to receiver.|— EVERETT v. 
BELDING, No. 823, ante. 

834 -]—Re BURCHNALL, WALKER v. LACEY 
(1893), 38 Sol. Jo. 59. 

835. .|\—He MAuUDSLAY, Sons & FIELD, 
eh ta v. MAUDSLAY, Sons & FIELD, No. 813, 
ante. 


WALKER Uv. 























Of tenant of parties.|—Sce Sub-sect. 2, post. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—AS AGAINST TENANTS OF 
PARTIES. 
836. Attornment—Order to attorn to receiver.| 
—A.-G. v. TANCRED (undated), 2 Dick. 798; 21 
i. R. 481. 


e 10, SUB-SECT. 2. 


836 i. Attornment—Order to attorn to receiver.}—MULLARKEY v. DONOHOE (1885), 16 L. R. Ir. 365.—IR. 
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Sect. 10.— Right to rent: Sub-sects.2 & 3. Part V. 
Sect. 1: Sub-sects.1 &2. Sect. 2.) 








837, .|-— Crow v. Woop, No. 484, 
ante. 
838. —— ——.] —fe Mavupstay, Sons & 


yy 


owen 
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No. 813, ante. 

839. Motion to compel — Whether tenant 
necessary party.|,—-Where a receiver is appointed, 

the person in possession refused to attorn, or 
to deliver up possession, if not appearing in what 
eight the possession is held, the proper course is 
to move that the person may attorn. It is not 
necessary, in the first instance, to make such person 
a party to the suit.—REID v MIDDLETON (1823), 
Turn. & R. 455; 387 E.R. 1176, L. C. 

840. Costs.| —- On a motion that 
tenants may attorn & pay their arrears of rent to 
a receiver, it is not the course of the ct. to order 
the tenants to pay the costs of the motion.— 
HoBnovusk v. HOLLCOMBE (1848), 2 De G. & Sm. 
208; 64 1. RR. 92, 

841. -—--./—A motion is made that 
a tenant may attorn {to the receiver or stand com- 
mitted. & notice being only served on the tenant’s 
solr. at his request, stands over, & he does not 
subsequently appear, but personal service is 
effected :—Weld : the receiver is not entitled to his 
Goo eae v. WILLIAMS (1863), J1 W. R. 
635, 

——~— Effect of attornment—Not attornment to 
owner.|—See Distress, Vol. XVIII, p. 278, 
No. 148, 

















RECEIVERS. 


842, Arrears of rent.])—The ct. will not make an. 
order upon a tenant to pay rent in arrear, though 
a receiver of the estate has been appointed.— 
SAMUEL v. (1823), 1L. J. O. S. Ch. 90. 


843, J—(1) A party, who is appointed by 








' the ct. as consignee of the produce of a plantation 


in the West Indies, is not entitled to claim the 
proceeds arising from the sale of produce from that 
plantation, which was severed from it, & shipped 
for this country before the time of his appoint- 
ment as consignee. 

(2) A receiver, when appointed by the ct., 
is entitled to receive rents then 1n arrear.-~ 
CODRINGTON v. JOHNSTONE (1838), 1 Beav. 520 ; 
8L. J. Ch. 282; 48 E.R. 1042, 

844. .)—A tenant who had not attorned 
to the receiver ordered to pay him the arrears of 
rent in fourteen days & the costs of the applica- 
tion.—HoBson v. SHERWOOD (1854), 19 Beav. 575 ; 
52 HK. R, 474. 

845, --_— Rights of garnishor.|~--PENNINGTON 
v. CAVE (1917), 144 L. T. Jo. 112, D.C. oo 

Right of receiver to distrain.)— See Part LV., 
Sect. 3, post. 

846. Pending execution of deeds of sale.|—QUIN 
v. HOLLAND, No. 478, ane. 





SUB-SECT. 8.—RIGHUTS OF THIRD PARTIES. 
See Part LII., Sect. 5, sub-sect. 3, ante. 


Part V.—Liabilities, 


SECT. 1.—LOSSES AND IMPROPER PAYMENTS. 
SUB-SECT. 1—IN GENERAL, 

847, Default of receiver-—Improper payments. | 
—(1) A receiver appointed by this ct. shall not 
make good a Joss which was not owing to any 
default. of his, for where the rents he has in his 
hands are large, it is a necessary precaution to 
remit it by bills to London rather than in specic. 
Where a receiver pays money to a tradesman, & 
takes bills for the sum, if he was in credit at the 
time, though he fails soon after, it shall not affect 
the receiver. 

(2) If the money had been lost by his wilful 
default, & placing it in what he knew at the time 


to be an improper hand, the ct. will oblige a receiver 
to answer the loss out of his own pocket.—KNIGHT 
v. PLimoutH (LORD) (1747), 38 Atk. 480; L Dick. 
1205 26 4. 1. 1076, i. C. 
Annotations :—As to (1) Consd, Re Parsous, Ye y. Belchier, 
ier p. Parsons (1764), Amb. 218. Apld, Kowth v. Howell 

(1797), 3 Ves. 565. Distd. Wren v. Kirton (1805), J1 

Ves. 377. Consd. The Prima Vera (1808), Kdw. 23. 

Dbtd. Sulway 2. Salway (1831), 2 liuss. & M. 215. Reid. 

Haw v. Cutten (1832), 9 Bing. 96. of fo (2) Reid. Raw v. 

Cutten (1832), 9 Bing. 96. 

848. o}--A receiver held liable for 
money which he had paid to pltf.’s solr., directing 
him to pay it into ct., which was never done.— 
DELFOSSE v. CRAWSILAY (1834), 4 L. J. Ch. 32, 


L. C. 








842i. Urrears of rent.J—~—A reference 
as ta the propriety of abating the rents 
of the tenants, & forgiving their arrears, 
etc.. was refuscd on the motion of the 
receiver alone, but afterwards granted 
upon the concurrence of the parties,— 
KVANS «. TAYLOR (1837), Sau. & Se, 
681.-~—IR. 

842 ii. — .}—Moork +. DONEGAL 
(MARQUIS) (1817), 11 1. Eq. RR. 364; 
affd., 11 1. Eq. R. 412.—I1R, 

842 ili. ~J--A receiver is entitled 
to all arrears of rent wipaid, when the 
order of reference for the appointment 
of a receiver is made.—HoLier v. 
HepGks (1853), 1 I. Ch. R. 370.--IR. 

842 iv. -1—RUSSELL t. RUSSELL 
(1853), 2 I. Ch. R. 574.—IR. 

842 v. .]~-Re ANNALY, C'RAW- 
FORD vt. ANNALY (1891), 27 L. R. Ir. 
523.—~IR. 

n. Attachment.jJj—Rent which fell due 
to uw receiver, before the purchaser 
Was put into possession, can only be 











recovered by aftachment.— PONSONBY 
v. PONSONBY (1825), 1 Hog, 321.—IR. 





Oo. -]) — BRENNAN Uv. KENNY 
(1802), 21, Ch. it. 670.--IR. 
p. Necessity for personal demand 


for rent.}-—If a tenant has once paid 
rent to a receiver, a personal demand 
of rent subsequently accrued due is 
unnecessary, & a demand by letter or 
by a third person is sufficient.—BROWN 
v. O'CONNOR (1828), 2 Hog. 77.-—IR. 
q. Whether rights of lessee interfered 
with—On appointment of receiver. |— 
Mom v. BLACKER (1890), 26 L. R. Ir 


37 o.— IR. 


PART V. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT, 1. 


r. General rule.}—There are several 
may be 
charged : one is where he has actually 
another where he 
Inight. have received it, if he had used 
CON- 


Wass in which a recciver 
received money: 


due diligence. — BryTauu v, 
CANNON (1847), 10 1. Eq. Kt, 351.—IR. 


847i. Default of receiver -Tmproper 
payments. J—A reeciver is only justitied 
in paying the person named in the order 
for payment, or on a power of attorney 
duly executed by him. Express 
authority for payment in any other 
mode must be shown by the receiver, 
on peril of being disallowed credit 
therefore in vouching his accounts.— 
Ree BROWNE'S LstTaTs, Ac pp. STURLING 
(1886), 19 L. R. Ir. 132.—IR. 

t. Liability to attachment.) — An 
attachment lies against a receiver as 
an officer of the ct. for default in com- 
pliance with an order to pay into ct, 
money found to be in his hands as 
receiver.—FAWKES w. GHIFVIN (1898), 
18 P. R. 48.—CAN. 


a. Liability of receiver for loss of 
interest——-By  nou-deposit tn bank of 
moneys collected.J~-The receiver of a 
town municipality will be responsible 
to the corpn. for loss of interest 
occasioned by his neglect tu deposit 


Part V.—LIABILITIES. 





849. Payment to-solicitor of creditors.} 
—The appointment of a receiver by way of equit- 
able execution sect out the names of creditors, the 
sums due to each, & the order in which they were 
to be paid. Instcad of paying creditors personally, 
the receiver handed the sums which from time to 
time came into his hands to the soly., who had con- 
ducted the action for pltf., & who had obtained 
the receiving order on behalf of pltf. & the rest of 
creditors. ‘These sums did not reach the hands of 
creditors :—Held: the receiver could not take 
credit for the sums so paid to the solr. is duty 
was to pay creditors himself. Waving failed to do 
so, he must recoup them by bringing the whole 
amount received into ct.—INbD, Coops & Co. v. 
Kipp (1891), 63 L. J. Q. B. 7263 10 T. L. R. 608 ; 
38 Sol. Jo. 651; 10 R. 5285 sub nom. IND, COOPE 
& Oo., Lp. v. Kipp, AITCHESUN & Clo. v. SAME, 
71 L. 1. 208, D.C. 

850. —-— Loss through avoidance of duties— 
Duties delegated to solicitor in cause.|—A. was 
appointed receiver, but the solr, in the cause alone 
acted & paid over the rents to the tenant for life. 
An incumbrancer compelled the receiver to pay 
the same amount into ct., & after payment of his 
clain, there remained a surplus, which was paid 
to the tenant for life:—Held: A. could not, on 
petition, obtain repayment by the tenant for lite 
or out of the estates.—GuRDEN v. BApcocK (1842), 
6 Beav. 157; 12 I. J. Ch. 62; 49 E.R. 785. 

851. —-— Loss through failure to invest as 
ordered.|— A receiver during the infancy of pltf., 
who had no guardian, was directed to place oul 
the surplus of the rents, when the same should 
amount to a competent sum, on govt. or other 
securities, having never placed it out at interest, 
according to the decree, the ct. directed that he 
should pay interest at 4 per ccnt. from the time 
of the decree, till the infant caine of age.—-HIcKs 
v. Licks (1714), 3 Atk. 274; 26 EF. ht. 960, Ti. C. 

852, - Rents lost through neglect—Receiver- 
ship improperly assumed. |—A solr. in a cause, who 
improperly assumes the character of receiver, is 
responsible for rents lost by his neglect.— Woon v. 
Woop (1828), 4 Russ. 558; 38 Jd. R. 916, L. ©. 

Receivers on behalf of debenture-holders.|-—Svce 
COMPANIES, Vol. X., pp. 792-793. 797-798, 802- 
8038, Nos. 4974-1975, 4980, 4982, 4983, 5037- 
0042, 5085-5091. 








SUB-SKCT. 2.— Loss THROUGH FAILURE OF BANK. 

853. Whether liable.|—A. is appointed receiver 
of an estate, out of which he is to pay B. an 
annuity quarterly. <A. acquaints LB. who his 
banker was, & that the money should be deposited 
in his hands for his use. KB. names another, being 
a person he used to deal with, & orders him to pay 
it into his hands, which A. did several times ; but 
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the money payable on Michaclmas being paid on 

July before, on Michaelmas Day the banker 

stopped payment, & became a bkpt.:—Held: the 

loss should fall wholly on the receiver, B. having 
no right to the money before that day.—SnaFts- 

BURY’s (LAMY) Case (1720), Prec. Ch. 558; 2 

Eq. Cas. Abr. 691, pl. 2; 24 E. KR. 250, L. ©. 
854, ---—.]|—Receiver not liable by the failure 

of testator’s banker at Bristol, with whom the 

receiver, when going to London to pass his 
accounts, deposited the money, intending to draw 
for it—RowtTiu v. HOWELL (1797), 3 Ves. 565 ; 

30 K. R. 1157, I. C. 

855. .|—- Ordinarily, a receiver depositing 
moneys with a banker is not liable to make good 
any loss which may be occasioned by the banker’s 
insolvency; secus, if he be in default for not 
passing his accounts, & paving the balance within 
the proper time; or if, not being in default, he 
derive a profit by the acceptance of interest on the 
balances which are from time to time in the hands 
of the banker.—-DrREVER v. MAUDESLIEEY (18-44), 13 
L. J. Ch. 483; 3 0. T. O. 8. 157; 8 Jur. 547, 
rh. C. 

856. Money paid to own account.} — Receiver 
charged with a Joss by the failure ef the banker 5 
having nade the remittances to his own credit & 
use; & not to a separate account for the trust.— 
WREN v. Kirton (1805), 11 Ves. 8773; 32 EE. RB. 
1133, L. €. 

Annotations :—Consd. Massey v. Banner (1820), 1 Jac. & W. 
241. Apld. White v. Baugh (1835), 3 CL & Fin. 4. 
Refd. Macdonnell v. Harding (1831), 7 Sim. 178. 

857. Money paid to surety’s account — Control 
relinquished.| —A receiver paid into a banking 
house the sums he received, to the joint account of 
his sureties, under an arrangement with them, that 
all drafts upon the sums so paid in should be written 
by one of the sureties, & signed by himself. The 
bankers having subsequently failed :—Held: the 
receiver was liable for the loss.—SALWAY Uv. 
SALWAY (18381), 2 Russ. & M. 215; 91. 3.0.8. Ch. 
152; 39 E.R. 3876, L. C.3) affd. sub nom. WHITE 
v. BAUGH (1835), 3 CL. & Fin. £1, H. |. 
annotation :—Mentd. Mactaggart v. Watson (1835), o CL & 

Fin. 525. 

858. Interest drawn on deposits.!-—-DkriEVER et. 
MAubDESLEY, No. 855, cote. 

859. Default in passing accounts —Payment of 
balance within proper time.! —DrEVER v. MAUDES- 
LEY, No. 855, ante. 





Sisct, 2.—RENT, RATES, AND TAXES. 

860. Liability for rent--~To purchaser— Sale by 
order of court.|—An order was made in an ad- 
ministration action directing the frechold property 
of testator to be put up for sale by auction. The 
conditions of sale provided that cach purchaser 
should pay the balance of his purchase-money, 


in the bank moneys collected by hit 
for the town.— EMERSON TOWN wv. 
WRicutT (1907), 6 W. Ta. R. 3865.—CAN. 

b. Position of receiver— is compare 
with executor or trustee. J—A reeviver 
occupies a position towards an estate 
in his hands different from that of an 
exor,, or trustee; the latter, not 
acting through or under directions of 
the ct., do not & cannot, in ordinary 
circumstances, create obligations bind- 
ing on the estate in favour of creditors, 
—-MOHART Bibl». SIVAMA Bint (1903), 
J.1.. R. 30 Cale. 937 5 7 C. W.N. 799. 
IND. 

6, On whom loss falls.}—When a 
loss arises from the default of a receiver, 
appointed by the ct., the estate must 


bear it.— TTUrcuiiNsSON 7. MOASSAREENE 
(LORD) (1811), 2 Ball & B. 49, 55.—IR. 


d. —~~—.]—The purchaser under a 
decree must bear any loss that accrued 
after the sale was confirmed & before 
he entered into possession, if it would 
have fallen on him had he been in 
possession ; but the funds in the cause 
Inust inake good to him uny_ loss 
occasioned by the misconduct or mis- 
mnunagement of the parties or the 
receiver.—D’ESPARD v. Hrap (1827), 
1 Hog, 486.—IR. 

e. Default of receiver-——License for 
hotel d& restaurant not obtained. ]—Re 
Hoy's Wsrate (1892), 31 L. R. Ir, 66.— 


PART V. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 2. 
853i. WaActher liable. }-—BROWNING &. 
RYAN (1902), 8 Nfld. L. RR. 553.—NFLD. 


PART V. SECT. 2. 


{. Liability for rent. -—-HAMILTON tv. 

Ligitton (1810), 2 Mol. 499.—IR,. 
: .—A receiver must inake 
good to the estate any rents which 
have been lost by his neglect. —Ie 
SKERRETY?rs (1829), 2 Woy. 192.--IR. 

h. .-A receiver only accounts 
for the rent which fell due before the 
gale day immediately preceding the 
time of his aceounting.—-BETAUIL v. 
CONCANNON (1830), 2 Hog. 205.—IR. 

k, ——.J—Theo primary duty of wu 








74 


Sect. 2.—Rent, rates, and taxes. 
Part VI. Sects. 1 & 2.) 


after deducting the amount paid as deposit, into 
ct. to the credit of the action, on or before July 21, 
1885, or, in default should be charged interest at 
the rate of 5 per cent. per annum until payment 
of the purchasc-money; & that upon such pay- 
ment the purchaser should be entitled to posses- 
sion, or to the rents & profits, as from July 21, 
1885. The purchaser of one of the lots having 
refused to comply with this condition, a summons 
was taken out, upon which an order was made 
that, on or before Apr. 7, 1886, or subsequently 
within seven days after service of the order, the 
purchaser should lodge in ct. the balance of the 
purchase-money, after deducting the deposit, 
with interest thereon from July 2], 1885. The 
purchaser then asked that after the direction for 
the payment of the money less the deposit, there 
should be inserted in the order the words ‘less 
the rents & profits of the premises from July 21, 
1885.’ He contended that there ought to be no 
difference made between a completion of a pur- 
chase, where the property was being sold under the 
direction of the ct., & when it was being sold 
outside the ct. in the usual way, the course then 
adopted invariably being to allow the rents & 
profits to be set off against the interest, the balance 
being either paid or reccived by the purchaser :— 
Held: a receiver being in possession of the rents, 
a direction must be inserted in the order that the 
receiver should pay the rents to the purchaser.— 
eee Day v. BONAINI (1886), 55 L. T. 329, 


861. ‘House occupied by receiver.] — TD. 
by will devised certain real estate to S. for life, 
with remainders over, & bequeathed his household 
furniture & farming stock to her absolutcly. 

Before his death testator had entered into 
contracts, binding on him at his death, for the 
erection of cottages on the land given to S. for life, 
& on certain other land which he had bought: in 
his lifetime, & which had by his directions been 
conveyed as a gift to the use of S. for life, with 
remainder to her daughter. His exors. stopped 
the cominpletion of the contracts making terms with 
the builders. An action having been brought 
for the administration of D.’s estate, a receiver & 
manager of his estate & farm was appointed, & he 
resided for some time in the house devised to S. 
for life, & used the furniture given to her & also 
used the farming stock in carrying on testator’s 
farm :—Held: S. was entitled to an inquiry what 
compensation ought to be paid her for the use & 
occupation of the house, & the injury done by user 
to the furniture & stock.—Re DaAy, SPRAKE wv. 
Day, [1898] 2 Ch. 510; 79 LL. T. 486; 47 W. R. 
ati ; sub nom. Re Day, Day v. SPRAKEK, 67 L. J. 
Ch. 619. 


Secls. 3, 4 & 5. 





receiver over a leasehold is out of the 
sub-rents to discharge the head rent, 
& this he is bound to do without an 
order of the ct. for the purpose. -- 
BaLFE 0. BLAKE (1850), 1 I. Ch. BR. 
365.-—IR. 


such 


of receiver.J—The receiver ought not 
to interfere in any litigation between 
the parties, & if he does so he will not 
be allowed the costs of a motion for t 
a® purpose.—COMYN  v. 


RECEIVERS. 


——.]-——See, also, COMPANIES, Vol. X., pp. 797, 
798, Nos. 5037-5039 ; LanpLorp & TENANT, Vol. 
XXXI., pp. 241, 270, Nos. 3802, 4147. 

862. Liability for rates—Water rate.|—METRO- 
POLITAN WATER BOARD v. Brooks, No. 603, ante. 

——.]—See, also, COMPANIES, Vol. X., p. 798, 
800, 803, Nos. 5040, 5041, 5063, 5064, 5094. ; 

Liability for taxes.|—Sce CoMPANIES, Vol. X., 
p. 798, No. 5042. 


SEcT. 3.—COSTS IN LEGAL PROCEEDINGS. 

863. Proceedings caused by default of receiver. | 
—BERTIE v. ABINGDON (LORD), No. 1030, post 

864. .|—GENERAL SHARE & TrUsT Co. v. 
WETLEY Brick & PoTTERY Co., No. 658, ante. 











865. Libel published in conduct of busi- 
ness.|—J?e STUBBS, STUBBS v. MARSH, No. 87], 
post. 

866. ——— Appointment irregularly procured.|-— 
Re Liuoyp, ALLEN v. LLOYD, No. 159, ante. _ 

867. -—— Withholding  information.| —- On 


Apr. 6, 1887, an order was made directing the 

receiver appointed in an action for dissolution of 

partnership, which had been transferred to the 

Bkpcy. Ct., to pay over the balance of moneys In 

his hands to the solr. in the action in respect of his 

costs. At this time the ct. was not informed that 

a claim had been previously made to the recelver 

by the landlord of bkpt.’s premises for rent due 

which had not been paid. The order of Apr. 6 

had not been complicd with, & the receiver now 

applied to the ct. for directions :—Held: the order 
of Apr. 6 must be modified to the extent that the 
amount due to the landlord should be paid to him, 

& the remainder to the solr., & the receiver, being 

the person responsible for the difficulty which had 

arisen, must be personally liable for costs.— 

Re SUFFIELD & Watts, Ha p. Brown (1888), 

36 W. R, 303 3 revsd. on other grounds, 20 Q. B. D. 

693, C. A. 

Annotations :—Reld. Ie ary task kv pp, Lioyd-George 
(1898), 67 L. J. Q. B. 412. Mentd. f’e Crown Bank 
(1890), 44 Ch. D. 634; Cole vw. Eley (1894), 38 Sol. Jo. 
5383 Preston Banking Co. v. Allsup, [1895] 1 Ch. 141; 
Re Wood, Fr p. Fanshawe, [1897] 1 Q. B. 3814; Le 
Deakin, lc ». Daniell, [1900] 2 Q. B. 489. 

868. Right to appeal.]— An appeal will 
lie against an order on an official receiver or 
liquidator to pay costs personally for such an 
order is equivalent to a declaration that such 
official has been guilty of misconduct..—Me RAYNES 
Park GOLF CLUB, LTD., Fv p. OFFICIAL RECEIVER, 
[1899] 1 Q. B. 961; 68 L. J. Q. B. 529; 80 L. T. 
388; 47 W.R. 4963 43 Sol. Jo. 383; 6 Mans. 316. 
Annotations :—Consd. Fc Tweddle, [1910] 2 K. B. 673 Ie 

Me Ie p. Official Receiver (1913), 82 L. J. K. B. 

Deposit of security for costs—Returned to receiver 
on termination of proceedings—Receiver for de- 
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excecutor to costs. }—BELAGH v. CON- 
CANON, HUGHES 1 CONCANON (1836), 
L. & G. temp. Plunk. 355.—IR. 

‘ .}~—A defaulting recciver can- 
not. have the costs of his proceedings, 





SMITH 


1, -—~.]—SAUNDERSON 1. 
(1839), 21. Ey. R. 153.—IR. 

m. Jo— Evuiorr 1. 
(1849), 1 Ir. Jur. 165.—IR. 

n. -+—A receiver appointed over 
a renewable leasehold, subject to a 
heavy head rent, & to the payment. 
of tithe rentcharge, will be required 
to pay the rentcharge in priority to 
the head rent.—MaDDEN v. WILSON 
(1854), 6 Ir. Jur, 129.—IR. 


PART V. SECT. 3. 
863i. J’roccedings caused by default 


STONEY 





ELLIOTY 





(1823), 1 Hog. 81.—IR. 

0. Right of plaintiff to  costs—--Out 
of moneys tn hands of receiver—When 
restraining order apjzilicd for. }—CROKER 
v, COPLEY (1824), 2 Mol. 469.—IR. 

p. ——---.]~-Re MONTGOMERY (1828), 
1 Mol. 419.-—-IR., 

4. .}) — A reeelver will be 
ordered to pay the costs of an attach 
ment which he issued erroneously, 
though acting bond fide, & only in 
inistake.—ROWAN «, DAWSON (1831), 
4 Ir. L. Rec. 1st ser. 126.—IR. 


r. Order for costs made against 
receiver—Death of pluintiff—Iright of 





until the sum found to be due from 
him, with interest, shall huve been 
paid in.—M‘BRIDE’S EXECUTORS _ v. 
CLARKE (1839), 1 1. Eq. R. 203.—IR. 

a. .) —Re DooLan (1843), 2 
Con. & Law. 232.-~-I1R. 

b. ~-——.] -—- CONYERS  . 
(1844), 6 I. Hg. lt. 657.—I1R. 


Cc. .l—Ift receiver suffer costs 
to accrue, which ought to have been 
prevented, he will be made to pay 
them.—Cook . SHARMAN (1844), 8 
[, Eq. lt, 515.—IR. 


d. Costs of judgment obtained 





CROSBIE 








Part VI.—INTERFERENCE WITH RECEIVER. 


benture holders.|—-See Comraniks, Vol. IX., p. 683, 
No. 4562 

869. Recovery of costs.|— IRELAND v. EADE, 
No. 741, ante. 


Sect. 4.—CONTRACTS. 

Receiver for debenture-holders.|—See Com- 
PANIES, Vol. X., pp. 792, 793, 800, 802, 803, Nos. 
4974-4980, 5067-5070, 5085-5093. 

Receiver acting as executor.|— See KXECUTOR, 
Vol. XXIV., p. 740, No. 7682. 


Sicr. 5.—TORTS. 
870. Trespass—In execution of duties.|—Plea, 


that the close was the close & freehold of P. & that 
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deft. as her servant & by her conunand committed 
the trespasses, etc. Heplication, traversing the 
command of P. P. was a minor & a ward in 
Ch. :—Held: the plea was supported by proof 
that deft. was the general agent of P. & receiver of 
her rents, appointed by the Ct. of Ch., & he did 
the acts complained of in the execution of his 
authority as such general agent.—LEHWER v. JONES 
(1846), 9 Q. B. 623; 161. J. Q. B. 42; 10 Jur. 
965; 115 BE. R. 1412; sub nom. URE v. JONES, 
8L. T. O. 8. 135. 

871. Libel—Publication in gazette managed by 
receivers.|—The receivers in an administration 
suit, in conducting a gazette belonging to testator, 
published a libel, & the chief clerk, acting under the 
direction of the judge, certified the amount of 
damages payable for the injury.—Re STUBBS, 
STUBBS v. MAarsi (1866), 15 L. T. 312. 





Part Vl.—Interference with Receiver. 


Sect. 1.—IN GENERAL, 

872. Whether allowed.|—IlouLpircl v. WAL- 

LACK, No. 631, ante. 
_ 873. --—.J—An interference with the receivers 
In possession by a person claiming to be entitled 
to the property, will not be permitted after such 
person has been warned of the position in which 
the property is placed, nor will the intention of 
taking ulterior proceedings to assert his title to the 
property prevent him from paying the costs of 
an application to commit hin for contempt.— 
Fripp v., BRIDGWATER & ‘TAUNTON CANAL Co. 
(1855), 3 W. RR. 356. 

874, —-—- Without leave of court./— <A recciver 
had been appointed of the lunatic’s estate, but 
that would not have prevented the mtgee. from 
asserting his legal right. if any, on a proper 
application made to the ct. for that purpose. 

When property is in or under the control of 
this ct., an application must be made to the ct. by 
a party claiming right to it. ‘he ct. will not allow 
an entry, or an ejectment, or any other act of 
interference, with its receiver; & there is no in- 
justice in that, because the party might at any 
time come to ask leave of the ct. to pursue or 
establish his remedy against the property, & the 
ct. seldom refuses leave to do so by an ejectment, 
or other action (LORD TRURO, C.).—Ne FRANKS 
(1851), 16 L. 1. O. S. 529, L. C. 








as ——.|—DEFRIES v. CREED, No. 881, 
post. 
876. --—— ——_—-- Interference by one receiver with 


another.}—WaARD v. SwiFT, No. 902, post. 

877. Order appointing receiver im- 
providently made.]|—RussELLv. HAst ANGLIAN Ly. 
Co., No. 691, ante. 

878. -|—-AMES v. 

Docks Trustrexs, No, 638, ante. 

879. Right of mortgagor to distrain.|---A 
mtgee. appointed a receiver of the income of the 
mtged. property under Conveyancing & Law 
Property Act, 1881 (c. 41), & gave notice of the 
appointinent to the mtgor. The mtgor. never- 
theless distrained for rent becoming due after the 
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against immediate lessar.J-—Dr Mont: (1902), I. Le. 2. 
MORENCY v. PRATY (1849), 12 1. Eq. hi. 
4 1.—IR. 

mnent.| — Semble ; 


PART VI. SECT. 1. 
874i. Whether allowed—V ithout leave 


: 30) Cule. 
Cc. W. N. 390.— IND. 
e. What amounts to—TWhether attach- 


way of attachment is an interference 
with the possession of the receiver.- 
of court.}—DUNNE v. CHANDRA KisORE | JOGENDRA NATH GOSSAIN v. DEBENDRA 


appointment of the receiver. The mtgor. claimed 
to distrain for the protection of the property, 
alleging that the receiver had been negligent in 
collecting the rent :—Weld: an injunction must 
be granted to restrain the mtgor. from inter- 
fering with the receiver, or receiving the rent. 

Semble: even if the mtgor. had proved negli- 
gence on the part of the receiver, distraining for 
the rent was not the proper mode of protecting 
Dy interests. -BAYLY v. WEN'T (1881), 51 L. T. 
764. 

880. Liability for loss occasioned.|—A firm of 
merchants having filed a petition for Jiquidation, 
& a receiver having been appointed, the solr. of 
debtors induced the receiver not to interfere with 
the continuance of the business by debtors, & 
undertook to indemnify him :—J/eld : such inter: 
ference with its oflicer was a contempt of the Ct. 
of RBkpcy., & such ct. could declare the party 
who had interfered, for such interference, & not 
because he was the solr., liable for the loss sus- 
tained by the estate through the continuance of 
the business, & direct an account for the purpose 
of ascertaining such loss, but that the account 
ought to be taken against the receiver jointly 
with the solr.—Re PLANT, Hap. LIAYWARD (1881), 
45 L. TV. 326, C. A. 

Right of landlord to distrain.|—See Distress, 
Vol. XVIIL., pp. 277, 278, Nos. 141-147. 

~-— Effect of bankruptcy.|—Sce BANKRUPTCY, 
Vol. V., pp. 956, 957, Nos. 7838, 7846. 

Injunction against interference with receiver of 
partnership.|—See PARTNERSHIP, Vol. XXXVL., 
p. 490, No. 1550. 

Rights of third parties—Leave of court to exer- 
cise.|—Sce Part ITT., Sect. 5, sub-sect. 1, ante. 


Szcr. 2.—CONTEMPT OF COURT. 

881. General rule.]|—In a suit for dissolution 

of a partnership a decree was taken by consent 

for such dissolution, with the usua] reference to 

appoint some fit person receiver to get in the 

0933 7 Navi GOsSALN (1899), LL. R. 26 Cale, 
127.—IND 


ra ° 


PART VI. SECT. 2. 
$81 i. General rule.}-—The conditional 
order for the appointment. of a receiver 
in chancery renders every party to the 


& proceeding by 
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Sect. 2.—Contempt of court. Sect. 3: Sub-sects. 1 


c& 2.] 


assets, manage the business, & sel] it as a going 
concern. Creditor brought an action before 
decree, & obtained judgment after; & before the 
receiver was actually appointed by order, sucd 
out execution, & the sheriff seized under the ji. fa. 
On motion to commit the sheriff for interfering 
With the receiver :—H{celd: the seizure was not a 
contempt of ct. 

Where the ct. has taken possession of property 
by its receiver, it defends that possession, & acts 
with a high hand, & with an assertion of autho- 
rity somewhat strong & severe, & proceeds upon 
this footing: If any one, be he who he may, 
disturbs the possession of the receiver, it holds 
that person as guilty of contempt of ct., & liable 
to be imprisoned, upon the principle that the 
officer of the ct., being in possession, he has 
disturbed that possession without the Icave of 
the cet. (XINDERSLEY, V.-C.). 

Till the receiver was actually appointed he was 
not in possession as receiver, & it appears to me, 
therefore, that creditor had a full right to proceed 
to execution (KINDERSLEY, V.-C.).—DEFRIES 1. 
CREED (1865), 6 New Rep. 173 34 L. J. Ch. 607; 
J2 L. T. 262; 11 Jur. N.S. 360; 13 W. R. 682. 
stuinglation :—Refd. Kdwards v. Edwards (1876), 45 L. J. Ch. 





882. Interference amounting to contempt — 
Interference before order drawn up— By person 
cognisant of order.|—(1) A commission of bkpcy. 
cannot supersede a decree of this ct. for a receiver, 
which is a discretionary power exercised by this 
ct. with as great utility as any sort of anthority 
that belongs to them, & is provisional . nly, & 
does not affect the right of parties. 

(2) Where a person... attends a cause to 
Which he is deft. the whole time of the hearing, 
& had notice of the decree by being present when 
it was pronounced in ct., if he does any act that 
is a contravention to the decree, he is guilty of a 
contempt, & punishable for it notwithstanding 
the decretal order is not drawn up (LoRp Harp- 
WICKE, ©.).—Sk1p v@. Warwoop (1747), 3 Atk. 
DO4£; 2 Swan. 586; 26 EF. R. 1125. L. C. 
Annotations :-—As to (1) Refd. Aitchison v. Lee. Pe loyal 

British Bank (1856), 3 Drew. 637. 21s to (2) Consd. 

Pengree v. Jonas (1787), 2 Bro. C. CC. 141. Generally, 

Refd. Johnson v. Evans (1844), 7 Man. & G. 240; Aspinall 

vw. &N.W. Ry. (1853), 11 Hare, 325. 

883. Interference with receiver of property 
abroad.|—A ct. of equity in KMngland will appoint 
a receiver over estates in Ireland; & although the 
cl. has no power of sending its officers to Ireland, 
to enforce its orders & decrees, yet if they be 
resisted by a party to the cause, such party will 
be guilty of contempt.—LANGFORD v. LANGFORD 
(1835), 5 L. J. Ch. 60. 

884. Refusal to deliver property to receiver 
~—Property held under conveyance—Persons con- 
veying not parties to motion.|—Motion by a 
receiver under the ct. to commit a party for 
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contempt, on the ground of an encroachment on 
the lands, & a refusal to deliver up the part 
encroached on, refused, the party absolutely 
denying the allegation of encroachment. 

The comrs., having bought the property in 
1809, sold, in 1842, to C. all he holds, as he says, 
but only a part, as is said by the other side. 
But, on looking to the map, there can be no 
reasonable doubt that all C. holds he obtained 
under the conveyance, whether there be an 
encroachment or not; he is not therefore guilty 
of any contempt of this ct. The receiver is no 
doubt to be protected, & his possession is not to 
be disturbed ; but, the sale taking place in 1842, 
is it reasonable to come here now & that, too, 
against Mr. UC. & not against the comrs.? I 
think not. Let the motion be dismissed with 
costs (per CuR.).—[OPKINSON vu. PowIs (1844), 3 
L. T. O. S. 319. 

885. Bought from party undertaking 
to retain possession—For value & without notice.}— 
Re LlumMpyreyY, DENSHAM v. Ray (1920), 55 
L. Jo. 52; 149 L. T. Jo. 86. 

886. Receiver improperly appointed.| — 
ITAWKINS v. GATHERCOLE, No. 508, post. 

887. Interference before receiver’s security 
perfected.;— EDWARDS v. Mpwakps, No. 799, ante. 

888. Interference before order made.|—- 
DEFRIES v. CREED, No. 881, ante. 

889. Execution against unpaid capital—- 
Companies Clauses Act, 1845 (c. 16), s. 36./—The 
appointment of a receiver of the undertaking of 
a railway co. under Railway Companies Act, 
1867 (c. 127), 5. 4, does not affect the right of a 
judgment creditor to issue execution against 
unpaid capital under above sect. Unpaid capital 
is not receivable by a receiver appointed under 
Railway Companies Act, 1867 (c. 127), 8s 4. H. 
was appointed receiver & manager of the West 
Lancashire Railway Co. He held shares in the 
co., which purported to be fully paid up, but 
which had in fact been issued at a discount, & 
on which it was alleged that moneys still remained 
duc. ‘lhe Rock Life Assurance Co. held debenture 
stock of the railway co. on which interest was in 
arrear. ‘The suing officer of the insurance co., 
having recovered judgment in respect of the 
arrears, gave notice of an application to the 
Q. LB. Div., under above sect., for leave to issue 
execution against H., to the extent of the moneys 
remaining due in respect of his shares. The 
railway co. thereupon moved to commit him for 
contempt of ct. in instituting proceedings against 
the receiver without the leave of the ct. for the 
purpose of obtaining moncys alleged to be re- 
ceivable by him in his capacity of recciver :— 
Held: resp. was within his rights, & the motion 
must be disinissed with costs.—Jte WEsr LANCA- 























SHIRE Ry. Co. (1890), 63 L. T. 56; 6 T. L. R. 
425. 
890. Soliciting firm’s customers—By person 


formerly trustee & receiver.|—G. was trustee of the 


cause oF matter, who interferes with the 
rents payable to the receiver, guilty of 
Hw conteinpt.— DELACHEROIS 
(1850), 2 Ir. Jur. 89.— IR. 


ft. Interference amounting to con- 
tempt—- Violence offered or threatencd, }-— 
Where viclence has been offered or 
threatened to a receiver, the ct. will 
protect its officer by attachment.— 
FITZPATRICK v. EYRE (1824), 1 Hog. 
171].— IR. 

. ae Remedy for— Whether attach- 
ment.J- The ct. will not grant an 
attachment against persons who inter- 
fere with the possession of the recciver, 
where the record is in an imperfect 


Uo o-- 


ktate, --O’ DONOVAN vo. THOMSON (1829), 
2dr. LL. Ree. Ist ser. 378.—IR. 

F J—When a re- 
ceiver is impeded or threatened in 
the execution of his duty, it may be 
ground for an attachment, but the mere 
rescue of goods distrained by the 
receiver It seems jis not sufficient, as 
the receiver may proceed at common 
Jaw, or under the statutes for the 
rescue. —- COURTNAY vi COURTNAY 
(1838), 6 Ir. L. Ree, N.S. 170.—IR. 


— eens — eee ~ 





ome 


k. move ten, 
Maton (1840), I'l. & K. 18.—-IR, 

1, — —— Whether order 
absolute grunted in first instance.J— 





-J--MATION &- 


When a resp. interferes with rents over 
which a receiver had becn appointed, 
the ct. will, upon notice to the party, 
grant in the first instance an absolute 
order for an attachment.—THOMAS v, 
THOMAS (1842), Il. & K. 621.—I1R. 
m. The ct. will 
not attach tenants who have rescued 
distresses for rent, but will leave the 
recciver to his remedy at law.—lorRD 
wo. Heap (1845), 8 I. Eq. RR. 871.—IR. 


n. —When a re- 
ceiver has been appointed, an attach- 
ment will be granted against a party 
who, having had notice of that appoint- 
ment, interferes with the rents before 
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business of S. & co. under the will of testator in the 
action. He was appointed receiver & manager 
of the business by the ct.., & subsequently removed. 
His beneficial intcrest had passed to his trustee 
in bkpcy. G. having entered the employment of 
another firm, solicited the customers of S. & co. 
Motion to commit G. for contempt of court & for 
an injunction :—Held: G. was acting within his 
legal rights in soliciting the customers of 8. & co.— 
Re GENT, GENT-Davis v. HARRIS (1892), 40 W. R. 
267; 8 T. Ll. R. 246: 36 Sol. Jo. 216. 

891. Removal of parts of railway line— 
By contractor having claim for repairs.]—WHaD- 
COAT Vv. SIROPSHIRE Rys. Co. (1893), 9 T. L. R. 
589 ; 37 Sol. Jo. 650. 

892. Distress by landlord.|—BiILsnonovaill 
”. HARVEY (1893), 37 Sol. Jo. 784. 

893. Proceedings in foreign court — By 
person not party to action.|—-I?e MAUDSLAY. SONS 
& FIELD, MAUDSLAY v. MAUDSLAY, Sons & FIELD, 
No. 813, ante. 

894. Disparaging remarks on receiver—In 
prospectus of new company—Formed to carry on 
business of old company.|—BowkrEr v. EMPRESS 
CLUB, Lrp. (1909), Times, Novy. 27. 

895. Libel on business carried on by re- 
ceiver—Before completion of terms of appointment.]| 
—Re BECHSTEIN’S BUSINESS TRUSTS, BERRIDGE 
v, BECHSTEIN, LONDON County & WESTMINSTER 
BANK v. BECIISTFIN, No. 908, post. 

——-.J|— See BANKRUPTCY, Vol. TV., p. 16, 
Nos. 61, 623; PARTNERSHIP, Vol, XXXVI, pp. 
489, 490, Nos, 1546-1557. 




















Sect. 3.— REMEDIES FOR INTERFERENCE. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 


896. Whether injunction granted.]—Order mad 
in a summary way to restrain a person not a 
party to the suit to whom the receiver had Iet 
a farm, part of the estates in the cause, from 
removing hay, straw, etec., therefrom.—WaALTON 
v. JOTINSON (1848), 15 Sim. 3852; 12 Jur. 299 
60 i. R. 654. 

897. -——-.| — Charity property, over which a 
receiver had been appointed included a chapcl 
where service had for a long time been performe 
by the nomince of the master of the charity. 
The churchwarden of the adjoining parish allege” 
that the chapel was the parish church, & ar 
ecclesiastical bencfice distinct from the charity. 
& in order to try the right, prevented the master’ 
nominee, who had no licence from the bishop 
from performing the service. An injunction was 
cranted to restrain him from further interference 
with liberty to take legal proceedings to establisl 
his claim,—A.-G. v. St. Cross LlospiraL (1854 
18 Beav. 601; 24 L. J. Ch. 148; 2 W. RR, 512 





the order has been served upon the 


filed for 
tenants.—-M'ALPINIE vv. ST. GORGE 


the 


purpose.-- CRONIN  v. 
MCartTiy (1810), FL & K, 49.—IR. 
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2 HK. R. 2363; subsequent proccedings (1858), 
De G. M. & G. 38, L. JJ. 

898. |—He DERWENT ROLLING MILLS Co., 
7D., YORK City & CoUNTY BANKING Co., LTDb. 
, DERWENT ROLLING MILs Co., Lrp. (1905), 21 
T. L. R. 701, C. A. 
ane :—Mentd. Cohen v. Rothfield, [1919] 1 K. B. 








Restraint of proceedings against receiver. |-— 
See Sect. 4, post. 


SUB-SECT, 2.—COMMITTAT.. 

899. General rule.]|——Skirp v. HARwoon, No. 882, 

nte. 

900. ———.]— DEFRIKES v. CREED, No. 881, ante. 

901. Practice—Order absolute in first instance— 
Forcible possession from  receiver.|—Where a 
person takes forcible possession of cstates over 
which a receiver has been appointed, an order for 
his commitment will be made without an order 
nist being previously obtained.—BroapD v. WICK- 
TIAM (1831), 4 Sim. 511; 58 E.R. 191. 

902. Object merely to compel payment of 
costs—Order not made.]-—(1]) A receiver appointed 
to get in property, part of which he finds in the 
possession of another receiver, ought not to take 
proceedings to deprive the latter of such possession, 
without the authority of the ct. 

(2) A motion ought not to be made for committal 
on the ground of a disturbance of the possession 
of a receiver, when the object: of the motion is 
mercly to compel the payment of costs, after the 
question with respect to the possession of the 
property has been settled.—WarD v. SWIFr 
(1848), 6 Ilare, 309; 12 Jur. 1735 67 E.R. 118. 

903. Procedure by motion.|-- The proper 
coursé to pursue, to obtain protection for a receiver, 
is not to file a separate bill for the purpose, but. 
to apply to the ct. in the cause or matter in which 
the receiver has becn appointed, to commit the 
persons who interfere with him. Moreover, in 
any such suit the receiver is neither a necessary 
nor & proper party.—-AITCHISON v. LEE, Ie ROYAL 
BRITISH BANK (1856), 3 Drew. 637; 28 L. T. O.S. 
115; 3 Jur N.S. 95; 5 W. RR. 57; GL KR. 
1016; on appeal, sub non. He Royvat. BRITISH 
BANK, He p. Marcus (1857), 26 lL. J. Bey. 1a, 
Ji. A 
Annotations :- Mentd. Re Royal British Benk, Zr». Shore 

(1857), 9 W. RR. 191s #e London & Kastern Bunking 

Corph. (1858), 2 De G.& J. 484. 

904. --—— Evidence in support-- Affidavit founded 
on information & belief.;—-Upon the application of 
the receiver in a cause supported by an affidavit 
founded on information & belief only, the ct. ordered 
deft., who had obtained payment of certain debts 
adversely to the receiver, within one week to make 
an affidavit of the amounts as received by him, & 








that the property was in the receiver's 
possession, or was intended to be 


(1849), 1 Ir. Jur, 129.—IR. 

0. —— KHupiration of estate over 
which receiver appointed,.J}—Where the 
estate expires over Which a receiver has 
been appointed, the reversioner or 
remainderman may enter, notwith- 
standing the continuance of the 
receiver, & is not to be considered as 
committing any contempt by so doing. 
—BRITTON v. MSDONNELL (1843), 5 
Il. Kq. R. 275.—IR. 


‘PART VI. SECT. 3, SUB-SECT. 1. 

896i. Whether injunction granted.) - - 
The et. will, upon motion by the 
recelver, grant a conditional order to 
restrain tenants under the ct. from 
committing waste, without a bill being 





896 ii. «+)—Injunction granted, 
upon the application of the receiver, to 
restrain one tenant of the estate from 
quarrying upon a private road, part 
of the premises, which was common to 
all the tenants.-- DOKMAN v. DOORMAN 
(1841), 3 I. iq. h, 385.—IR. 


896 iii. ——-.]--Re BRABAZON (1852), 
4 Ir. Jur. 100.—IR. 


p. Sale for tares — Whether sale 
held void—Lack of knovwledye of qur- 
chaser d& baitliff—Of receiver’s appoint- 
ment.}-—Chattels in the possession of 
w reeciver were seized & sold by uw 
bailiff for municipal taxes, Neither 
the bailiff nor the purchaser was aware 
until after the completion of the sale 


uffected by the order appointing the 
receiver; & both had been informed 
to the contrary in good faith by the 
person in charge. The ct. refused to 
hold the sale void.—GIBSON «, LOVELL 
(1872), 19 Gr. 197.—CAN. 

q. Contents of prayer for injunction 
—Arcount & subpenda to ansiwer-—In 
order that costs fall) on defaulting 
parties, |—Cookk tv. COOKER (1826), L 
Hog, 182.—IR. 


PART VI. SECT. 3, SUB-SECT. 2. 

903 i. Practice—Procedure by motion. | 
—ANON, (18214), 2 Mol. 499.—IR. 

903 ii. JE-NAHGTEN 1. 
Ken.y (1838), t Craw. & D, 234.—IR. 
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Sect. 3.—Remedies for interference: Sub-sect. 2. 
Sect. 4. Part VII. Sect. 1: Sub-sects. 1 & 2, 
A. & B.] 


to pay same to the receiver, or in default to be 
a a v. Pocock (1874), 30 L. T. 
58. 

905. Costs of motion — Articles removed from 
property in receiver’s possession— Undertaking to 
restore.|—-WIITADCOAT tv. SHROPSHIRE Rys. Co. 
(1893), 9 T. L. R. 589; 37 Sol. Jo. 650. 

906. —-—-_ _ Distress by landlord — Landlord 
ordered to withdraw.|—LBILSBOROUGH v. HARVEY 
(1893), 37 Sol. Jo. 784. 

907. Application for committal not pressed. ] 
—BoOwKER v. EMPRESS CLUB, Lrp. (1909), Z’imes, 
Nov. 27. 

908. Undertaking to cease interference.] — The 
English assistant manager of alien enemics’ 
business of manufacturing pianos, having been 
appointed receiver & manager of such business, 
on his undertaking (a) not to remit goods or money 
forming assets of the business to any hostile 
country, & (6) to endeavour to obtain a licence 
from the Crown for the continuance of dcft.’s 
business, moved to commit the president of the 
Piano Manufacturers’ Association for writing a 
letter describing it, as an unpatriotic act to do 
business with such firm, before such receiver had 
in fact obtained such licence, which he subsequently 
obtained, but after he had petitioned to obtain it : 
—Held: the president must give an undertaking 
not to circulate in future any such letters during 
the continuance of the licence.—Re BECHSTEIN’S 
BUSINESS TRUSTS, LBERRIDGE v. BECHSTEIN, 
Lonpon County & WESTMINSTER BANK v. 
BECHSTEIN (1914), 58 Sol. Jo. 864. 

Interference with receiver of partnership.|— See 
PARTNERSHIP, Vol. XXXVI], pp. 489, 490, Nos. 





SEecT. 4.—PROCEEDINGS AGAINST RECEIVER— 
RESTRAINT BY INJUNCTION. 


909. Proceedings by recciver appointed to get 
in property—Against receiver found in possession.| 
—WaARD v. Swirt, No. 902, ante. 

910. Proceedings in another’ court.] — The 
trustees of a party who had appointed deft. her 
receiver of rents & money, countermanded his 
authority, & brought an action for the moncy 
received by him. The ct. refused to stay the 
proceedings for w period of sixteen days, in order 
to enable deft. to apply to the Chancellor for an 
injunction to stop the action.— VANDERSTEGEN v,. 
WITHAM (1840), 6 M. & W. 457; O91. J. Ix. 174; 
1 Jur. 367; 151 E.R. 491. 

911. — —.|/— Any proceeding against. a receiver 
appointed by the Ct. of Bkpcy. in respect of acts 
done virtute officiti must be taken in that ct. 
Where, therefore, a liquidating debtor had com- 
menced an action in the High Ct. of Justice against, 
the receiver in the liquidation, claiming damages 
done to his goods when in the possession of the 
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restrained from instituting any proceedings against 
the receiver elsewhere than in bkpcy.— Re POTTER, 
Ex p. Day (1883), 48 L. T. 912. 

912. .|--The M. co. were proprietors of a 
theatre & were supplied by the E. co. with certain 
electric plant under a hire-purchase agreement. 
The M. co. made default in payment of an instal- 
ment, & the E. co. brought an action inthe K. B. 
Div. against the M. co. for the whole amount of the 
purchase-money. Pending this action a debenture- 
holders’ action was brought in the Ch. Div. & a 
receiver appointed. He went into possession & 
for a time carried on the theatre, using for that 
purpose the electric plant. Subsequently the BH. 
co. obtained judgment in their action. After this 
the receiver sold the theatre to a new co., who 
purchased part of the plant, & the rest was returned 
to the E. co. The HB. co. claimed rent from the 
receiver for the use of their plant while he was 
carrying on the theatre, but refused to bring in 
a claim in the debenturc-holders’ action, & 
threatened proceedings in the K. B. Div. The 
receiver applied by summons for an order that the 
E. co. should bring in their claim in the debenture- 
holders’ action within seven days & be restrained 
from taking any proceedings to enforce it :—Held : 
this was a dispute as to the conduct of an officer 
of the ct. in respect of which the ct. was entitled 
to claim exclusive jurisdiction, & it would not 
allow its own officer to be sued in another ct. in 
respect of acts done in discharge of his office.—— 
Re MAIDSTONE PALACE OF VARIETINS, LTD., 
BLAIR v. MAIDSTONE PALACE OF VARIETIES, LTD., 
[1909] 2 Ch. 283; 78 L. J. Ch. 739; 101 L. T. 





458: 16 Mans. 261. 
913. Founded on denial of receiver’s 





authority—Or defect in order appointing him.]—— 
If the misconduct of an officer of the ct., [here a 
recciver] in executing its orders, becomes the sub- 
ject. of civil proceedings before another tribunal, 
the ct., in its discretion, may either itself take 
cognisance of the complaint, or may leave the 
matter to be dealt with upon such proceedings ; 
but wherever the title to redress against such 
officer is founded on a denial of his authority, or on 
an alleged defect in the order which he has 
executed, the ct., which alone is competent to 
decide upon the validity of its own orders is bound 
to interpose by injunction, & assume exclusive 
jurisdiction over the matter of complaint.— 
ASTON v. HERON (1834),2 My. & K.390; 31. J.Ch. 


194; 39 BE. R. 993, L. C. 

Annotations :~—Apld. Walker v. Micklethwait (1860), 1 
Drew. & Sin. 403 /te Maidstone Valace of Varictics, 
Blair v. Maidstone Palace of Varieties, [1909] 2 Ch. 2838. 
Refd. Ae Martin, Wr p. Turner (1844), 3 L. T. O. 8. 20, 
127. Mentd. Morison v. Morison (1846), 15 L. J. Ch. 439. 


914. Discretion of court in which receiver 
appointed.|—ASsTON v. HERON, No. 913, ante. 

915. Indictment against agents of receiver— 
Taking forcible possession under leave of court.| 
The agents of the recciver in a cause, acting under 
leave of the ct., took forcible possession of a 
house occupied by a servant of one of defts. An 
order was made restraining that deft. from 
prosecuting an indictment against the agents.— 











receiver :—eld: debtor will be personally ‘TURNER v. TURNER (1851), 15 Jur. 218. 
PART VI. SECT. 4. _ t. When granted---Contractor quarry- 4, c 116, 8. 162, from quarrying, 
r. What actions restrained—Whether tna stones for gublic works.) —- The on the Jands over which appct. is 


actions against yronerty or funds——In 
hands of recciver.J—MoRASsH v. WADE 
(1892), 40 N.S. IR. 622.--CAN. 


cation, 


ct. Will not, upon a reeciver’s appli- 
( Brant an injunction to re- 
s{rain @ contractor under 6 & 7 Will. 


receiver, stones for the public works,— 
O’KELLY vw. Ghkrad (1838), Jo. & Car, 
76.-- IR. 


Part VII.—REMUNERATION, 


Part Vil.—-Remuneration, 


SECT. 1.-—-REMUNERATION. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 

See R. S. C,, Ord. 50, vr. 16, 

Receiver of company.|—See Companirs, Vol. 
X., pp. 792, 803, Nos. 4978, 5095, 5096. 

Receiver of partnership.|—-See PARTNERSIIIP, 
Vol. XXXVI., p. 489, Nos. 15386-1539. 

916. Trustee acting as receiver—No remunera- 
tion allowed.|—SYKEs v. Hastinas, No. 162, ante. 

917. ——.]—SuTTON v. JONES, JONES v. 
Sutron, No. 168, ante. 

918. .|—A trustee appointed upon 
his own undertaking in a suit to act as receiver of 
the trust property is not under ordinary cireum- 
stances entitled to a salary as receiver.—-PILK- 
INGTON v. BAKER, British MutTuaL INVESTMENT 
Co. v. PILKINGTON (1876), 24 W. R. 234. 
annolnion :—Refd, Jte Bignell, Bignell v. Chapman, [1892] 

919. --— Unless by order of court.| —- 
Brovik v. BARRY (1811), 3 Mer. 695; 36 Ic. R. 
267, 1. C. 

Annotation :—Refd. Browell ». Reid (1842), 6 Jur. 530. 

















920. ——-— —---.;—MOoORISON v. MORRISON, 
No. 210, ante. 

921, ----— -—-—.|—NEWP?onrrT v. Bury, No. 
165, ante, 

922. -.|-- There is no inflexible 


rule that a trustee can only be appointed receiver 
on the terms of his having no remuneration. 

Testator directed his trustees, of whom S. was 
one, to allow S. to manage his business during her 
own life, subject to a power in the co-trustees to 
stop the carrying on the business if carried on 
unsnccessfully for any period of eighteen months. 
S., while she managed the business was to have 
one-fourth of the net profits, but not to an amount 
exceeding £800 a year. Shortly after testator’s 
death a judgment for administration was made, 
which directed inquiries as to the business, & 
appointed S. receiver & manager of it as from 
testator’s death, without giving security, not saying 
anything as to remuneration. About fifteen 
months after testator’s death S. resigned her 
office, having been in bad health for several 
months, & shortly afterwards diced. The business 
had fallen off, & the profits for the whole period 
of her receivership were very trifling. ILLer exors. 
in passing her accounts asked for remuneration 
to be allowed her at the rate of £800 a year. The 
residuary legatee insisted that there ought to be 
no remuneration. The judge allowed £500, being 
at the rate of £400 a year. The residuary legatee 
appealed :—Held: although the ct. does not 
usually appoint a trustee to be receiver except on 
the terms of his having no remuneration, there is 
no inflexible rule that he shall not receive 
remuneration, & the fact of the judgment not 
mentioning remuneration did not amount to a 
decision that there should not be any, the judge 
therefore had a discretion, & no ground was shown 
to induce the Ct. of Appeal to interfere with his 
exercise of it.—Re BIGNEL, BIGNELL v. CHAPMAN, 
[1892] 1 Ch. 59; 61 L. J. Ch, 334; 661. T. 36; 
40 W. R. 305, C. A. 

Executor acting as receiver.|—Sce EXircuTors, 
Vol. XXIV., p. G01, No. 6323. 


PART VII. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 1. 
_ a Who determines fees or remunera- 
tion.J—A_ receiver being an officer of 
the ct., the ct. only is to dotermine his 
fees or remuneration; & the parties 


CHANDRA 


ALLOWANCES, AND INDEMNITY. 


cannot by any act of theirs add to. 
or derogate from, the functions of the 
ct. without its authority.—PRrokasn 
SARKAR ©. ADLAM 
I. L. R. 80 Cale. 696.—IND. 
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Allowances, and Indemnity. 


Receiver appointed by mortgagor & mortgagee.| 
—See MORTGAGE, Vol. XXXV., p. 529, No. 2607. 

Receiver handing assets to trustee in bankruptcy 
—Lien for charges.|—See BANKRUPTCY, Vol. IV., 
p. 230, No. 2159. 

Receiver succeeded by mortgagee in possession.| 
—Sce MortTaaGE, Vol. XXXV., p. 401, No. 1421. 


SuB-SECT. 2.—PAYMENT OF REMUNERATION. 
A. When Allowed. 


923. When receipts accounted for.}] — (1) A 
receiver was appointed by the ct., upon the 
representation of pltf.’s solr. that the receiver had 
entered into the usual recognisances, which he had 
not in fact done. A loss occurred, in consequence 
of the recciver’s liability being only in the nature 
of a simple contract debt. The solr. was, at the 
instance of a deft., made personally lable for the 
loss occasioned by his neglect :—Held: the country 
solr. was liable, though the representations were 
made by his London agents. 

(2) Of course I cannot allow the receiver his 
salary until he has accounted for everything he 
has to pay & cannot allow him any costs incurred 
during his lifetime, but costs properly incurred 
by the exors. of the receiver since his death may 
properly be allowed (RomMILLY, M.R.).—Re Warn 
(1862), 31 Beav. 1; 54 KE. R. 1037. 

Annotations - -—Generally, Mentd. 2e Dangar’s Trusts (1889), 


Ch. DD. 178; Marsh v. Joseph, [1897] 1 Ch. 213; Lte 
Coolgardie Goldfields, Re Cannon & Morten, [1900) 1 Ch. 
475, - 


—~- —.|—See, also, Nos. 9382-931, post. 

924. On taxation of costs—By taxing master 
If order for taxation so directs.|,—Under an order 
directing the taxing master to tax pltf.’s costs of 
an action, including the remuneration of the 
receivers & managers appointed in the action, & 
to certify the balance after deducting certain 
costs of defts., the taxing master has no power to 
make a separate certificate for the costs alone.— 
SILKSTONE & Latau Moor Coan Co. «. Enpey, 
(1901]2 Ch. 652; 70 L. J. Ch. 7713; 85 L. T. 300 
415 Sol. Jo. 705, C. A. 





B. Method of Payment. 

925. Commission -—- How calculated.] —- Where 
the sums received by a receiver of the personal 
estate of a testator, consisted partly of gross sums 
paid by mtgees. & annuitants for principal money, 
& partly of interest & of dividends of stock, & of 
rents of leaschold houses, some difficult to be 
collected & others not :—/Teld: the master was 
wrong in allowing the receiver a commission of £5 
per cent. on the gross amount of the various sums 
so received by him. 

There is no gencral & universal rule that £5 
per cent. should be allowed for the receipt of the 
rents & profits, the allowance in cases of extra- 
ordinary difficulty being increased ; & in cases of 
extraordinary facility, diminished. Generally 
speaking, in the greater number of instances, they 
were allowed £2 10s. per cent. for receiving gross 
sums; but, on many occasions, that is reduced 
to £1 1Us. per cent. It therefore appears, that the 


PART VII. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 2.—B. 

b. Whether any fired rate of re- 
muneration alloiwed.}—There does not. 
appear to be any tixed rate at which 
a receiver & manager should be paid.— 


(190%). 
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Sect. 1.—Remuneration: Sub-sect. 2, B. ; 
Sect. 2: Sub-sects. 1 & 2.] 


masters, as indeed they ought, considered what was 
fit & proper to be allowed, having regard to the 
trouble & the degree of responsibility of the 
receiver..—Day v. Crorr (18410), 2 Beav. 488; 9 
Ll. J. Ch. 287; 4 Jur. 429; 48 E. R. 1271. 


pO Ure: -—Consd. Re Ashlin, Ex p. Glyn (1854), zs 
1. ~ ©. S. 15. Refd. Prior v. Bagster (1887), 57 da ‘T. 


sub-sect. 3. 


( Tete 

926. On net profits.} — In the case of a 
receiver who was Managing a business under the 
direction of the ct. a special order was made that, 
instead of the further fee payable under the Order 
of Jan. 30, 1857, in respect of his gross receipts, 
the fee should be payable in respect of the net 
profits; & a sum previously paid in respect of 
gross receipts was directed to be allowed in the 
payment of subsequent fees.—BUCKMASTER v., 
BUCKMASTER (1859), 28 L. J. Ch. 564; 34 L. T. 
O.S. 36; 7W. 1h. 678, L. J. & L. JJ. 

927. Salary.|— Receiver of the personal estate 
of testator, not passing his accounts & paying 
in the balances, deprived of his salary ; & charged 
with interest, not upon each sum from the time 
it was received, according to the strict rule, applic- 
able to a receiver of annual rents & profits, but as 
an exor. would be charged. 

The claim of the salary ought not to exclude 
him from an allowance in respect of any actual 
trouble & expenditure which he can make out 
(LORD H1.DON, ee v LEIGHTON (1808), 
15 Ves. 278; 33 1h. R. 758, L. C. 

Annotation : -_Apld. Harris : Sleep, [1897] 2 Ch. 80. 
Quantum meruit—Receiver winding up partner- 

ship business.]|— See PARTNERSHIP, Vol. XXXVI., 

p. 489, No. 1539. 

928. Allowances for extraordinary services.|- -- 
Potts v. LEIGHTON, No. 927, ante. 

929. |\—Hleld: an item of £1 6s. 8d. for 
drawing out for the receiver a scheme of the 
property & the holding of the tenants, was pro- 
perly disallowed, & it ought to have been struck 
out from the bill of costs. Such an item would 
even be disallowed to a= receiver, who is 
remunerated by a percentage.-—Re CATLIN (1854), 
18 Beav. 508 ; 52 E. R. 200. 

Annotations :—Refd. M‘Intosh ». G. W. Ry. 
L. T. 84. Mentd. Jn the Estate of Seas, 
Massey, cae P. 243; We Morgan, [1915] 1 Ch, 
Slingsby v. A.-G., [1918] P. 236. 

930. Where properly undertaken.| — A 
receiver is not entitled to be reimbursed the 
expenses of journeys to, & residence in, a foreign 
country, for the purpose of prosecuting proceedings 
for the recovery of property belonging to the estate, 
before the tribunals of that country, unless lie 
hath the express sanction & authority of the ct. 
for such journeys & residence.—MALCOLM  v. 
O’CALLAGHAN (1837), 3 My. & Cr. 1 Jur. 
8388; 40 I. R. 844, L. C. 

931. — —.]—Harnris v. SLEEP, No. 287, 
ante. 








(1865), 13 
Ogilvie v 
182; 


ee ee 
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SuB-SECT. 3.—LOSs OF REMUNERATION, 
932. Fajlure to pass accounts—-& pay in 
balances.|—Ports v. LEIGHTON, No. 927, ante. 


CAMPBELL Vv. ARNDT (1915). 32 W.L. R. 


parties, if they be competent to con- 


RECEIVERS. 


933. -.]—A receiver who had been 
discharged did not pay in his balance on the day 
fixed by the master. Ordered that he should pay 
in the same, & also the amount allowed for his 
salary with interest.—IIARRISON v. BOYDELL 
(1833), 6 Sim. 211; 58 EB. R. 578. 

934. .}— <A receiver neglecting to 
pass his accounts & pay the balance was, under 
Consolidated Ords., Ord. 24, disallowed his 
poundage, & charged at the rate of 5 per cent. per 
annum interest on the balances that were in his 
hands: —LBRISTOWE v. NEEDHAM (1863), 8 1. T. 
652; 9 Jur. N.S. 1168; 11 W. R. 926. 

935. Remuneration already paid— 
Without protest from beneficiaries.|—-The annual 
accounts of a receiver, which have been allowed 
& passed by the master, although those accounts 
have not been regularly brought into the Master’s 
office for that purpose, according to the terms of 
the order appointing him receiver, & although 
his balances have not been paid into ct. according 
to the strict terms of that order, will not be referred 
back to the master to open the accounts for the 
purpose of charging the receiver with interest on 
his balances, disallowance of salary, & with the 
costs of the proceedings, where the party com- 
plaining has allowed orders of the ct. to be made 
with reference to those accounts & balances, & did 
not bring his complaint against the receiver before 
the master, nor attempt to charge interest & costs 
in the master’s office —WARD wv. Swirr (1848), 
8 IIare, 139; 12 L. T.O. 8.190; 68 E.R. 306. 

936. Money paid directly into court.] — The 
purchase money of timber belonging to a lunatic’s 
estate, permitted to be paid to the recciver, in 
order to be by him paid into ect.—Pe Srarkit 
(1826), 1 Russ. 476; 38 E.R. 184, L. C. 

937. -] — Where a receiver had been ap- 
pointed to get in the outstanding estate of testator 
in the cause, but one of the principal debtors to 
the estate was willing to pay the money duc from 
him into ct.; the ct. on the petition of some of 
defts. ordered that the debtor should be at liberty 
so to do, in order that the receiver’s poundage 
might be saved to the estate. —HAIGH v. GRATTAN 
(1839), ] Beav. 201; 8 L. J. Ch. 249; 48 HE. Rh. 
916. 

938. Fund too small.] —- (1) Receiver granted, 
at the instance of an exor. pending a suit in the 
Ieclesiastical Ct. to have the probate annulled ; 
deft., who was the party impeaching the will & 
setting up an intestacy, having by her own 
acts prevented the exor. from getting in the assets. 

(2) Upon these grounds, I cannot, if it is pressed, 
refuse to appoint a receiver; but the fund is so 
small that I am not disposed to give him a per- 
centage (LORD COTTENIIAM, C.).——-MARR 0. LITTLE- 
woon (1837), 2 My. & Cr. 454; 40 E.R. 713, L. C. 
ay soe to (1) Apld. Rendall v Rendall (1841), 1 

are, 152, 








Oe 








Sect. 2.—ALLOWANCES. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—CIIARGES AND IXPENSES. 
939. Expenditure sanctioned by court — In ex- 
cess of receipts.|—A receiver cannot disburse .. . 
more moncy than he has received, without special 


charge of his duties.—_BALAJI NARAYAN 





349; 9OW.W.R. 573 24 D).1. R. 699; sent, but where some of them are PATVARDHAN VV, RAMCHANDRA GOVINT 
8 Sask. L. fh. 320,— CAN ‘ minors this cannot be done.—D&ASE KANADE (1894), I. L. 12. 19 Bom, 660.— 
v REILLY (1853), 2 Con. & Law. 441.— IND. 


PART VII. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 3. IR. 


ce. Failure to pass accounts—IJVith- 
in proper time.j— Where a receiver 
has not accounted within the proper 
time, his fees may, nevertheless, be 
allowed to him upon the consent. of the 


entitled to his 


PART VII. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 1. 
d. General rule.jJ —A 


expenses properly incurred in the dis- 


e. Right of receiver to licn — For 
claims d&: allowances. |j—PREMLALL MUL- 


LICK UV. SUMBHOONATH Koy (1895), 
receiver is I. L. R. 22 Cale. 960.—IND. 
costs, charges, & {. Survey of minor’s estate — No 


for receiver's —attendance,}—A 


order 


Part VIT.—REMUNERATION, ALLOWANCES, AND JNDEMNITY. 


command so to do (COKE, C.J.).—SUFFOLKE 
(MARL) v. FLOYDE (1614), 2 Bulst. 277; 80 BE. R. 
1120. 

940. 
inquiry as to benefits..—BLUNT v. 
No. 779, ante. 





Repairs to property — Allowed after 
“LITHEROW, 











941. = -.] —A.-G. v. Vicor, No. 
781, ante. 

942, —— ——.|]—TEMPEST 7. Onrpd, No. 
780, ante. 

943. Payment after sanction refused-— 


Inquiry directed.J— Cross vw. ORMEROD 
cited 6 Ves. at p. 800; 31 li. R. 1315. 

944, Journeys abroad to recover debts.] — 
MaALcouM wv. OCALLACGHAN, No. 930, ante. 

945. Whether deductible from rents due to 
purchaser.|— Iixpenscs of a receiver are not to be 
deducted from vents & profits decreed to the pur- 
chaser from time of agreement.—McLEOD  v. 
PHELPS (1838), 2 Jur. 982. 

946. Expenses incurred in carrying on business 
—Salary of manager.|—/’ie GOMERSALL, (xp. 
GORDON, No. 1105, post. 

Beyond limit fixed by court.|—See Com- 
PANIES, Vol. X., p. 801, Nos. 5075, 5076. 

Receiver appointed in administration action.| — 
See ExEcurors, Vol. XXIV., p. 609, No. 6406. 

Charges for necessary additional work.|-—Sec 
Nos. 930, 9831, arte. 

947. Receiver not having entered into recog- 
nisances.|—-/?c WAnpb, No. 928, ante. 

948. Charges for work outside scope of receiver- 
ship.|—TERRY v. DuBoIsS, No. 973, post. 

949. Expenses of valuation of assets.|— Jie 
GOMERSALL, Lap. GORDON, No. 1105, post. 

Expenditure after company wound up.|- Sve 
COMPANIES, Vol. X., p. 803, No. 5096. 

950. Cost of repairs-— Mortgaged property.|-— 
A receiver appointed by a mtgee. under the powers 
of Conveyancing & Law of Property Act, 15881 
(c. 41), cannot, onthe account taken in a foreclosure 
action of what is due to the mtgee., be allowed 
any costs of repairs to the mtged. property, execpt 
costs of necessary or proper repairs directed in 
writing by the mtgee. as provided by Conveyancing 
& Law of Property Act, 1881 (¢. 41), s. 24 (8), 
clause 3. 1t is immaterial in such a case that the 
receiver be the manager of a society which has 
guaranteed the mtgee. against loss in respect of 
his security, & that the costs of repairs in quesiton 
have been paid out of moneys supplied by the 
socicty. Where the mtgee. by whom such money 
spent on repairs is to be taken to have been ex- 
pended is a first mtgee., he has no right or authority 
to charge it against the second mtgee.--WHITE v. 
METCALF, [19038] 2 Ch. 567; 72 1.0. Ch. 7125 89 
1. T. 1645 52 W. RR. 280. 


(1801), 








receiver is not entitled to any eom- 


pensation for his trouble in attending -—-MANWELL wv. 


Commission payable on former accorart, | 
Bowre 
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Repayment limited to amount of assets.|—Sec 
PARTNERSIIUP, Vol. XXXVI, p. 489, No. 15384. 

Lien on assets against possible future claims.|— 
Sce COMPANIES, Vol. X., p. 802, No. 5084. 


Sup-sEecr. 2.—Costs oF PROCEEDINGS. 


951. Costs of application for discharge.|—Re- 
ceiver allowed the costs of his application to be 
discharged.— RICHARDSON v. WARD (1822), 6 
Madd. 266; 56 KB. R. 1092. 

952. .|-~A receiver ought not to present 
a petition to be discharged, to come on with the 
cause on further directions, as the ct. would make 
the order on further directions without any such 
petition, 

As to the costs of the receiver’s petition, I 
understand the registrar to be of opinion that the 
petition ought not to have been presented ; the 
costs will therefore be refused (CRANWORTH, V.-C.). 
—SMLWELL v. MELLERSH (1851), 20 L. J. Ch. 356. 
ae :—Mentd. Jve Park, Bott v. Chester, [1910] 2 

953. --—-.] —- Upon a petition to discharge a 
receiver & pay over the money in ct. & the balance : 
—Hleld: the receiver, though served, ought not 
to appear, & his costs were not allowed.— HERMAN 
v, DUNBAR (1857), 23 Beav. 312; 53 E. R. 122. 

954. Receiver pendente lite-——Costs from ap- 
pointment—-To dismissal of appeal./—(1) ‘The 
duties of an administrator & receiver pending 
suit commence from the date of the order of 
appointment, & if the decree in the action is 
appealed from, do not cease until the appeal has 
been disposed of. 

(2) Costs of the administrator & recciver pending 
suit’ & of his solr. allowed from the date of the 
appointinent until the dismissal of the appeal.— 
TAYLOR v. TAYLOR (1881),6 P. D. 2935 50L. 0.72. 
453 45 J. P. 457. 

Annotation :—.1s to (1) Refd. Wicland v. Bird, [1894] P. 262. 

955. Costs of passing accounts — Allowed to 
receiver in default--Where no protest from bene- 
ficiaries.|--WAkbD v. Swirr, No. 935, ante. 

956. Costs of application to court — Failure of 
parties to apply.;—IRELAND v. HADE, No. 741, 
ante. 

957. Costs of defending action — Unsuccessful 
applicant failing to pay—Right of receiver to 
indemnity.|—-An adverse apptication was made 
against a receiver, by a party to the cause, which 
was refused with costs. Applt. being wholly 
unable to pay the costs:—Held: the receiver 
was entitled to be indemnified, & have his costs 
as between solr. & client, out of the fund in hand 





balance found against him, & who has 


(1815), 7 been acting for thirty years, discharged 


survey of the minor's estate; there 
being no order for his at tendance,-— 
fte ORMSBY (L809), 1 Ball & B. 189,— 
IR. 
g.Comuatission or rents collected.J— 
os vw Re vb (1832), 2 How. 267.— 
h. Slumping  aecepted proposal.) —- 
When w tenant held lands under an 
Unstamped accepted proposal, which 
rendered him liable to the payment ot 
tithe composition, the ct. on motion 
directed the receiver over the landlord’s 
estate to stamp the same, & that the 
expenses thereof should be allowed to 
him in passing his  account.—He 
LANGLEY, LANGLEY 7, LANGLEY (1838), 
1 Dr. & Wal. 252.— IR. 
k, Failure to lodge balance adue—- 
Subsequent passing of another acconnt- - 


J.— VOT, . XXXIX . 


I, Hq. Lt. 281.-—1R. 

lL. Delay in passing account-—Whether 
any commisston payable.j--Where a 
receiver by delaying to pass his 
aecount for a short time beyond the 
vear, Was enabled to collect & bring 
into et. an additional gale of rent, the 
e{. allowed him his poundage & costs.-— 
kLoop 7 ALDBOROUGH (LORD) (L815), 
SI. Eq. R. 103.—IR. 

m. —~ — -—.]—PuRCELL v. Woop- 
LEY (P817), JOT. eg. R. 422,--IR. 


PART VII. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 2. 


951 i. Costs of application for dis- 
charge.) -HUNTER v PRING (1845), 8 
1. leg. R. 102.-—IR 

951 ii. —— .|—A receiver who has 
passed his finu: account & paid in the 


without paying the costs of his removal 
or of the appointment of a new receiver, 
—Cox v. M'NAMARA (1847), LL I. Eq. R. 
356.—IR. 

951 iii. —~—.]/—Where ono of a 
recciver’s sureties dics, or goes abroad, 
& tho receiver is unable to procure 
another surety, it is not the practice 
to charge the receiver with the expense 
of his discharge, or the appointment of 
iw now receiver.—LANE v. TOWNSEND 
(1852), 2 I, Ch. R. 120.—IR. 

n. Costs of collecting rents.J—Wrstr- 
ERN CANADA, ETC. Cu. v. INCK (1879), 
8 PLR. 262.—CAN. 

0. Costs of successful suit.}—A res 
ceiver is entitled, us aguinst defts., 
to the costs of a suit in which he 
succeedx, though the action has heen 
brought without the sanction of the 


a 
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Sect 2.—Allowances: Sub-sect. 2. Sects. 8 & 4, 


Part VIII. Sects. 1,2 & 8.) 


belonging to incumbrancers.—COURAND v. LLAN- 

MER (1846), 9 Beav. 3; 50 Th. R. 242. 

Annotations :—Apld. Batten vt. Wedgewood Coal & Iron Co. 
(1884), 28 Ch. J). 317. Distd. 2e Dunn, Brinklow v. 
Singleton, [1904] 1 Ch. 648. Mentd. Hawkins v. Gather- 
cole (1855), 6 De G. M. & G. 1. 


958. Without sanction of court.}] —A 
receiver having, without the sanction of the ct., 
defended actions arising out of a distress for rent 
made by him on a tenant of the estate, the ct. 
refused to allow him his costs of the actions.— 
SwWABY v. DicKon (1833), 5 Sim. 629; 58 I. R. 
475. 

959. Costs properly incurred.|— 
Though a receiver, who has defended an action 
without having first obtained Icave of the ct. so 
to do, will not usually be allowed his costs, the 
ct., under particular circumstances, allowed the 
receiver the costs of defending an action of trover 
in which he had been successful, as the costs of 
the defence had not exceeded such as would 
have been authorised by the ct. 

If the possession which the receiver holds of 
any description of property under the order of 
the ct. is assailed by any other party by acts 
of violence or litigation, it is the duty of the re- 
ceiver to come to the ct. & to take the direction 
of the ct. as to what course he should take in 
the case of any such hostile proceedings. ... In 
every case the ct. will inquire whether any un- 
necessary costs have been incurred by the receiver 
in adopting a course he ought not to have pursued ; 
& if the ct. finds no additional costs have been 
incurred, it would not be very just against the 
receiver 10 punish him by making him pay those 
costs which, if he had taken the 1m.tht course, 
must have fallen on the estate. ... If he can 
show that no additional costs had been incurred 
by the course he pursued, then the estate is not 
prejudiced, although he had done that which was 
irregular to the prejudice of himself; & it is no 
reason why he should not, be indemnified out of 
the estate those costs which must necessarily have 
come out of the estate whatever course he might 
have taken. ... The ct. is not to lay down a 
rule that, if an action is brought against the re- 
ceiver, the receiver must take his chance of defeat- 
ing pltf., or if he comes to the ct. to ask the 














RECEIVERS. 


direction of the ct. that he, the receiver,is to bear 
the expense of coming here (LORD COTTENHAM, 
C.).—BRISTOWE v. NEEDHAM (1847), 2 Ph. 190; 
9. 'T. O. 8S. 69; 47 E.R. 860, L. C. 

Annotations :—Expld. Re Dunn, Brinklow v. Singicton, 


[1904] 1 Ch. 648. Refd. Viola v. Anglo-Amcrican Cold 
Storage Co., [1912] 2 Ch. 305. 


960. Defence beneficial to estate.|—Though 
a receiver while acting in the discharge of his duty 
is entitled to be indemnified against all loss, 
including the costs of actions brought against him 
as receiver, still the guiding principle laid down 
by Wallers v. Woodbridge (1878), 7 Ch. D. 504, is 
that the defence to the action was for the benefit 
of the trust estate. 

When an action had been brought against a 
receiver & administrator pendente lite charging 
him with personal fraud & misconduct while 
acting as administrator & recciver, but otherwise 
having no relation to the estate except so far that 
the acts complained of were acts done by him 
while acting as an officer of the ct. :—eld: the 
receiver was not entitled to be indemnified against 
the costs incurred in successfully defending this 
action.—Re DUNN, BRINKLOW v. SINGLETON, 
[1904] 1 Ch. 648; 73 L. J. Ch. 425; 91 L. T. 
185; 52 W. R. 345; 48 Sol. Jo. 261. 

961. Costs of protecting property—Employment 
of sheriff & police.,—HiILiiern v. HAWKINS (1846), 
8]. T. O. S. 185. 





Sect. 3.—INDEMNITY, 

962. After final accounts — Before distribution 
of assets.|—LrEvy v. Davis (1900), 44 Sol. Jo. 
O75. 

Receiver for debenture-holders.|—See Com- 
PANIES, Vol. X., pp. 801-802, Nos. 5079-5084. 

Receiver in partnership.|—-See PARTNERSHIP 
Vol. XXXVI., p. 489, No. 1534. 

Managers.|—Sec Part XI., Sect. 5, post. 


SrcT. 4.—ORDER OF PAYMENT. 
Priority.|—-Sce BANKkuptrcy, Vol. V., p. 1108, 
No. 9080 ; COMPANIES, Vol. X., pp. 801, 802, 803, 
809, 810, Nos. 5079--5082, 5095, 5170. 


Part VIIl.—Accounts. 


SECT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 

See R. 8. C., Ord. 50, r. 18. 

963. Duty to keep accounts.]— Owners of a 
privateer acting for themsclves & the crew, in 
the sale of the prizes, having neglected to render 
accounts & delayed the distribution of the pro- 
ceeds, charged with interest on the balances, & 


trustee, or exor., is to be constantly ready with 

his accounts, & neglect in this is a ground for 

charging him with interest.—PEARSE v. GQREEN 

(1819), 1 Jac. & W. 135; 37 E. R. 327. 

Annotations :—Apld. Springett v. Dashwood (1860), 2 Giff. 
621; Harsant v. Blaine, Macdonald (1887), 56 L. J. Q. B. 


611. Mentd, I'ry v. ry (1864), 10 Jur. N.S. 983; Blogg 
v. Johnson (1867), 2 Ch. App. 225 ; Turner v. Burkinshaw 


costs. The first duty of an agent, receiver, (1867), 2 Ch. App. 488. 
et.—Ke NEILL, DICKEY v. NETLU (1881), motion necessary.J}—PAYNE ov. LAMB GREENE (1852), 2 I. Ch. 1. 330.—IR, 
9 P. R. 176.—CAN. (844), 8 J. Eq. KR. 517-—IR, 
Pp. ~——~.] — FITZGERALD ov. Frrz- Cate 07" Helin: Mahi. Tou PART VII. SECT. 3. 
GERALD (1843), 5 I. Eq. KR. 525.—IR, , : Absa id piled c. Out of what funds indemnity 


q. Costs of passing accounts—Re- 
ceiver accounting under attachment order. | 
—TRAPAUD v. COKRMICK (1825), 1 Hog. 
245,—IR. 





oe 


Yr. J—ERSKINE © BAtiRe 
(1854), 7 Ir. J ur, 25,.—IR. 


t. Leight to 


tared costs —- Whether 


ditional order absolute. J—DELACHEROIS 
v. WRIXON (1850), 2 Ir. Jur. 67.—IR 


_ b. Costs of taking out order appoint- 
uny receiver. |—A receiver is not entitled 
to the costs of taking out the order 
appointing him, it} being the duty of 
the party at whose instance the party 
is appolnted to do s0.—-WOODROFFE ¥. 


fiven— Assets under control of court.J— 
A receiver is the servant or officer of 
the ct. & not the agent of any party 
to the action, & should look for 
indemnity to the assets which are under 
the control of the et.—JOHNSTON a. 
COURTNEY (B. C.), [1920] 2 W. W. BR. 


4 59,.—CAN. 





Part VIII.—Accounts. 


964. & produce regularly.) — BERTIE v. 
ABINGDON (LORD), No. 1030, post. 

965. Separate accounts—Real & personal 
property.J—A receiver will be ordered to keep 
separate accounts of the real & personal cstates 
where necessary.—HILL v. H1BBIT (1868), 18 Is. TT. 
553. 

966. Of all moneys received — Before & 
after security perfected.|\—SMART v. Froon & Co., 
No. 254, ante. 

967. Copies of accounts—Number allowed.|— 
When a receiver, appointed in a suit, passes his 
accounts in chambers, & the same solr. appears 
both for the receiver & one of the parties to the 
suit, only one copy of the account can be allowed 
between them on taxation.—SIIAkPp v. WriGit 
(1866), L. R. 1 Eq. 684; 14 L. T. 246; 14 W. ht. 
552. 

Somer :—Refd. Ze Metropolitan Coal 

Assocn., Grieb’s Case (1890), 45 Ch. D. 606. 








Consumers’ 


SEcT. 2.—PASSING ACCOUNTS. 

Sec RR. S. C., Ord. 50, r. 20. 

968. Master’s certificate—Whether conclusive.| 
—Not usual to have reports of reccivers’ accounts 
confirmed.—CowreErR v. COWPER (HART) (1734), 2 
P. Wms. 720; 24 I. R. 9803 on appeal (1786), 2 
P. Wins. 755, H. Th. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Bagshaw v. Spence (17438), 2 Atk. 
570; Burgess v. Wheate (1759), 1 KMden, 177; Farr v. 
Newman (1792), 4 Term Rep. 621; Craufurd v. Hunter 
(1798), 8 Term Rep. 13; Haywood v. Cope (1858), 25 
Beav. 140; Buchanan v. Harrison (1861), L John. & Il. 
662; Dean v. Brown, [1909] 2 K. B. 573. 

969. ——-.}——_ A master’s report of a 
receiver’s account, like his report on taxation of 
costs, does not require confirmation, & cannot be 
excepted to. But the ct. will enter into the 
consideration of objections to the general principle 
on which the master has procceded in taking a 
receiver’s account, but not of objections to parti- 
cular items of it.—SmmwEr. v. Jones (1824), 2 
Sim. & St. 1705 57 HK. RR. 8095 on appeal (1827), 
3 Russ. 522, I. C. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Iussel v. Buchanan (1838), 9 Sim. 
167; M‘Intosh v. G. W. Ry. (1865), 13 L. T. 84. 

970. Interest on balances—Where not passed.} 
— —— v7. JOLLAND, No. 161, ante. 

971. Receiver ordered to pass accounts—-Though 
action dismissed.]—DPirr v. BONNER, No. 975, post. 

972. |-- ELuTTOoN v. BEETON & 
M‘Murray, BEETOoN v. M'Murray & llurron, 
No. 976, post. 

973. Time for objection to items.] — Where 
items have been included in a receiver's bill of 
costs, which are charges for work done outside the 
scope of the receivership, objection must be made 
to their being included in the taxation at the time ; 
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& no action will lic for the subsequent recovery 
of the money due on such items.—Terry v. 
DuBois (1884), 32 W. ht. 415, D. C. 

Accounts in foreclosure actions.|—See Mort- 
GAGE, Vol. XXXV., pp. 574, 589, 590, Nos. 3069, 
3070, 3277-3291. 

Costs of parties attending.]—See ExEcuTors, Vol. 
XXIV., p. 704, No. 7296; J.uNatTics, Vol. 
XXXITI., p. 242, No. 1616. 

Re-opening accounts — Grounds for.] — See 
Exrcurors, Vol. XXIV., p. 705, Nos. 7310, 7311 ; 
MorTGAGEH, Vol. XXXV., pp. 589, 590, Nos. 3277- 
3291. 


SrcT. 3.—PAYMENT OF BALANCES. 

974. Payment in ordered — Though arbitration 
pending.|—-Whcere one of the parties in a cause is 
appointed receiver, & afterwards, by a consent 
order, all the matters in dispute in the cause are 
referred to arbn., this order & the pending 
reference will not be any objection to making such 
application to the ct., as may be necessary, in 
order to compel the party who is receiver, to pay 
in, to the credit of the cause such sums as the 
master shall have reported due from him, in his 
character of receiver.— v. JARMAN (1824), 3 
lL. J. O. 8. Ch. 12. 

975. Though action dismissed.}] — Order 
made in a cause after the bill had been dismissed, 
that the receiver should pass his accounts & pay 
the balance to deft.—Pirr v. BONNER (1833), 5 
Sim. 577; 58 i. R. 456. 

976. .|—B., in Oct. 1862, was 
appointed receiver in a cause in which he was a 
deft. The bill, which alleged a partnership, be- 
tween H. & B., was in Nov. 1863, dismissed with 
costs. The minutes proposed that the receiver 
should pass his accounts, & pay into ct. the balance 
which should be certified to be due from him. An 
application to vary, on the ground that passing the 
accounts had become unnccessary, was refused, 
with costs.—HUTYITON v. BEETON & M‘MURRAY, 
BEETON v. M‘'MurRAY & HUTTON (1863), 9 Jur. 
N.S. 1339. 

977. Compliance with order for payment— 
What amounts to.|——When an action is commenced 
in a district registry & money is ordered to be paid 
by a receiver into ct. to the credit of the action, it 
is not a compliance with that order to pay the 
money into a bank “ to the credit of the district 
revistrar.”? That mode of payment is irregular, 
& the money will be ordered to be brought into ct. 
under Court of Chancery Funds Act, 1872 (c. 44), 
& Rules.— FINLAY v. DAVIS (1879), 12 Ch. D. 735 ; 
39 L. T. 662; 27 W. It. 334. 

978. - How enforced.|—(1) Where a person 
sccks for damages, on the ground of the improper 























PART VIII. SECT. 1. 

964 i. Duty to keep acecounts—c& 
produce regularly. |j—he BURKE (1809), 
1 Ball & B. 74.—IR. 

d. Pervriew of accounts—Application 
of minor on attaining majority.+— 
Receiver’s accounts which hud been 
passed, ordered to be reviewed on 
application of the person, late a minor, 
who had attuined his age.——WILb- 
RIDGR v. MSKANE (1827), 2 Mok. 545.— 

e. Duty to file accounts—Upon order 
of court.}—ARMITAGE 0. FORBES (1831), 
Hayes, 222, 229.—IR. 

f. Power of court to surcharge accounts 
— After receiver’s discharge. |—Notwith- 
standing the discharge of a receiver, 
the ct. has jririsdiction to surcharge 
his accounts.— le EDWARDS (1892), 31 
Ji. R. Ir. 242.—IR. 


g. Power of court to order receiver 
fo account.J—A ct. having appointed 
i receiver in a sulf has authority 
incidental to its jurisdiction, to order 
him to account, although the suit may 
bo no longer pending.—Re Prem LALL 
MOLLICK, ADMINISTRATOR - GENERAL 
OF BENGAL 7 PREM LALL MULLICK 
(1895), I. L. R. 22 Cale. 1011; 22 
L. R. Ind, App. 203.--IND. 


PART VIII. SECT. 2. 


h. Tho may appear.j—Trusts & 
GUARANTEE Co., LTD. v. GRAND VALLEY 
iy. Co. (1915), 8 O. W. N. 416; 24 
DL. R.ATL; 44.0. L. R. 87.—CAN. 


k. Application for receiver to ‘pass 
accounts—Necessity for special gruund 
for application.}—Application of a 
third person, that a receiver should pass 


his account, & appct. having liberty 
to attend in the office on the passing 
of it, refused, no special ground for 
such application having been shown.— 
COLBURN v, COOVER (1841), 8 TI. gq. R. 


5 ] 0, —IR, 


PART VIII. SECT. 3, 


1. Unauthorised investnent—Liabdility 
to account for profit. |\—Where a receiver 
had made an Investment unauthorised 
by the ct., by which a profit had been 
made :—~Hcld: the amount realised 
must be added to the principal.— 
BALDWIN tv. CRAWFORD (1866), 2 Ch. 
Ch. ),.—CAN. 

m. Improper retention of balance— 
Liability for interest. }-—-A receiver who 
improperly retains a balance in his 


hands, must pay interest on the amount 
when he passes his next account.— 


a 2 
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Sect. 3.—Payment of balances. Sect. 4: Sub-sects. 
1,2@3. Part IX. Sect.1 &2: Sub-sect. 1.) 


use of the process of this ct., & the person against 
whom the complaint is made requires the matter to 
be tried at law, this ct. will permit it to be tried at 
law, instead of itself assessing the damages. 

(2) A four days’ order seems still to be the 
proper process for compelling a receiver to pay over 
his balances in accordance with an order of the ct. 
—WHITEHEAD v. LYNES (1864), 34 Beav. 161; 
34 L. J. Ch. 201; 11 L. T. 615; 11 Jur. N.S. 74; 
13 W. R. 306; 55 7. R. 596. 


Sect. 4.—DEFAULT. 
SUB-SECT ]1.—PROCEEDINGS AGAINST RECEIVER. 

979. Four day order.]|—ScoTr v. Puatren, No. 
579, ante. 

ie ——.] — WHITEHEAD v. IYNES, No. 978, 
ante. 

981. Execution.]—A receiver need not be served 
with a writ of execution of a decretal order, but 
only with a copy, & if he disobeys, shall be com- 
mitted.—MACARTY v. GIBSON (1728), Mos. 40; 
25 E. R. 258, L. C. 

982. .|—A warrant of the Lord Chancellor 
for the commitment of a person, appointed a 
receiver by the Ct. of Ch., for the non-payment of 
a balance certified against him, is only in the nature 
of a civil execution.—BRETT v. CLOSE (1812), 16 
Kast, 293; 104 E. R. 1100. 

983. Cammittal.] — Receiver, not paying in a 
balance under an order, may be proceeded against 
personally by commitment. <A previous order, in 
the alternative, that by a certain day he shall pay, 
or stand committed, is necessary; th ugh he was 
under an order for payment by a certain day upon 
his appearance by counsel, praying time.— 
DAVIES v. CRACRAFT (1807), 14 Ves. 143; 83 E.R. 
475. 

Annotation :—Reid. Ive Grey, [1892] 2 Q. B. 440. 

984. .|— Where a receiver makes default 
in payment of a balance due from him payment 
may be enforced by comrnittal—Re BELL’s 
ESTATE, FOSTER v. BELL (1870), L. R. 9 Eq. 172 ; 
21L. T. 781; 18 W. kh. 369. 


Annotation :—Reid, Re Gent, Gent-Davis v. Harris (1888), 
40 Ch. D. 190. 
XXI,, 


Sequestration.|—See Execution, Vol. 
p. 595, No. 1774. 

985. Recognisances put in suit.) — 'TuuRLOW 
7. THURLOW (1840), 4 Jur. 982. 

Application of Statute of Limitations.]—See 


LIMITATION OF ACTIONS, Vol. XXXIT., p. 501, 
Nos. 1623, 1624. 








SUB-SECT. 2.—PENALTIES. 
See R. 8S. C., Ord. 50, r. 18. 
Loss of remuneration.|—See Nos, 932-935, ante. 


HARMAN t, FORSTER (1825), 1 Hog, p. 
318.—IR. 
n. ——— ———.]}--FETNAM t. 
(1841), 4 I. Eq. R. 320.—IR. 
Oo. : 2 Sr. GEORGE'S 
Estate (1887), 19 lL. R. Lr. 566.— IR, 


PART VIII. SECT. 4, SUB-SECT, 1. 


Sumnons to 


KIRBY 


ea | ie 








receiver. J—A receiver is only entitled 
to one summons to account.—LAWLOR 
v. Lowry (1824), 1 Hog. 140.—IR. 


q. ——.]—Mc BRIDE v, CLARKE 
(1828), 1 Mol. 233.—IR. 

r. Discharge from 
of copy of 


RECEIVERS. 


986. Payment of interest—-On balance not 
paid in.]| FLETCHER v. Dopp, No. 777, ante. 
v. JOLLAND, No. 161, 


a 








ante, ‘ 

988, —— ———.]—Porrts v. LEIGHTON, No. 927, 
ae -——_— ——.]—PEARSE v. GREEN, No. 963, 
oreeti —— ——.]—DAWSON v. RAYNES, No. 1053, 
pone. ——— ——.]— Branam v. BOWES (1836), 


Donnelly, 84; 47 IX. R. 242. 
992. ——.,]—-BRISTOWE v, NEEDHAM, No. 
934, ante. 





8.—LIABILITY OF PERSONAL REPRE- 
SENTATIVES OF RECEIVER. 


993. General rule.}—— Limon v. Limon (1782), 
cited in 16 Ju. T. O. S. 387. 
Annotation :—Folld. Judgate v. Channell (1851), 16 L. T. 


O. 8S. 337 
(1780), in 16 


994, ——-.] — Re 

L. T. O. 8, 337. 

ieee :—Folld. Ludgate v, Channell (1851), 16 L. T. 
995. Recognisance enforced against represen- 

tative.|,—Where in the lifetime of a receiver an 

unascertained balance was found by the master’s 
report to be due from him, & he died without pay- 
ment of such balance, the ct. ordered, upon 
petition, that his recognisance should be put in 
suit against his real & personal representatives & 
against his sureties.—LUDGATER v. CHANNELI 

(1851), 3 Mac. & G. 175; 160. T. 0. 8S. 3875 42 

BB. BR. 227, L. C. 

.|—See, also, Vol. XXIII, 

p. 354, No. 4217. 

Liability for payment of interest.|—See Exrcu- 
rors, Vol. X XIV., p. 712, Nos. 7385, 7386. 

996. Summary order for account.|—LITTLEBOY 
v. SPOONER (1826), 1 Seton’s Judgments & Orders, 
Oth ed. 815. 

Annotations :-—Expld. Ludgater v. Channell (1847), 15 Sim. 
rhe Refd. Hawkins v. Gathercole (1855), 6 De G. M. & 
997. ———.|—- The ct. has no jurisdiction to 

order, in a summary way, the exor. of a deceased 

receiver to bring in & pass his testator’s accounts, 

& pay the balance to be found due out of the 

assets.— JENKINS v. BRIANT (1834), 7 Sim. 171; 

4J.. J. Ch. 2; 58 &. R. 802. 

arian :—-Distd. Ludgater v. Channell (1851), 3 Mac. & 
3,175. 

998. Leave granted to executor —-To carry in 
accounts & lodge balance.|—-HOLMES v. HOLMES 
(1843), 1 Seton’s Judgments & Orders, 6th ed. 
814, 

999. Right to attend taking of accounts.] — 
Stmmons v. ROSE (1860), 2 Daniell’s Chancery 
Practice, 7th ed. 1456. 


SUB-SECT. 


BuRT cited 


EXECUTORS, 





t. Power of receiver to plead ine 
validity of recognisance—Estoppel, |}— 
A receiver who hus gone into receipt of 
rent under the ct., will not be allowed 
to plead to a scire facias, upon his 
recognisance, that the sanie was taken 
by an unauthorised person.—WrL- 
LESLEY v. MORNINGTON (1863), 13 
I. Ch. R. 559.—IR. 


account~-Right — of 


attachment — On 


—_— 


983 i. Committal.}—Where an order 
is made upon a receiver for payment 
of money, the ct. on default will com- 
mit for a contempt of such order, 
without requiring any further order 
to be served.—McINrosy +, ELLIOTY 
(1851), 2 Gr, 396.—CAN, 


ea account. 
Vhere w receiver has been attached 
for not accounting, he will be discharged 
from the attachment on producing & 
copy of his account, & paying the costs 
of the attachment.—M‘CARTHUY  ¥. 
sr reaioae ie Smith on Receivers, 197, 


PART VIII. SECT. 4, SUB-SECT. 3. 


998i. Leave granted to executor-—To 
carry iam accounts d& lodye balance. }— 
ee FALLOoNn (1843), 5 I. Kq. R. 


Part LX.—DISCHARGE. 


Part IX.— 


Sect. 1.—IN GENERAL. 

1000. Judgment not providing for continuance of 
appointment—Whether absence operates as dis- 
charge—Appointment generally.|—Cnrusr v. SMITH 
(1879), 24 Sol. Jo. 121, C. A. 

1001. -|}—Where, on an inter- 
locutory order, a receiver & manager has been 
appointed as receiver gencrally & as manager until 
a fixed date, upon the motion for judgment in the 
action, the minutes of judgment should not con- 
tinue the receiver, but merely extend the time 
during which the receiver may act as manager, 
as he is still in office as receiver, by reason of the 
former order.—DAVIES v. VALE OF EVESHAM 
PRESERVES, LTD. (1895), 73 L. T. 150; 43 W. R. 
646. 

1002, ——~- -—— -|—Where a receiver has 
been appointed generally in an action it is un- 
necessary, When the action comes on upon further 
consideration, to insert in the minutes a direction 
to continue the receiver.—Re UNDERWOON, 
UNDERWOOD v. UNDERWOOD (1889), 60 L. T. 381 ; 
37 W. R. 428. 

1003. Appointment for limited time-—‘‘ Until 
judgment or further order.’’?|—BRINSILEY v. 
IuyNTon & LynmMoutH Horet & PROPERTY Co., 
as reported in [1895] W. N. 53. 

1004. Order for delivery up of documents—-After 
discharge-—Costs.|—-A decree made with costs 
against a land agent & receiver after his discharge, 
for the delivery up of all documents relating to 
the estate & its management.—- BERESFORD (LADY) 
v. DRIVER (1852), 16 Beav. 184 3 22 L. J. Ch. 407 ; 
Ol MK. R. 7283; previous proceedings (1851), 14 
Beav. 387. 
1nnotation :—Mentd. Sellar v. Griffin (1863), 33 L. J. Ch. 6. 

Property of lunatics.|—See JuNATIcs, Vol. 
NX XXITI., p. 186, Nos. 830, 831. 

Debenture-holders action.|—Sve 
Vol. X., pp. 808, 804, Nos. 5097-5099. 














COMPANIES, 


Sic. 2.—WHEN ORDER GRANTED. 
SUL-SECT. 1.—CONTINUANCE OF APPOINTMENT 
UNNECESSARY. 

1005. Object of appointment effected —Payment 
of arrears of annuity.|—Davis vw. MARLBOROUGH 
(DUKE), No. 718, ante. 

1006. : receiver had been 
appointed upon bill filed by an annuitant on the 
estate. All arrears having been paid off, under the 
circumstances, the order appointing the receiver 
was discharged.— BRAHAM v. STRATHMORE (1844), 
31. T. 0.8. 466 3 8 Jur. 567. 

1007. Payment of incumbrances—Posses- 
sion by tenant for life.|—Testator who died in 
1844, devised to trustees a moiety of his real estates 
upon trusts for his son for life, with remainder to 
his grandson for life & his sons in tail & to pay all 
his debts & sums of money as he should owe at 
the time of his decease, whether by way of mtge. 
bond, or otherwise, including a sum of £8,000 





— 








PART IX. SECT. 1. 


a. Necessity for order of discharge.) 
—SHANKAR Das v. BEHARI LAL (1925), 
I. L. R. 6 Lah. 442.—IND. 

'b., ——.]— WHITE v. WESTMEATIL 
(LORD) (1828), Beat. 174.—IR. 
G. ———.]— KENNY v. CLARKE (1813), 


5 I. Eq. R. 280.—IR. 

d. ——-~~—.]}-—JOHNSTUN v. HENDERSON 
(1844), 8 I. Eq. KR. 

e. What amounts to_ discharge — 
Injunction to put purchaser in ‘pos- 
session.}--An injunction to put the 
purchaser into possession amounts to IR. 
w dischurge of the receiver.—ANON. 


521.—IR. 
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Discharge. 


charged upon the estates; & he directed that the 
rents & profits of the estates should be received 
by the trustces & be applied in liquidation of the 
debts until the whole, including the £8,000, should 
be paid; that no person to whom any estate for 
life or in tail was limited should be entitled to the 
rents & profits until the estates were totally dis- 
incumbered & clear of debts; & that the trustees 
should invest the moneys which come to their 
hands upon good security at interest until the same 
should be applied in payments under the trusts. 

A receiver had been appointed. The whole of the 

debts had been paid excepting the £8,000 by sales 

of parts of the estates under orders of the ct., & 
there was an accumulation fund in ct. sufficient 
to pay the £8,000. On adjourned summons :— 

Held: the receiver must be discharged, & the 

tenant for life be let into possession of the estates.— 

TEwanrt v. LAWSON (1874), L. R. 18 Hq. 490; 43 

L. J. Ch. 673 ; 22 W. R. 822. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Norton »v. Johnstone (1885), 30 
Ch. D., fte Green, Baldock v. Green (1888), 40 
Ch. D. 610; Honywood v. Honywood, [1902] 1 Ch. 347 ; 

Iie Heathcote, Heathcote v. Trench, [1904] 1 Ch. 826; 
fie Webster, Thompson v. Thompson (1910), 102 L. T. 
905; Ze Cresswell, Lineham v. Cresswell (1913), 57 
Sol. Jo. 578; He Stamford & Warrington, Payne v. Grey 
(1925), 94 L. J. Ch. 294. 

Compare COMPANIES, Vol. LX., p. 556, No. 3680. 

1008. ——- Settlement of dispute as to title— 
Accounts not settled.|—On motion by petition in 
the ct. below, for the discharge of a receiver, the 
ct. refused the motion, & dismissed the petition 
with costs, but engrafted on the order of dismissal 
certain directions asked for by defts.. & supported 
by their affidavits, in opposition to the motion :— 
Held: such addition to the order was contrary to 
the practice of the ct., & ought not to have been 
made; & upon the facts disclosed, an order for 
the dismissal of the receiver ought to have been 
made pursuant to the prayer of the petition. 

An order having been made, dismissing a motion 
for the settlement of accounts, & payment over 
of the balance, on the ground that the accounts 
had not been fully taken under the original decrec, 
or the balance ascertained, affirmed on appeal, 
but without costs.—PALMER v. BARRETT? (1837), 
1 Moo. P. C. C. 4155 12 E.R. 872, 2P.C. 

1009. -—— Appointment following refusal of 
executors to act—Subsequent offer of executors to 
act.|—A receiver who had been appointed by reason 
of the exors. having refused to act under testator’s 
will, quitted his place of residence in the vicinity 
of the estates in respect of which he had been 
appointed receiver. The ct., on the consent of 
the other parties to the cause, & the exors. express- 
ing their willingness to act, made an order to that 
effect, d: that the receiver should pass his accounts. 
—Davy v. GRoNow (1845), 14 I. J. Ch. 1384. 

1010. -|—Powys v. BLAGRAVE (18538), as 
reported in 2 Eq. Rep. 395: 18 Jur. 4623; on 
appeal (1854), 4 De G. M. & G. 448, L. C. 
«Annotations :—Mentd. Warren v. Rudall, “xc yp. Godfrey 

trees 1 John. & H. 1; Barnes rv. Dowling (1881), 44 


. T. 8093; Ze Williames, Andrew v. Williames (1884), 
62 L. T. 41; Re Hotchkys, Freko v. Calmady (1886), 32 








(1839), 2 1. Eq. R. 416.—IR. 


PART IX. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 1. 

4005 i. Obdject of appointment effected 
—-Puyment of arrears of annuity.}-— 
SANKEY vt. O’MALEY (1825), 2 Mol. 491. 


f£, —— Payment v  incumbrances— 
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4 & 5.) 


Ch. D. 408; Fe Cartwright, Avis 1. Newman (1889), 41 
Ch. D. 532: Re Freman, Dimond v. Newburn, [1898] 1 
Ch. 28; Blackmore v. White, [1899] 1 Q. B. 293. 


1011. Establishment of mortgagee’s _ title.]|— 
Bow .es v. Parsons (1749), 1 Dick. 142; 21H. QR. 


222. 

1012, ——.]—LancaTon v. LANGTON, No. 1034, 
post. 

1018. Appointment in consequence of incapacity 
of trustees—Subsequent appointment of new 
trustees.]|—(1) A recciver who had been appointed 
in consequence of the misconduct & incapacity 
of trustees under a will, discharged, upon the 
appointment of new trustees by the ct. 

(2) A receiver is appointed for the benefit of 
all parties interested, & will not therefore be dis- 
charged, merely on the application of the party 
at whose instance he was appointed.—BAIN- 
BRIGGE v. Bian (1841), 3 Beav. 421; 10 L. J. Ch. 
193; 49 E. R. 165. 


Annotation :-—Generally, Mentd. Alsop v. Bell (1857), 24 
Beav. 451. 


1014. Appointment pending probate—Grant of 
probate.|—Where a suit is instituted merely for the 
protection of the assets pending a litigation for 
probate in the Ecclesiastical Ct., the practice of 
the ct. is, upon the grant of probate, to discharge 
the receiver, stay all proceedings in the suit, & 
dispose of the costs.— BARTON v. Rock (1856), 22 
Beav. 376; 52 EF. R. 1153. 
aes ‘—Mentd. Grimston v. Timms (1870), 22 L. T. 





1015. Foreclosure order absolute.]—The receiver 
& manager, appointed before judgment in a 
foreclosure action, received moneys that represented 
the gross takings in the business of th wmtged. 
property, which was aleaschold public-house. The 
moneys were received from day to day partly before 
& partly after the date fixed for redemption. The 
ct. made a final order for foreclosure & directed that 
the receiver & manager should pass forthwith his 
final account, & be discharged, his recognisance & 
bond to be vacated.--—Ho_r & Co. v. BEAGLE 
(1886), 55 L. T. 592. 

1016. Dismissal of suit.)—Pirr v. Bonner, No. 
975, ante. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—BANKRUPTCY OF DEBTOR SUPER- 
VENING. 

1017. Whether operating as discharge.] —SkIP 
v. HARWOOD, No. 882, ante. 

1018. |—A receiver. & manager had been 
appointed on an ex parte application by pltf. in a 
foreclosure action under a mtge. of brewery 
premises. The mtgor., deft., afterwards became 
bkpt. on his own petition. The official receiver 
opposed a motion by pltf. for the continuance of 
the original receiver & manager, contending that 
he ought to be substituted :—Held: an order 
must be made confirming the previous appoint- 
ment, & continuing the person then appointed as 
receiver of the rents & profits of the premises 
comprised in the mtge., & as manager of the 
business, he to be at liberty to use any of the vats, 
fixed motive machinery, & other property coin- 
prised in the mtge., but nothing else.—DEACcON 
v. ARDEN (1884), 50 L. T. 584. 





All claims must be satisfied. J—~ LARGAN v. 
BOWEN (1803), 1 Sch. & Lef. 296.—IR. 


ge . J —MURROU UL UV. 
FRENCH (1827), 2 Mol. 497.—IR. 


PART IX. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 3. 


h. froperty of stranyer erroneously 
included in order. J—A recoiver who had 
becn wrongly appointed over property 
belonging to a person not a party to the 


RECEIVERS. 


1019. Transfer of proceedings to Bankruptcy 
Court.|—The beneficiaries under a will commenced 
an action in the Ch. Div. against the acting 
trustee & exor., who was a partner in deceased 
testator’s business, claiming a declaration that the 
assets of the business formed part of the estate 
of the testator; that an account might be taken 
of the partnership dealings, & that the affairs of 
the partnership might be wound-up; that deft. 
might be removed from being a trustee, & that new 
trustees might be appointed; & administration 
of testator’s estate. A receiver was then ap- 
pointed to get in testator’s estate, & the debts & 
assets of the partnership business. Shortly after- 
wards deft. was adjudicated a bkpt. Thereupon 
his trustee in bkpcy. applied to the Ch. Div. that 
the receiver might be discharged, & the action 
handed over to the Bkpcy. Ct. so far as related to 
the debts & assets of the partnership business. 
It was decided that the Ch. Div. having seisin of 
the action, it would not be proper to hand it over 
to the Bkpcy. Ct., nor to divide the administration 
into two parts:—Held: the application was 
wrongly made, the right procedure being to apply 
to the judge of the Bkpcy. Ct., under Bkpcy. Act, 
1883 (c. 52), s. 102 (4), to order a transfer to him- 
self of the action pending in the Ch. Div.—fe 
SomkEs, STEWART v. SOMES (1895), 73 L. T. 359, 
Cc, A. 





SUB-SECT. 3.—APPOINTMENT IRREGULAR, 


1020. Appointment of improper person—Son of 
next friend of infant.]|—-TayLor v. OLpDItAM, No. 
150, ante. 

1021. Plaintiff’s solicitor— Without sanction 
of defendant.|—Re Luoyp, ALLEN v. LLoyD, No. 
159, ante. 

1022. Appointment over property not charge- 
able—Settled property—Married woman.|—By a 
post-nuptial settlement made before the Married 
Women’s Property Act, 1882 (c. 75), property 
devised by will to a married woman for her separate 
use without restraint against anticipation was 
limited to her for life for her separate use, without 
power of anticipation, remainder to the husband 
for life, remainder to the children. The wife after 
the Act & during coverture made a promissory 
note in favour of pltfs., & after the death of her 
husband pltfs. obtained judgment upon the note 
against the widow & an order for the appointment 
of a receiver of the rents & profits of the property 
in settlement :—Held : upon the truc construction 
of Married Women’s Property Act, 1882 (c. 75), 
ss. 1, 5, & 19, the property in settlement was not 
liable to satisfy the judgment & the order appoint- 
ing the receiver must be discharged.— BECKETT v. 
TASKER (1887), 19 Q. B.D. 7; 56 L. T. 6386; 36 
W. kt. 158. 

Annotations :—-Consd. Pelton v. Harrison, [1891] 2 Q. B. 

422. Reid. Re Lumley, Hood Barrs v. Cathcart B07) 

7 1%. 400; Softlaw v. Welch, [1899] 2 Q. B. 419. entd. 

Braumstein v. Lewis (1891), 7 T. L. Rk. 246; Le Hewett, 

ix p. Levene, [1895] 1 Q. B. 328. 

1023. Judgment debtor’s salary.|—-WAL- 
BROOK & Co. v. JONES & LEWIS (1887), 3 T. L. 
609, C. A. 

1024. Appointment where trustee with power of 
entry & distress already in existence.|—Recciver 
ought not to be appointed where there is a trustee 
with power of entry & distress.—BUXTON v. 








vause discharged, notwithstanding the 
abatement of the suit by the dcath of 
the sole deft.— LAVENDER v. LAVENDER 
(1875), 9I. R. Kq. 693.—IR. 


k. Recciver subsequently come under 


Parr 1X.—DIScHARGE. 


MONKHOUSE (1810), Coop. G. 41; 35 E. R. 470, 


L. C. 
Annotations :—Apld. Sollory v. Leaver (1869), L. R. 9 Eq. 
22. Consd. Kelscy v. Kelsey (1874), L. R. 17 Eq. 495. 


1025. Property of stranger erroneously included 
in order.]|— FOWLER v. HAYNES, No. 697, ante. 

1026. Appointment enabling one partner to act 
in excess of partnership powers.|—-The ct. has no 
jurisdiction in an action for winding up the 
partnership to confer on a receiver greater powers 
in this respect than a partner would have had.— 
NIEMANN v. NIEMANN (1889), 48 Ch. D. 198; 59 
J. J. Ch. 220; 62 L. TT. 8839; 388 W. RR. 258, C. A. 

1027. Appointment on misleading evidence.!|— 
In a debenture-holder’s action by pltfs.S. had been 
by order of Nov. 27, 1916, appointed receiver & 
manager of the property & assets of dcfts. In 
an affidavit of W. described as a ‘‘ director of public 
cos.,” he stated that for five years past he had 
known S. of No. 1, RK. Street, A., “ accountant,”’ 
the proposed receiver & manager, that the 
accountant had carried on business as such for 
upwards of five years at No. 1, Rt. Street, & else- 
where in the City of London, & that S. was a person 
of respectability & a fit & proper person to be 
appointed receiver & manager of defts.’ property 
& assets. S. was, according to the evidence, 
secretary to a political league, & had an office 
at No. 1, R. Street, for two months past, & there 
was no evidence that he had carried on business as 
an accountant. On motion to discharge S. from 
the receivership :—J/eld;: the appointment had 
been procured by means of a misleading atfidavit, 
& the receiver must be discharged.—Me CHURCII 


Press, Lrp., Victoria Lous PrintiInc Co., 
Lip. v. Cuurctit PREss, Lrp. (1917), 116 LL. TV. 
247. 


Appointment prejudicing executor’s right of 
retainer.|—See ExEcuToRS, Vol. XXIII, p. 377, 
Nos. 4463, 4464. 


SUB-SECT, 4.—MISCONDUCT OR DEFAULT OF 
RECEIVER. 

See R.S. C., Ord. 50, rv. 21. 

1028. Waste.|—Recciver commits waste «& dis- 
charged by all parties concerned in interest.— 
BELL v. SPEREMAN (1726), Cas. temp. King, 59 ; 
di. RR. 222, L. C. 

1029. Receiver absconding.|—SHACKEL v. MAnr- 
BOROUGH (DUKE) (1844), 1 Seton’s Judgments & 
Orders, 6th ed. 805. 

1030. Irregular rendering of accounts.|—A re- 
ceiver had been accustomed to bring in his accounts 
very irregularly in point of time, & thereby the 
actual balances in his hands never clearly appeared. 
lle was specially ordered to bring in his accounts 
before a given day in every year, accompanicd 
with an affidavit, showing the actual balance in 
hand, inquiries were also directed as to his former 
balances, & he was ordered to pay the costs of 
the application. 

The conduct of the veceiver has been very 
irregular; petitioner has great reason to com- 
plain of it; &, for the protection of petitioners, it 
is necessary that the receiver should be dis- 
charged, or that some bettcr security than has 


disqualification. |—W here a reeciver, by 


PART IX. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 4. 
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hitherto been afforded should be provided. Peti- 
tioner must be indemnificd from the costs of it. 
The receiver must pay them, & if he has not acted 
in concert with those who are entitled to the 
estate subject to the charges, he must personally 
bear them. If he has acted in concert with them, 
or been countenanced by them, it may not be 
improper to allow him to charge them in account, 
against any balance of the rents which may remain 
after payment of the charges (LORD LANGDALE, 
M.R.).—BERTIE v. ABINGDON (LoRD) (1845), 8 
Beav. 53; 50 E.R. 21. ; 

1031. Failure to pay rent of premises.|--Mit- 
CHELL v. ConDy, [1873] W. N. 232. 

1032. Attempt to remove partnership business-—- 
To injury of one partner.|—MITCIELL v. CONDY, 
[1873] W. N. 232. 

1033. Mismanagement—Not Illiteracy.]--CuaAy- 
TOR v. MACLEAN, No. 147, ante. 





SUB-SECT, 5,—ON BETIALF OF PRIOR 
INCUMBRANCER. 

1034. Establishment of prior title.] -Cesluis que 
frust under a will instituted a suit to have the trusts 
carried into effect & to set aside a mtge. of a part 
of the trust estate made by the trustees. By the 
terms of the mtge. the mtgees. were not entitled 
to take possession except upon a prescribed notice. 
Before this notice had been given pltf. had obtained 
an order for a receiver, & also an order to take 
proceedings with respect to a claim adverse to the 
interests of all the partics to the suit. Afterwards 
a decree was made in the suit, establishing the 
validity of the intge. & directing a sale, in which 
all parties were ordered to join. The mtgees. 
neither consented to nor opposed the interlocutory 
orders being made, nor did they at the hearing 
ask for a dismissal of the bill as against them- 
selves, or oppose the insertion of the direction for a 
sale. They afterwards applied to have the receiver 
discharged & to be let into possession, & gave 
the notice prescribed by the mtge. On their 
application being refused, they appealed from the 
refusal, & at the same time from so much of the 
decree as rendered it obligatory on them to 
concur in the sale:—Held: (1) they had not 
adopted the proceedings in the suit, but were 
entitled to priority over the costs of it & of the 
action, & also to have the receiver discharged & 
the decree varied so far as it bound them to join 
in the sale; (2) testator’s estate in the subject 
of the security being equitable, the ct. might 
direct possession to be delivered to the mtgees.-— 
LANGTON v. LANGTON (1855), 7 De G. M. & G. 30 5 
3 Eq. Rep. 001; 24 L. J. Ch. 625; 214 L. T. OVS. 
294; 1 Jur. N.S. 1078; 3 W. R. 2223; 44 10. R. 
12, L. TJ, 

Annotation ;-—Cenerally, Reid. Re Pound & Hutchins (1889), 

42 Ch. D. 402. 

1035. ——.]— Pltf., having obtained judgment, 
was by an order made at chambers appointed 
recelver of the rents of some houses belonging to 
deft.; the order was made without prejudice to 
prior incumbrances. G. having applied to dis- 
charge the order appointing the receiver on the 
ground that he was a second mtgee. under a decd 


Ry, Co., 1 Ch. Ch. o37.-- CAN, 


being appointed exor. of the former 
pitf., since deceased, became pltf., 
the ct. discharged him on that ground. 
—BARCLAY tv. O’BRIEN (1825), un- 
reported.—IR. 


1, ——-MxuAKA v. Euan (15816), 
) T. iq. ht. 259.— IR. 





m. Jffect of bona fides.) - Ov motion 
to remove w receiver tor misconduct ¢- -- 
Held: he had committed a breach of 
duty, but as he had acted bond fide & to 
the best of his judgment for the benefit 
of ull parties, he should not be removed. 

ate v. Orrawa & Phescvorr 


PART IX. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 5. 


n. General rule.jJ—A prior ereditor 
who has obtained wn order for the 
appointment of a receiver is entitled 
to discharge an order for a receiver 
over the same lands, obtaincd by a 
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Sect. 2.—When order granted: Sub-sects. 5, 6 & 7. 
Sect. 3. Part X. Sects. 1,2 & 3.] 


executed by deft. before the judgment in the 
action, the Q. B. Div. referred the question as to 
the validity of G.’s mtge. to a master, who after 
hearing evidence reported that the mtge. was a 
sham & had been executed in order to defeat deft.’s 
creditors. The Q. B. Div. declined to review the 
evidence upon which the master had acted, 
accepted his report as conclusive, & refuscd G.’s 
application :—Held: inasmuch as the recciver 
was appointed under an equitable jurisdiction 
now vested in the Q. B. Div., the evidence before 
the master might have been reviewed; & the Ct. 
of Appeal being of opinion on the evidence that the 
mtge. had been executed in good faith, discharged 
the order made at chambers, whereby pltf. was 

appointed receiver.— WALMSLEY v. Munpy (1884), 

13 Q. B. D. 807; 32 W. R. 602 ; sub nom. WALMSs- 

LEY v. MUNDY, La p. GOODENOUGH, 53 L. J. Q. B. 

304; 50 L. T. 317, C. A. 

Annotation :—Mentd. Chance & Hunt v. G. W. Ry., lL. & 
N. W. Ry., Mid. Ry. & North Staffordshire Ry. (1914), 
15 Ry. & Can. Tr. Cas. 241. 

1036. Substitution of nominee of incumbrancer.| 

—STANLEY 0. COULTHURST, [1868] W. N. 305. 
1037. .|—B. debenture stock issued by the 

above co. was secured by a trust deed, called the 

B. security, on the gencral assets & on the site 

of a hotel, with a “‘ primnary trust for conversion ” 

when the 3B. security became enforceable. 

Clause 18 provided that the B. trustees should hold 

the moneys to arise under the primary trust for 

conversion upon trust, that they should thereout 
in the first place pay or retain their costs & expenses 

‘including the remuneration of the P.. trustees ”’ 

& should apply the residue in paymei.: of the L. 

stockholders, & should pay the surplus, if any, to 

the co. Clause 34 provided that the co. should 
pay the B. trustees a fixed remuneration per annum 

to continue payable until the trusts of the B. 

security should be finally wound up & whether 

or not a receiver should be appointed or the trusts 
should be administered by the ct. The LB. security 
became enforceable & a recciver was appointed 
in a B. stockholder’s action. This receiver was 
superseded by a receiver appointed in an action 
by the trustees of a prior hen security, to which 
action the B. trustees were parties, & in which 
their security was established. The hotel was 
actually sold by the prior lien trustees, the 
entire purchase-money being received & paid by 
them into ct. in pursuance of an order in the 
prior lien action. The B. trustees joined in the 
conveyance. After discharging the prior lien a 
considerable surplus was left in ct. forthe L. stock- 
holders :—Held: the B. trustees were entitled 
to their fixed contractual remuneration undcr 
clause 34 until the trusts of the B. security were 
finally wound up, & under clause 18 to a lien on 
the surplus proceeds of sale in ct. in priority to 
the B. stockholders.—fe PICCADILLY HOTEL, LTp., 

PAUL v. PICCADILLY Loren, Lrp., [1911] 2 Ch. 

534; 81 L. J. Ch. 80; 105 L. 1. 775; 56 Sol. Jo. 

52; 19 Mans. 85. 

Annotations :—Consd. J'e Locke & Smith, Wigan +. The Co., 


[1914] 1 Ch. 687; Je British Consolidated Oil Corpn., 
Howell t. The Co., [1919] 2 Ch. 81. Refd. /’e Angio- 





puisne creditor in @ suit in which the 


RECEIVERS. 


Canadian Lands (1912), Ltd., Park v. The Co., 
2 Ch. 287. ; 
See, also, Mortgage, Vol. XXXV., p. 524, 

Nos. 2539-2542, 


SuB-secT. 6.—RECHIVER’s GOWN APPLICATION. 

1038. Necessity to show reasonable cause.]— 
When a receiver is appointed, & has given security, 
he must show a reasonable cause to entitle himself 
to be discharged.—Smitu v. VAUGHAN (1744), 
Ridg. temp. H. 251; 27 I. R. 820. 

1039. - I-health——Costs.]—I1ICHAKDSUON 
Warp (1822), 6 Madd. 266; 56 Fé. R. 1092. 


v. 





SUB-sECT. 7.-- OTHER CASES. 

1040. Application by one of several interested 
parties.|—BAINBRIGGE v. BLAIR, No. 1013, ante. 

1041. ——— Infant tenants in common—One only 
attaining majority.|—A recciver appointed for the 
benefit of two infant tenants in common, not 
discharged on one coming of age.—SMITH Vv. 
LYSTER (1841), 4 Beav. 227; 10 L. J. Ch. 344; 
49 BE. R. 326. 

1042. Trust estate—Outstanding question as to 
title—All trustees dead.|—Whiere the trustees of a 
will are dead, & it appears that there is a question 
as to the party in whom the legal estate is vested, 
the ct. will appoint new trustees, notwithstanding 
that a receiver has been appointed in the suit, & 
continue the recciver.— REEVES v. NEVILLE (1862), 
10 W. R. 335. 

1043. Receiver appointed on behalf of infant — 
Application for discharge by other beneficiaries. |— 
HOSKINS v. CAMPBELL, GIBLON v. CAMPBELL, 
[1869] W. N. 59. 


Sic. 3. —HOW OBTAINED. 


1044. Application to court—Necessity for.]-— 
Kor the purpose of devesting the possession of the 
receiver, an application to the ct. was necessary 
(LEACH, M.R.).—TnNoMAS v. BrIGSTOCKE (1827), 
4+ Russ. 615 88 E.R. 729. 

.1nnotations :—Refd. Ie Franks (1851), 16 L. T. O. 8. 5293 
Paynter v. Carew (1854), 23 lL. J. Ch. 596; /ee Hoarc, 
Hoare v. Owen, [1892] 3 Ch. 943 Preston v. Tunbridge 
Wells Opera House, [1903] 2 Ch. 3233; Jte Metropolitan 
Amalgamated. KMstates, Iairweather v. The Co., [1912] 
2 Ch. 497. Mentd. Clarendon v. Barham (1842), 1 Y. & 
Cc. Ch. Cus. 688; Hele v. Bexley, Whitfield v. Bowyer, 
Whitfield v. Knight (1855), 20 Beav. 127. 


1045. Notice—Necessity for personal service 
on receiver.|—A receiver ought to be personally 
served with notice of an application to discharge 
hin from his office.--A.-G. v. HABERDASHERS’ 
Co. (18388), 2 Jur. 915, 

1046. Form of application—Motion. 
The next friend of an infant having been also 
appointed by the ct. general guardian & receiver, 
a motion was made by the infant to remove him 
from all those offices, the notice of motion being 
signed by a solr. :—Held: although a next friend 





——— 








417 L. i. Ir.121, cause had abated by the death of deft. 


prior creditor is not & party.—IkVING 14au.——an, against whom the process issued.— 
0. WALLER (1825), 1 Hog. 258.—IR. Woobs ¥. CREAGHE (1824), 1 Hog. 174. 
J—MOorcan v. SMITH (1830), PART IX, SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 7. -——IR. 





oO. 
1 Mol. 541.—IR. 


P- .—BURKE v. BROWNE (1843), 
GI. Eq. R. 213.—IR. 
q. ——.]}—7te SOUTHERN Ry. Co., 





r. Death of one of interested parties.) 
—An abatement by the death of a 
co-pltf., is not cause for the removal of 
a recciver who was uppointed on pro- 
cess ; but it would be otherwise, if the 


PART IX. SECT. 3. 
t. Application by surety—Insanity of 
reecivcr. |-—-WEBB U. CASHEL (1847), 
ll I. Ky. RR. 558.—IR, 


PART X.—POSITION OF SURETIES. 


may be removed by a notice of motion signed by 
the solr., a guardian & receiver cannot, & motion 
refused with leave to amend by putting the name 
of a next friend pro hac.—-Cox v. WRIGHT (1863), 
2 New Rep. 486; 32 L. J. Ch. 770; 8 L. T. 631; 
Y Jur. N.S. 981; 11 W. R. 870. 


1047. ———- —— -|—The official liquidator 
under a winding up is the receiver of the property 
of the co. appointed by the ct. for the benefit of 
all partics interested, & his right is paramount to 
that of receivers appointed on behalf of mtgees. 
of the co between the presentation of the petition 
& the winding-up order. Order made on motion 
by the official liquidator discharging two persons 
appointed before the winding-up order as receivers 
of the property of the co. in an action by mtgees. 
commenced after presentation of the winding-up 
petition.—Re COMPAGNIE GENERALE DE BELLE- 
GARDE, CAMPBELL v. COMPAGNIE GENERALE DE 
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BELLEGARDE (1876), 2 Ch. D. 181; 45 L. J. Ch. 


886; 34 L. T. 54; 24 W. Rh. 573. 

Annotations :—Apld. Tottenham v. Swansea Zinc Ore Co. 
(1884), 53 L. J. Ch. 776. Refd. Boyle v. Bettws Liantwit 
Colliery Co. (1876), 2 Ch. D. 726; British Linen Co. v. 
South American & Mexican Co., (1894] 1 Ch. 108. 





1048. Petition—By receiver on summons for 
future directions.|—STILWELL v. MELLERSH, No. 
952, post. 

1049. ——— Costs of appearance by 








receiver.|—HERMAN v. DUNBAR, No. 953, ante. 

1050. The order—When order vacating recog- 
nisances included.]—Ntules of practice upon appli- 
cations to discharge receivers & vacate their 
recognisances. If the balance is to be paid into 
ct., the same order may direct the recognisances 
to be vacated ; but, if the balance is to be paid 
in any other mode, a second application becomes 
necessary.— LAWSON v. Rickrrrs (1849), 11 
Beav. 627; 50 E.R. 959. 


Part X.——Position of Sureties. 


Sizcr. 1.—IN GENERAL. 

Who may be sureties.|—Sce Part I1., Sect. 5, 
sub-sect. 8, A., ate. 

1051. Receiver may not entrust property to 
sureties—Or persons appointed by them.|—Wuu''L 
v. BAuGH, No. 1065, post. 

1052. Death of receiver—Possibility of liability— 
Presence at taking accounts.|—Sitane v. WRIGHT 
(1878), 2 Danicll’s Chancery Practice, 7th ed., 
p. 1456. 


SECT. 2.—EXTENT OF LIABILITY. 


1053. Prinelpal.|—By a gencral order of the Ct. 
of Ch. the receiver under a trust estate, enters 
into a recognisance with two sureties, for the 
faithful discharge of his duties. A receiver is 
wlowed a salary, but if he neglect his duty, then 
i master in Chancery has the power to deprive 
him of it, & also to order him to pay interest on 
the amount of money retained in his hands. <A 
receiver, who was ordered to pay over a sum of 
money & interest, became a bkpt., & the Ct. of 
Ch. sent a case to the Ct. of K. B., to be informed 
Whether the sureties were bound in law to pay 
that interest. This ct. held, that the recogni- 
sances being forfeited, the penalty was the debt, 
&, consequently, that the ct. of equity might make 
them pay to that amount, & thus include the 
interest.—-DAWSON v. Raynes (1821), 2 L. J. 
O. 8S. K. B. 1863 subsequent proceedings (1826), 2 
dtuss. 466, 


1054. -.J—Re GRAHAM, GRAUAM uv. NOAKES, 
No. 7838, ante. 

1055. Interest.|-—-Dawson v. RKAYNES, No. 10528, 
ante, 

1056. Default by executors of receiver.|— 
Where the exors. of a receiver made default in 
payment of the sum found due from his estate, 
but no default has been made by the receiver in 
his lifetime, the ct. charged the receiver’s surety 
with 4 per cent. interest only on the amount to 
be paid.--CLEMENTS v. BERESFORD (1846), 7 
L. IT. O.S. 450; 10 Jur. 771. 

1057. .|—J?e GRAIIAM, GRAIAM v. NOAKES, 
No. 733, ante. 

1058. Costs—-Including costs of removal & re- 
placement of receiver.|—Jitc GRAHAM, GRAIIAM v. 
NOAKES, No. 733, ante. 

1059. What receiver ‘‘ should receive & become 
liable to pay as such receiver.’’?]|—SMART v. FLOOD 
& Co., No. 254, ante. 

1060. To limit of bond of security—Limiting 
words of; security notwithstanding.]-—/tc GnAILAM, 
GiRAHAM v. NOAKES, No. 733, ante. 

Lunatics.} — See Lunatics, Vol. XAANIIT, 
p- 192, Nos. 908, 909. 

Debenture-holders.|— See Companies, Vol. X., 
p. $02, No. 5088. 








SECT. 3.--ENFORCEMENT OF LIABILITY. 
1061. Former practice—Leave granted to put 
recognisances in suit.|—SrewartT v. HOARE (L796), 
1] Seton’s Judgments & Orders, 6th ed. 805, L. ©. 





PART X, SECT. 1. 

a. Jdcath of syurcty—Appointment of 

new surecty.J—Where the surety of a 
receiver dies pending the suit, the 
receiver may obtain cr gp. un order 
referring it to the master to approve 
of a new one.—BALDWIN v, CRAWFORD 
(curva 1864), 1 Ch. Ch. 264.—CAN. 
; Where one of the 
sureties of aw receiver died, not leaving 
any property :--//eld:) w new surety 
should be appointed.—-AVERALL — v. 
Wabr (1841), FL & K. 311, ~—IR. 








PART X. SECT. 2. 
1055 i. Interest.J—Iltis diseretiouury 
to charge a reccivor’s surety with 


interest on his balances, & the surety 
having paid the entire of the balances, 
the ct. refused to do s0.—Re AmRRICKS 
(1853), 3 I. Ch. RR. 183, 187.—IR. 


1058 i. Costs—Includiny costs of re- 
moval & replacement of receiver.|—A 
surcly in @ receiver’s recognisance is, 
to the extent of the amount of the 
recognisance, answerable for the costs 
of an attachment against the receiver 
for not accounting, the costs of appoint- 
ing a new receiver, & the costs of the 
order on the tenants to pay their rents 
to such new receiver.—MAUNSELL %. 
LGAN (1846), 3 Jo. & Lat. 251.—I1R. 
--—-WATTERS vv. 
ll i. Kq. Rh, 339,.— 





1058 ii. —— 
WATTERS (1847), 


1058 iii, —— ———.]}—~—FRe NUGEN1I'S 
STATE, [1897] 1 I. R. 464.—IR. 

c. To limit of bond of sccurity }— 
Sureticgs in a recognisance contribute 
in proportion to the amounts for which 
they are respectively originally bound. 
—Re M‘Donaans (1876), 10 1. R. dea. 
269.—IR. 

ad. ——.]-—-KENNEY v. EMPLOYERS’ 


LIABILITY ASSURANCE CORPN., 
11. hk. 301,—IR. 


PART X. SECT. 3. 


1061 i. Former practice—Leave granted 
to put recognisunces in suit.}-—-R. v. 
BayLy (1841), 1 Dr. & War. 213.—IR. 
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Sect. 3.—Linforcement of liability. Sects. 4 & 5. 
Part XI. Sect. 1.) 


1062. -}—LUDGATER v. 
No. 995, ante. 

See R. 8S. C., Appendix L., Nos. 21, 21a. 

1063. Present practice—Submission of surety to 
jurisdiction of court.|—W. was appointed receiver 
& manager in a debenture-holders’ action, & gave 
# bond with sureties conditioned to be void if he 
duly accounted for what he received or became 
liable to pay. 

The registrar certified that W. was entitled to 
be indemnificd against £900 due to trade creditors 
but subsequently certified that £400 was due 
from W. on passing his accounts. W. was ordered 
to pay this sum into ct., but became bkpt., & never 
did so. The suretics submitted to the jurisdiction 
of the ct. as fully as if the bond had been put in 
suit, & a summons was taken out on behalf of 
the trade creditors asking that a certificate should 
issue finding £100 duc from W., that he had made 
default, & that the sureties were liable to make 
good that default :—Held: the trade creditors 
could only claim through W. to the extent of his 
right to indemnity against the estate. The Joss 
incurred through W.’s default must fall on those 
who gave him credit, & the application failed.— 
Re British PowrErn Tracrion & LIGHTING OCo., 
livp., HALIFAX JOINT Stock BANKING Co., Jurp. 
® British Power Tracrion & LIGHTING Co., 
Lrp., [1910] 2 Ch. 470; 79 L. J. Ch. 666; 108 
L. T. 4515 54 Sol. Jo. 749. 

1064. Order for payment by instalments.]— 
The recognisance of a surety for a receiver being 
estreated, ‘& an action brought against such surety, 
an application was made by him for a cference to 
see what was due, & an order for payment by instal- 
ments, & for an injunction to stay proceedings at 
law. An order, by consent, was made accord- 
ingly, on paying the costs of the application, & 
of proceedings consequent on the order.—WALKER 
v. WILD (1816), 1 Madd. 528; 56 EK. lt. 194. 
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SECr. 4.—INDEMNITY. 

1065. Agreement with receiver for indemnity-— 
Against loss through default of receiver—Validity.]| 
—A receiver cannot be permitted to enter into 
any agreement with his sureties by which he, in 
effect, indemnifies then against any loss that may 
accrue from his dealing with the recelvership fund. 
The security for his good conduct must not be 
worked out of the estate itself. 

Nor can he be permitted to put the fund en- 
trusted to his care under their control or the con- 
trol of any person appointed by them, but must 
retain the complete control over it in himself, 
so as to be liable to act with promptitude on any 
emergency. 

It makes no difference in such a case that the 
arrangement between the receiver & his surctics 
has not been the direct cause of a loss, nor that 
neither of them has obtained any pcrsonal 
advantage from it. 

Where an order has been made in a cause 
directing a receiver to pay the fund to a parti- 


PART xX, SECT, 4, 50.—IR., 
1067 i. Right against receiver Peight e. Tight to 
fo See. }—-HENDERSON 0. SKERRICTY 
(1843), 5]. Ky. R. 4014,—IR, 


1089 i. Right against co-surety.] --A 
burety whu pays his principal’s debt 
has the suine rights against his co- 
surety that he has against the principal. 
—WoOOoDvs v. CREAGHE (1828), 2 Hog. 


titterest. |—-SALKERD 1. 
ABBOTT (1882), Huyes & Jo. J10.—IR. 

f. —-——.]—Where one of two sureties 
hud paid the full amount of a re- 
Culver’s recognisance :—TZleld s he was 
entitled to use the recognisance fur 
the purpose of recovering out of the 
estate of his co-surcty, not only one- 
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cular person, & that person dies, the receiver 1s 
not bound in the first instance to take out a 
representation to the deceased, nor to apply to 
have the order revised ; it is sufficient for him to 
keep the money in the custody in which it was 
originally placed, until the state of the proceedings 
in the ct. enables him to pay it over. _ 

It is clearly the duty of the receiver, as an 
officer of the ct., to keep in his own hands the 
control over the fund (LORD BROUGHAM).— 
WHITE v. Baveu (1835), 8 Cl. & Fin. 44; 9 Bil. 
N.S. 181; 6 EB. ht. 1354, If. L.; affg. S. C. sub 
nom. SALWAY v. SALWAY (1831), 2 Russ. & M. 
215, L. C. : 
Annotation :—Mentd. Mactaggart v. Watson (1835), 3 

Cl. & Fin, 525. 


1066. Right against receiver—Subrogation.|— 
A surety for a recciver is entitled to stand in the 
place of the receiver, to be paid suins ordered tu 
the receiver out of funds in ct., in respect of 
disbursements made by him, the money for 
making such disbursements having been advanced 
by the surety, & the same giving him thcrefore a 
lien on the moncy ordered to be paid to the 
receiver.—-GLOSSOP v. HAnrnkISON & HAWKES 
(1814), Coop. G. 613; 3 Ves. & LB. 184; 385 Eh. 
478,14, 

1067. ——— Right to sue.]|—SuACKEL v. MARI- 
BOROUGH (DUKE) (1844), 1 Seton’s Judgments & 
Orders, 6th ed. 805. 

1068. Against estate of bankrupt receiver.] 
—A person appointed in a cause to be recciver 
of the rents of testator’s estate was entitled to 
some shares of that estate by descent, & had 
acquired others by purchase. By dced he gave 
to his suretics by way of indemnity a security on 
the descended shares, expressly excluding the 
purchased shares, bul without any expression of 
an intention to exonerate them from such liability 
as they might by law be subject to. The receiver 
became bkpt., being considerably indebted to the 
estate ; & the assignees sold his purchased shares. 
On further directions, it was declared that the 
descended & the purchased shares were liable to 
make good to the other part owners under the 
will so much of the balance due from the receiver 
as the suretics were not liable for, & from this 
declaration there was no appeal:—Held: the 
sureties had for the sums paid by them the same 
lien on the receiver’s shares as the other part 
owners would have had, & they had not by taking 
the security on the descended shares lost this 
right as against the purchased shares.—LRANDON 
v. BRANDON (1859), 8 De G. & J. 524; 28 L. J. 
Ch. 147; 321. T. O. 8S. 363; 5 Jur. N.S. 256 ; 
7 W.R. 250; 44 EB. R. 1371, 1. JJ. 

1069. Right against co-surety.|—SHACKLL v. 
MARLBOROUGH (DUKE) (1844), 1 Seton’s Judg- 
ments & Orders, 6th ed. 805. 





Sect. 5.—DISCHARGE. 

1070. Discharge at own request.|—Surcties for 
receiver not discharged at their request.—GKIF- 
FITH v. GRIFFITH (1751), 2 Ves. Sen. 400; 28 
KH. R. 256, L. C. 

1071. Acceptance of suretyship in breach of 








half of the sum sv paid by him, but 
also interest thereon from the date of 
payment.—fte SWAN'S Istatris (1869), 
41.2. Eq. 209.—IR. 


PART X. SECT, 5, 


g. Discharge at own reguest—Proof 
of underhand practice.) — A person 
cutering into a recognisunce as a surety 
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partnership articles.|—Swain v. SmrrH (1827), 1 
Seton’s Judgments & Orders, 7th ed. 775. 

1072. On payment of balance found due.| 
Proceedings were commenced in the common law 
side of this ct., against the surety of a receiver, to 
compel the payment of the balance, ordered to be 
paid to pltf. The surety paid the amount to the 
solr. prosecuting the proceedings, & then applied 
to have his recognisance vacated. The petition 
was served on pltf. who did not appear. The ct. 
refused to make the order, but directed pltf. to be 
served with a notice, that the order would be made 
on a given day, unless pltf. showed cause to the 
contrary. Pltf. not then appearing, the order was 
made.—MANN v. STENNETT (1845), 8 Beav. 189; 
Y Jur. 98,1103; 50 E.R. 75. 

1078. On settlement of accounts—Costs.|— 
SuuFF v. HOLDAWAY (1857), Daniell’s Chancery 
Practice, Vol. IT., 8th ed. 1500. 
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1074. Necessity for fresh recognisance.|—A 
receiver, on his being appointed, entered into the 
usual recognisance with A. & B.as hissureties. <A. 
procured himself to be discharged, & the receiver 
entered into a fresh recognisance ; but the time 
for enrolling being elapsed, it was ordered to be 
entered nunc pro tunc.—VAUGHAN v. VAUGIAN 
(1743), 1 Dick. 90; 21 E.R. 202. 


1075. .|\—A surety for a receiver, having 
procured himself to be discharged, the recciver 
entered into a fresh recognisance, but the time for 
enrolling being clapsed, it was ordered to he 
entered nune pro tunc; it was, however, added, 
that the same was not to take effect, if any inter- 
mediate purchaser, or incumbrances for a valuable 
consideration, of the lands of the cognisors, but 
from the time of the enrolment.—BLoIs v. BETTS 
(1760), 1 Dick. 33863 21 EH. ht. 298. 





Part Xl.—Managers. 


Sec. 1.—IN GENERAL. 

1076. Distinguished from receiver.|—J?c MAN- 
CHESTER & MILFORD Ry. Co., Hx p. CAMBRIAN 
lity. Co., No. 784, ante. 

1077. Purpose of appointment—Pending winding 
up or sale—-Not permanent management.]|—The 
principle upon which a ct. of equity interfcres 
between partners by appointing a manager, 
receiver, etc., is merely with a view to the relief, 
by winding up & disposing of the concern, & 
dividing the produce ; not to carry it on.—WATERS 
v. TAYLOR (1808), 15 Ves, 103 33 1. R. 658, L. C. 5 
ee proceedings (1813), 2 Ves. & B. 299, 


Annotations :-—Reid, Roberts v. Kberhardt (1853), Kay, 
48; Automatic Self-Cleunsing Milter Syndicate Co. v. 
Cuninghame, [1906] 2 Ch. 31. Mentd, Gourlay v. Somerset 
(1815), 19 Ves. 429; De Berenger_v. Hammel (1829), 
cited in Bythewood & Jarman’s Precedents of Con- 
veyancing, srd ed., Vol. 7, p. 83; Taylor v. Waters (1836), 
4. J. Ch. 210. 

_ 1078, —— | GARDNER v. LONDON, 
CHATHAM & DOVER Ry. Co. (No. 1), DRAWBRIDGE 
v. SAME, GARDNER v. SAME (No. 2), IMPERIAL 
MERCANTILE CreDIt ASSOUN. v. SAME, No. 11038, 


‘post, 
—--—.|— I think it has been settled 








1079. 
that the ct. will never appoint a person receiver 
& manager except with a view to a sale. The 
appointment is made by way of interlocutory 
order with a view to a sale ; it is not a permanency 
(CozENs-Hanpy, M.&.)—Re NeEWbIGATE COL- 
LIERY, LTbD., NEWDEGATE v. Tire Co., [1912] 1 Ch. 
468; 81 L. J. Ch. 285; 106 Ll. T. 183; 19 Mans. 
155, C. A. 

Annotations :—Consd, Re Great’ Cobar, Beoson, v. The Co., 
[1915] 1 Ch. 682. Refd. de Thames Lronworks Ship- 
ener Fi Kngineering Cu., Farrer v. The Co. (1912), 106 

im 1080. Separate persons as receiver & manager.|-— 

The ei v. ORD (1816), 2 Mer. 55; 35 E.R. 861, 








1081. j|—-Arts. of partnership provided 
that the partnership should continue for fourtcen 
years from Jan. 1, 1891; that if any partner 
should die or become bkpt., he should be deemed 
to have ceased to be a partner on the date of such 
death or bkpcy., & his share in the capital should 
remain as a loan to the surviving or continuing 
partners or partner during the residue of the term 
of fourteen years, or during such shorter period as 
they should carry on the business, either alone or 
in partnership with others, bearing interest at 
5 per cent., & the payment of the loan with 
interest should be secured by the joint & several 
bond, or the bond or covenant of the surviving or 
continuing partners or partner. 

The partnership firm consisted of a father & his 
three sons, of whom deft. was the youngest. The 
whole of the capital was provided by the father. 
In June, 1892, the father & the two elder sons 
became bkpt., & the trustees in their bkpcy. 
brought an action against deft. for a declaration 
that the provisions of the arts. under which deft. 
claimed to retain as a Joan the respective shares of 
the bkpts. in the capital of the partnership were 
void as against the creditors of the bkpts., & moved 
for the appointment of a receiver & manager of 
the partnership business. Deft. claimed the right, 
ag solvent partner, to be appointed receiver & 
manager :—-Held: deft. was entitled to be ap- 
pointed receiver & manager; but that he must 
give security, pass his accounts, furnish pltfs. with 
proper accounts, alow them all reasonable access 
to the books, & pay the balances in his hands, as 
& when they reached a certain amount to be 
agreed upon, into ct., or into a joint banking 
account of pltfs. & himself, 

I do not think it desirable to appoint deft. 
manager & some one else receiver, as that course 
sometimes leads to difficulties (STIRLING, J.).— 

,OLLINS v, BARKER, [1893] 1 Ch. 5785 62 L. J. Ch. 


for aw reeciver cannot get ib vacated 
during the continuance of the recviver- 
ship, unless underhand practice is 
proved, & the person secured shown to 
be connected with such practice. ~- 
HAMILTON v, BREWSTER (1820), 2 Mol. 


h. Necessity for consent of all 
parties.}—Where one of the sureties 
seeks to be discharged, u consent 
verified by affidavit & signed by the 
receiver & remaining surcty must be 


® 





lodged with the registrar stating that 
they consent that the surety shall be 
discharged without prejudice to their 
liability & future acts of the receiver 
& a declaration that they will not rely 
on the vacating of the recognisance us 
one of the parties in any proceeding 
against them on the recognisanece.— 
O'REEFFE wv. ARMSTRONG (1852), 2 
1. Ch. R. 115.—IR. 


k, Discharge receivcer-—~Duty of 


receiver to give nolice to all parties, |— 
A receiver being appointed for the 
benefit of all partics to a cause, he 
should, on moving to vacate his 
recognisauce, give notice to all partics, 
—BROWN v. PERRY (1861), 1 Ch. Ch. 
253.—CAN., 


lL. Application for discharge at sane 
time as discharge of receiver—Whether 
granted. |J—FIVZGERALD v, Hib (1510), 
21. Ky. 2. 398.—IR. 
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Sect. 1.—JIn general. Scct. 2: Sub-sects. 1, 2, 3, 4, 
5,6,.7,.8&9. Sects.3 &4: Sub-sects. 1 & 2.] 


316; 68 L. T. 572; 41 W. RR. 442; 9T. L. R. 167; 
37 Sol. Jo. 193; 3 R. 237. 

1082. Appointment for limited period.|—Upon 
default being made by a co. in the payment of 
interest on the debentures issued by it, a debenture- 
holder commenced an action on behalf of himself 
& all other debenture-holders against the co. for 
the enforcement of their security, & for the appoint- 
ment of a receiver & manager. A receiver & 
manager was duly appointed, & on the co. subse- 
quently going into voluntary liquidation, he was 
continued as liquidator. The action came on as a 
short cause upon motion for judgment. The 
minutes provided for an account to be taken 
of what was due under & by virtue of pltfs.’ 
security & for a sale; also for the continuation of 
the receiver & manager until further order :— 
Held: the minutes ought to contain a provision, 
not only for the continuation of the receiver & 
manager but also for his discharge, & a direction 
should be inserted in the minutes that the business 
of the co. was not to be carried on by the receiver 
& manager for a longer period thau six months 
without the leave of the judge in chambers; & 
if any further time should be required, an applica- 
tion for further time must be made before the 
expiration of the six months.—DAY 7. SYKES, 
WALKER & Co., LTD (1886), 55 L T. 763. 


SECT. 2.—WHEN APPOINTEL. 
SUB-SECT, 1.—IN GENERAL. 


1083. Protection of property.|—A case might 
arise Where a party was so conducting himsclf 
that, unJess a manager was appointed before the 
hearing, the partnership concern might in the 
meantime be destroved (LorD TRuRO, C.).— 
JIA. HALL (1850), 3 Mac. & G. 79; 20 L. J. Ch. 
59853; 171. T. O. 8.11: 15 Jur. 8638; 42 E.R. 
POL, Ibe C. 
nee ‘—Refd. Medwin 7. Ditcham (1882), 47 L. T 

1084. Interpleader proceedings -Instead of order 
for sale.|—An interpleader issue being ordered to 
try the right to goods seized in execution, the ct. 
or a judge may, under Jud. Act, 1873 (c. 66), s. 25 
(8), & R.S. C., Ord. 57, r. 15, order that, instead 
of a sale by the sheriff, a receiver & manayer of the 
property be appointed.—HOWELL v. DAWSON 
(1884), 13 Q. B. D. 67, D.C. 

Annotation :-—Mentd, Paquin v. Robinson (1901), 85 Ll. I. 5. 

1085. Pending proceedings in Probate Division— 
Jurisdiction of Chancery Division.|—Re WRiIGuT, 
MORRISON v. JONES (1888), 32 Sol. Jo. 721. 

Compare Part IT., Sect. 6, sub-sect. 2, A. (a). 


SUB-SECT. 2.—BUSINESS OF DECEASED OWNER. 
1086. Pending grant of administration.]|—Srrrn 
v. STEER, No. 365, ante. 
1087. ~ -—-.|—OVERINGTON v. WAkD (1865), 34 
Beav. 175; 55 E. BR. 601. 





1088. .]—J3LACKETT v. BLACKETY, No. 105, 
ante. 

1089. -——-.}--SPENCER v. Suaw, [1875] W. N, 
115. 
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1090. -——.]—Re BAKER, GIDDINGS v. BAKER 
(1882), 26 Sol. Jo. 682. 

1091. Where property left in trust—-Trustees not 
a a as managers.|—HartT v. DENHAM, [1871] 

eNews 

1092. Accounts of manager—Court fees—Per- 
centage.|—-The percentage for the ct. fees on the 
passing & vouching in chambers of an account 
rendered periodically by managers of a business 
appointed in an administration action, which 1s 
payable under fee No. 72 in the schedule to the 
Order as to Supreme Court Fees, 1884, is to be 
calculated on the amounts received by the 
managers, & not on the amounts found due from 
them, 

Where such an account has been lodged in 
chambers, but has not been vouched or passed, 
a fee proportionate to the work actually done in 
chambers is payable.—Re CRAWSHAY, DENNIS Vv. 
CrawsnHay (1888), 39 Ch. D. 552; 57 L. J. Ch. 
923; 59 L. T. 598; 37 W. KR. 25. 


SuUB-SEUT. 8.—DEBENTURE-IIOLDERS’ ACTION, 
See COMPANIES, Vol. X., pp. 798, 708-804, Nos. 
4988, 5043-5099. 





SUB-SECT. 4.—FOREIGN PROPERTIES. 

1093. Colonial estate.} —- LoGAN v. COORG 
(PRINCESS) (1860), 1 Seton’s Judgments & Orders, 
7th ed. 776. 

1094. Appointment of agent in colony.|—— 
The ordinary rule of the ct. requires that the 
person appointed to manage a colonial estate 
should reside in the colony; but there may be 
exceptions under special circumstances.— WILLINE 
uv. BENTINCK (1844), 2 L. T. O. S. 397, 

1095. Foreign mine.]|—An assocn. was formed in 
Iengland to conduct mining operations abroad. 
The property was vested in two & became vested 
in one by survivorship. The sharcholders had no 
evidence of their title excepting the holding of 
certificates, being entitled to the benefit of them. 
The surviving trustee made advances out of his 
own money to carry on the business of the assocn., 
& offered to sell the property, & after payment of 
the money due to him to divide the produce among 
the shareholders rateably, but he refused to 
make out a full & satisfactory account of his outlay. 
On a bill filed by a sharcholder on behalf of himself 
& all other sharcholders, except the trustee, the 
ct. granted an injunction to restrain all selling or 
dealing with the property by him, except in the 
ordinary course of business, & appointed a recelver 
& manager of the business in this country with 
directions to apply the moncy received in discharge 
of the liabilities in the ordinary course of business. 
—SIEPPARD v. OXENFORD (1855),1 K. & J. 491 3 
25.L. T. O. 8S. 638; 3 W. R. 384; 69 LL. KR. 
on appeal, 25 L. T. O. 8. 90, L. JJ. 


Annotation :—Mentd. Z?e Great Cambrian Mining & Quarry: 
ing Co., Bowen’s Case (1856), 4 W. R. 800. 


See, alsv, MORTGAGE, Vol. XXXV.,, p. 531, Nos. 
2621-2623. 





O52 5 


SuB-SECT. 5.—AT INSTANCE OF LANDLORD, 
See LANDLORD & TENANT, Vol. XXXI., pp. 


PART XI, SECT. 2, SUB-SECT., 2. 
m. l’ending sale in administration action.}—Re HoparEs, HODGES v. Hovuks, [1899] 1 I. I. 480, 482.- -IR. 
n. «--IAMSAY v. SIMPSON, [1899] 1 1. R. 194,.—IR. 





Part XI,—MANAGERS, 


SUB-SECT. 6.—MINING PROPERTY. 
See MINES, Vol. XXXIV., pp. 622, 623, 625, 
665, Nos. 194, 195, 198-201, 221, 621. 
Right of mortgage of mining property—Appoint- 
ment of receiver & manager.|—See MINES, MINERALS 
& QUARRIES, Vol. XXXIV., p. 669, Nos. 657-659. 


SUB-SECT. 7.—AT INSTANCE OF MORTGAGER., 
See Law of Property Act, 1925 (c. 20), ss. 109, 
110; MortTaaaA, Vol. XXXV., pp. 531-523. 


SUB-SECT. 8.—IN PARTNERSHIP. 
See, generally, PARTNERSHIP, Vol. XNXXVT,, 
pp. 484-487. 
Who may be appointed.|--~See PARTNERSHIP, 
Vol. XXXVI, p. 488. 
Mining partnerships.|— See MINES, Vol. XX XTV., 
pp. 622, 623, 625, Nos. 194, 195, 198-201, 221. 


SuB-SECT, 9.—PUBLIC: UNDERTAKINGS. 
Rallways.|—See Raiuways, Vol. XAXVITT., 
. 384, 
Tramways.|-~-See COMPANIES, Vol. X., p. 1190, 
Nos. 8444-8446 ; TRAMWAYS & LiGuht RAILWAYS. 
Water company.|-—See COMPANIES, Vol. X., p. 
1190, No. 8447; WATER SUPPLY, 





Sicr. 3.-—APPLICATION FOR APPOINTMENT-— 
PROCEDURE. 

1096. Ex parte application.|-— BLACKETT 1, 
BuaAcKkEtt, No. 105, ante. 

1097. ——.]— Re BakeR, GIDDINGS v. BAKER 
(1882), 26 Sol. Jo. 682. 

Compare Part ITI., Sect. 2, sub-sect. 5, ante. 

1098. Choice of person to be appointed—Refer- 
ence to master.|— On reference to appoint a 
manager of an estate, the master is to fix on the 
fittest person, without regard to who may propose 
him,—LESPINASSE v. BELL (1821), 2 Jac. & W. 
436; 37 E. R. 694. 

1099. ——— Reference to chambers.]|—Harrt vr. 
DENHAM, [1871] W. N. 2. 

1100. —— |\—Re WRriGHT, MORRISON 1. 
JONES (1888), 382 Sol. Jo. 721. 

1101. ——— Liberty to party to propose himself. ]— 
JIART v. DENTIAM, [1871] W. N. 2. 

Compare Part IJI., Sect. 4, ante, 

Receiver for mortgagee.]—Sce MORTGAGK, Vol. 
XAXYV., p. 532, Nos. 2636-2638. 





Sect, 4. —EFFECT OF APPOINTMENT. 
SuB-SECT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 


1102. Operates as discharge of agency of receiver. ] 
—IHIAND v. BLow, No. 657, ante. 

Appointment on behalf of debenture-holders— 
Whether operating as change of occupation.|— 
See COMPANIES, Vol. X., p. 800, Nos. 5063, 5064. 
Distress for rates.|—See DISTRESS, Vol. 
XVITI., p. 398, Nos. 1387, 1388. 





PART XI. SECT. 3. 
o. Expiration of office—Applicalion 
to set aside receiving order—Necessily 
for.}— Where a receiver has been 


has expired 





appointed for a stated period which 
& an application for an 
order continuing the appointment was 
refused there is no necessity or reason 





Liability for arrears of gas,rents & charges. | 
—See GAS, Vol. XXV., p. 476, No. 40. 
Right to call for supply of electricity.] - 
See ELEctTric LIGHTING, Vol. XX., p. 205, No. 34. 
Operation as discharge of servants.]— Srv 
CoMPANIES, Vol. X., pp. 799, 800, Nos. 5060~5062. 
Appointment of director as receiver & 
manager — Whether remuneration payable as 
director.]|—See CoMPANIES, Vol. IX., p. 461, No. 
2996. 

-——_- Termination of remuneration of trustees of 
trust deed.]—See CoMPANIES, Vol. X., pp. 748, 719, 
Nos. 4681-4684. 











SubB-srecT. 2.-—STATUS OF MANAGER. 


1103. Officer of the court./—(1) When the ct. 
appoints a manager of a business or undertaking, 
it’ in effect assumes the management into its own 
hands; for the manager is the servant or officer 
of the ct. (CAIRNS, L.J.). 

(2) Nothing is better settled than that this ct. 
does not assume the management of a business 
or undertaking except with a view to the winding 
up & sale of the business or undertaking. The 
management is an interim management (CAIRNS, 
1...J.).—GARDNER v. LONDON, CHATHAM & DOVER 
Ry. Co. (No. 1), DRAWBRIDGE v. SAME, GARDNER 
v. SAME (No. 2), IMPERIAL MERCANTILE CREDIT 
ASSOCN. v. SAME (1867), 2 Ch. App. 2013 36 
L. J. Ch. 323; 75 1. 7. 5523 31 J. P. 873 15 
W. hi. 325, L. JS. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Consd. Reid v. Explosives Co. (1886), 
56 L. J. Q. B. 68. Apld. We Eastern & Midlands Ry. (2) 
aaa 66 L. T. 153. Consd. De Grelle Houdret ». Bull 
(1894), 1 Mans. 118; Bochin v. Goodall, [1911] 1 Ch. 155, 
As to (2) Consd. /te Manchester & Milford Ry., Ev p. 
Cambrian Ry. (1889), 14 Ch. D. 6445; Reid v, Explosives 
Co. (1886), 56 L. J. Q. B. 68. Apld. Blaker vv. Herts & 
Essex Waterworks Co. (1889), 41 Ch. D. 399. Consd. 
Bartlett v. West Metropolitan ram. Co., [1893] 3 Ch. 437. 
Refd, Griffin v. Bishop’s Castle Ry. (1867), 15 W. R. 
1058; Holdsworth v. Davenport (1876), 3 Ch. D. 185; 
Re Watts, Cornford v. Elliott (1885), 33 W. R. 8853 Fe 
Hatton, Robson v. Gibbs (1888), 4 JT. L. R. 811: Ie 
Barton-upon-Humber & District Water Co. (1889), 42 
Ch. 1D). 5855 Makins v. Tbotson (1890), 60 L. J. Ch. 1643 
Marshall v. South Staffordshire Tram, Co., [1895] 2 Ch. 
36. Generally, Mentd. Bowen v. Brecon Ry., He p. 
Howell (1867), L. Rk. 3 Eq. 5413; Le Cambrian Rys.’ 
Scheme (1867), 3 Ch. App. 281, n.3 Jée New Clydach Sheet 
& Bar Iron Co. (1868), L. It. 6 ea 514; Re Panama New 
Zcaland & Australian Roya! Mail Co. (1870), 6 Ch. App. 
318; J/te KMxmouth Docks Co. (1873), L. IR. 17 eq. 181; 
Chandler v. Howell (1876), 4 Ch, D. 651: Re Mitchell’s 
Estate, Mitchell v. Moberley (1877). 6 Ch. D. 655; Attree 
vv. Hawe (1878), 9 Ch. D. 337; Re Herne Buy Watorworks 
Co. (1878), 10 Ch. D. 42; Bourgoin v. Compagnie du 
Chemin de Fer de Montreal Ottawa et Occidental, ete, 
(1880), 5 App. Cas. 381; J/te Cornwall Minerals Ry, 
(1882),48 l..'F.41; Brocklehurst v. Ry. Printing & Publish- 
ing Co., Eldridge & Pearson, Claimants, [1884] W. N. 70: 
dte Christmas, Martin v. Lacon (1885), 30 Ch. D. 5414; 
te Hull, Barnsley & West Riding Junction Ry. (1888), 
40 Ch. D. 1193; Redfield v. Wickham Corpn. (1888), 13 
App. Cas. 467; Re David, Buckley v. Royal National 
Life Boat Institution (1889), 43 Ch. D. 27; Re Hallett, 
Howarth v. Massey (1889), 5 T. L. 1. 285; Re Yerbury’s 
Kstate, Ker v. Dent (1889), 62 L. T. 55; Re Kastern & 
Midlands Ry. (1890), 45 Ch. 1). 8367; Re Thompson, Bed- 
ford v. Teal (1890), 45 Ch. D. 161; Re Kast & West India 
Dock Co, (1891), 7 T. L. R..623; Re Parker, Wignall v. 
Park, [1891] 1 Ch. 682; Proffitt v. Wye Valley Ry. 
(1891), 64 L. T. 669 ; Re Portsmouth Borough (Kingston, 
Fratton & Southsea) Tram. Co., (1892] 2 Ch. 362: Driver 
v. Broad, [1893] 1 Q. B. 744; Whadcoat v. Shropshire Ry, 
(1893), 9 T. L. R. 589: Re Pickard, Elmsley v. Mitchell, 
[1894] 3 Ch. 704; Sadler v. Worley, [1894] 2 Ch. 170; 
Re Mersey Ry., Gibbs v. Mersey Ry. (1895), 11 T. L. R. 
390; Pegge v. Neath District Tram. Co., [1895] 2 Ch. 508 ; 
fe Crossley, Birrell v. Greenhaugh, [1897] 1 Ch. 928; Re 
Knott End Railway Act, 1898, (1901] 2 Ch. 8; Stage rv. 
Medway Upper Navigation Co., [1903] 1 Ch. 169; Central 


for an application to set aside the 
receiving order.~-KOFFMAN vt. FILER 
(Sask.), [1927] 4 D. L. RK. 608; [1927] 
2 W. W. R. 819.--CAN, 
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Sect. 4.— Effect of appointment: Sub-sect. 2. Sect. 
5: Sub-sects. 1,2 &3. Sect. 6. Part XII.) 
Ontario Ry. & Trusta & Guarantee Co., [1905] A. C. 576 
Zee Crystal Palace Co., Fox v. Crystal Palace Co. (1911), 
104 L. ‘I. 898; Re Woking U. C. (Basingstoke Canal) 
Act, 1911, [1914] 1 Ch. 300. 
1104. -.}——Re EASTERN & MIDLANDS Ry. 
Co. (1890), 7 T. 1. R. 17. 
Compare Part III., Sect. 2, ante. 
Where appointed by debenture-holders.]|—Sce 
COMPANIES, Vol. X., pp. 800, Nos. 5065-5070. 
Partnership actions.]—Scee PARTNERSHIP, Vol 
NXXVI., pp. 488-489, Nos. 1530-15382. 





Sect. 5.—DUTIES, RIGHTS AND LIABILITIES. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 


1105. Duties—To investigate state of business— 
& inform creditors thereof.|——A receiver & manager 
of the property & business of traders who had 
filed a liquidation petition was appointed by the 
ct. under Bkpcy. Rules, 1873, r. 260. Without 
obtaining any previous sanction from the ct., 
or the creditors, he expended a considerable sum 
in obtaining a valuation of the debtor’s asscts, 
& he also employed the debtors to assist in 
managing the business at a weekly salary :— 
Held; (1) the ct. had a discretion as to allowing 
the sums so expended, & under the circumstances 
they had been properly allowed ; (2) the sanction 
of the ct. to the expenditure could be yviven after 
it had beeh made; (8) it is the duty of a receiver, 
whether appointed by the ct. or no’ iinated by 
the creditors, to investigate the state of the 
debtor’s affairs, & inform the creditors at their 
first mecting, what he believed to be the value 
of the debtor's assets.—Ie GOMERSALL, Lx pp. 
GoRDON (1875), L. R. 20 Eq. 291; 44 1. J. Bey. 
97; 82 L. T. 644; 23 W. RR. 728. 

1106. Conflict with personal interest— 
Avoidance.|—Rte EASTERN & MIDLANDS Ry. Co. 
(1890), 7 T. L. R. 17. 

1107. Rights & powers—Expenditure— Subse- 
quent sanction of court.|—Ive GOMERSALL, Ha . 
Gorbon, No. 1105, ante. 

1108. —-— Soliciting orders & customers—In 
respect of business conducted—Proposed purchase 
by third party.|—A business was carricd on under 
the order of the ct. for ten years by a receiver 
& manager not previously engaged in business. 
On proposals for a purchase of the business under 
the order of the ct., the ct. refused to restrain 
the receiver & manager from soliciting orders from 
or doing business with the present customers.—— 
Re Trisu, Inisu v. Tris (1888), 40 Ch. D. 49; 
58 L. J. Ch. 279; 60 L. T. 22435 37 W. lh. 231; 
be TD. da RL 30. 

Annotations :-—Consd. Poorne v. Wicker, [1927] 1 Ch. 667. 

Refd. Lobb v. Green, [1895] 2 Q. B. 1. 

1109. Appointment of sub-manager.] — 
PorTER v. CORBETT (1899), 1 Seton’s Judgments 
& Orders, 7th ed. 73). 

1110. |—TREBY v. TILLEY (1900), 
1 Seton’s Judgments & Orders, 7th ed. 731. 

1111. Authority to contract with servants— 
For protection of business—Restraint of trade.]— 
The receiver & manager of a restuurant business, 
appointed by the ct.in certain Ch. proceedings, 
required each of the waiters at the restaurant to 
sign an agreement that in consideration of the 
employer retaining the waiter’s services at 4s. per 
week, the latter agreed not to enter into the 
service of a new restaurant, about to be opened 
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in the vicinity, during the current year, & in case 
of breach to pay £1 a day for every day he might 
remain in the service of the new restaurant as 
liquidated damages :—Held: the receiver & 
manager had authority to enter into the agree- 
ment, & it was a reasonable agreement necessary 
for the protection of the business.—HOWARD v. 
DANNER (1901), 17 T. L. R. 548. 

Manager for debenture holders.|—See Com- 
PANIES, Vol. X., pp. 800, 801, Nos. 5071-5078. 
Partnership action.]|—Sre PARTNERSHIP, 
Vol. XXXVI., pp. 488, 489, Nos. 1532, 1588, 1535, 
1540-1545. 

Mortgages.]|—Sce MorTGAGE, Vol. XXXYV., 
p. 5382, Nos. 26383-2635. 

1112. Liabilities—Payment of debt by dis- 
honoured bill—Whether personally liable.|—The 
manager of a colliery paying a creditor on 
the colliery with a bill, which was not paid, the 
colliery remains liable to the payment of the 
original debt.—TEMPEs? v. Orb (1815), 1 Madd. 
89; 56 14. R. 35. 

SA a :—Mentd. Nicholl v. Thomas (1850), 2 Rob. Eccl. 

57, 

1113. -——— Accounts—Amended accounts after 
discharge.)|—LEvy v. DAvIs (1900), 44 Sol. Jo. 675. 
Receiver for debenture-holders.] — Sec 
CoMPANIES, Vol. X., pp. 802, 808, Nos. 5085-5001. 














SUB-SECT. 2.—INDEMNITY. 
1114. General rule.|—Scott v. Nxuspnirtr, No. 
1122, post. 





1115. J—FRASER v. BurGcess, No. 1132, 
post. 
1116. .|—The law as to the position of a 





manager appointed by the ct. where no special 
provision is made for mecting expenses & liabilities 
incurred by him is not disputed & is indeed beyond 
dispute. It is, on the one hand, his duty to carry 
on the business, & for that purpose to enter into 
proper contracts on his own responsibility, & it 
‘s, on the other hand, his right to be indemnified 
out of the assets against expenses & liabilities 
properly incurred in the exccution of his duty 
(WARRINGTON, J.).—-fe BRITISH POWER TRACTION 
& Lighting Co., Lrp., LLALIFAxX JOINT Sroci 
BANKING Co., Lrp. v. British POWER TRACTION 
Licuting Co., Lrp., [1906] 1 Ch. 497; 75 
Ju. J. Ch. 2485 91 L. T. 4795 54 W. RR. S873 22 
T. L. RR. 268; 50 Sol. Jo. 257; 13 Mans. 74 3 
subsequent proceedings, [L907] 1 Ch. 528. 
Annotation :—Consd. 2c Hawkins, Brieba v. Hawkins (1915), 

31 T. L. 2. 247, 

1117. Advancement of own money by manager— 
Nature of indemnity—Dependent on whether leave 
of court obtained.|——-(1) A receiver & manager of 
a business should not advance moncy out of his 
own pocket for the purposes of the business without 
first obtaining the authority of the ct. to do so. 
~f he applies for such authority, the ct. will, as a 
cule, allow him interest at 5 per cent. on the amount 
authorised to be advanced, & give him a charge 
on the assets for the advance & interest. 

(2) If he advances money without such 
authority, he can only look to the estate for 
ndemnity. 

(3) He [the receiver] is an officer of the ct. 
JuSSEL, M.R.)—Re BUSHELL, La p. Izanp 
‘No. J) (1883), 23 Ch. D. 75; 52 L. J. Ch. 678 ; 
48 L. T. 751; 31 W. R. 418, C. A. 


Annotation :—Aas to (1) Consd. Strapp v. Bull, Shaw v, 
London School Board, [1895] 2 Ch. |. 


1118. Indemnification after discharge.| 
. Davis (1900), 44 Sol, Jo. 675 


LEVY 
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Receiver for debenture-holders.]—WSee 
PANIES, Vol. X., pp. 801, 802, Nos. 5079-508 f. 
Partnership action.|—Src PARTNEKSUIP, Vol. 


XNXVI., p. 189, No. 1531. 


SUR-SECT. 3.—REMUNERATION, 


Receiver for debenture-holders.}] — See Com- 
PANIES, Vol. X., p. 803, Nos. 5095, 5096. 
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Partnership action.]—Sec ParTNEnsHir, Vol. 
XXXVI, p. 189, Nos. 1586-1539. 
Sect. 6.—DISCHARGE. 
Receiver for debenture-holders.|—See Com- 


PANIES, Vol. X., pp. 803, 804, 808, Nos. 5097- 
5099, 5155, 5156. ; 

Partnership action.|—Sce PARTNERSHIP, Vol. 
NXXVI., p. 190, Nos. 1558, 1549. 


Part XIl—Consignees and Managers of West Indian Estates. 


1119. Appointment—Necessity for security— 
Liability to account.|/—Manager of estate in West 
Indies is not to give security faithfully to manage. 
Ordered to account for produce, & to consign so 
far as the management requires it ; but must have 
a discretion as to what to be applied there.— 
Moris v. KELME (1790), 1 Ves. 189; 30 E.R. 269. 

1120. Taking effect on termination of exist- 
ing appointment.|—ROTHERFORD v. WILKINSON 
o 823), 1 Seton’s Judgments & Orders, 7th ed. 
780. 

1121. ——- Grounds for—Proceedings com- 
menced to recover real estate.]|—-An injunction 
granted, on termg, to restrain proceedings instituted 
in Demerara to recover real estate there, & an 
order made for a consignee & manager of the 
estate & produce; it appearing to the ct. that 
there were many other questions between the 
partics connected with the estate, which could be 
more conveniently determined together in this 
country.— BUNBURY v. BUNBURY (1839), 1 Beav. 
318; 8L. J. Ch. 297; 3 Jur. 6443; 48 BK. RR. 963 ; 
affd., 8 a. J. Ch. 802, L. C. 

Annotations :—~Consd. Jopson v. James (1908), 77 L. J. Ch. 

824. Refd. Zte Llolmes (1861), 2 John. & 1. 527; Hope 

v. Carnegie (1866), 1 Ch. App. 320. Mentd. Sichel v. 


Raphael (1864), 3 New Rep. 662; Oakeley v. Rainsay 

(1872), 27 I. T. 745, 

1122. Right to lien.|—Allowance in respect of 
advances for supplies to a West Indian estate by 
persons, acting as consignees, not under a regular 
appointment, but with permission of the owners, 
or by one tenant in common; if not upon the 
ground of lien by the colonial law or usage, upon 
the nature of the subject, requiring expenditure ; 
as in the case of mines, alum works, ctc., 
distinguished from a mere Janded estate in this 
country. 

_Moral justice requires that for what in the fair 
discharge of their duty they became liable to in 
respect of the management of the estate they should 
be indemnified (Lorp Lupon, C.).—Scorr v. 
NeEsnsirr (1808), 14 Ves. 438; 33 E.R. 589. 
Annotations :—Consd. Sayers v. Whitfield (1829), 1 Knapp, 

133. _Distd. }arquharson v. Balfour (1836), 8 Sim. 210. 

Consd. Morrison v. Morrison (1854), 2 Sm. & G. 564; 

lVraser v. Burgess (1860), 13 Moo. RP. C. 0.314: Twynam 

v. Hudson (1862), 31 L. J. Ch. 577. Apld. Bertrand v. 

Davies (1862), 31 Beav. 429. Refd. Re Courtney, Kz p. 

Pollard (1840), 4 Deac. 27; Shaw ». Simpson (1842), 1 

Y. & @, Ch. Cas, 7325; Fe Leith’s Estate, Chambers v. 

Davidson (1866), L. R. 1 P. C. 296: Securities & Pro- 

perties Corpn. v. Brighton Alhambra (1893), 62 L. J. Ch. 

566; Duder_v. Amsterdamsch Trustces Kantoor, [1902] 

rote 132. Mentd. Mansfield v. Ogle (1855), 24 L. J. Ch. 

o ° 

1123, ——.|—Scotr v. Smivti (1829), cited in 
13 Moo. P. ©. CG. at p. 848; 15 E.R. 1381, RP. c, 





G. C. 


enor Aeld Fraser v. Burgess (1860), 13 Moo. P. 


1124. Implied agreement.]— Lien estab- 
lished against the produce of West Indian estates 
in respect of supplies furnished to the estates, 
upon an agreement implied from the course of 
dealing & conduct of the parties.-—SIMOND me 
HIBBERT (1830), 1 Russ. & M. 719; 39 1. R. 276, 

de GC, 

Annotations :—Refd. Steele v. Murphy (1841), 3 Moo. P. C, C. 
445; Morrison v. Morrison (1855), 2 Sm. & G. 564; Twy- 
nam «. Undson (1862), 31 L. J. Ch. 577; Daniel v. Trot- 
man (1863), 1 Moo. P. C. GC. N.S. 123. 


1125. ——— On corpus of estate—In respect of 
balance due.J—A continuing consignee has no 
lien on the corpus of the estate for the balance of 
his account.—HARQUHARSON v. BALFoUR (18386), 
8 Sim. 210; Donnelly, 142; 47 16. R. 28). 
Annotations :-~—Apld. Morrison v. Morrison (1855), 2. Sm. & 


G. 564. Consd. Fraser v. Burgess (1860), 13. Moo. P.C. C. 
314. Apld. Bertrand v. Davies (1862), 31 Beav. 429. 


1126. - ~——,|~ The right of a con- 
signee of a West Indian estate gives him a lien on 
the plantation in respect of the balance due to 
him, & is an exception to the general rule, which 
applics to principal & agent. Such lien not being 
the result of an express contract, but given by 
implication of law, if created by written con- 
tract, is excluded. Therefort, if a consignee 
takes an express security, such security being the 
stipulation & agreement of the parties, it excludes 
his general lien. So held by the Judicial Com- 
mittee, where the party claiming a general licn 
as consignee, was also a mtgee. of certain estates, 
& had, by deed, stipulated for the consignment 
of their produce, as well as that of other planta- 
tions, subject to the rights & interests of existing 
mtges. then subsisting thereon.—He Lei twH’s 
KstratrE, CHAMBERS 1” DAVIDSON (1866), L. R. 1 
P. C, 296; 4 Moo. P.O. C. N.S. 1583 386 1, J. 
P. C. 17; 12 Jur. N. S&S. 967; 15 W. RR. 534; 
16 BK. R. 276, P. C, 

1127. Cultivation expenses.|—The 
consignee of a West Indian estate, who had, out of 
his own moneys made payments on account of an 
annuity charged on the estate, was held entitled 
to be reimbursed such payments out of compensa- 
tion money which had been awarded under tho 
Act for the Abolition of Slavery. 

Qu.: whether such a consignee has a lien on 
the corpus of the estate for moneys expended by 
him in its cultivation ?—Saw v. Simpson (1842), 
1Y. & C. Ch. Cas. 732; 62 E.R. 1092. 


Annotations :—Apld. Bertrand v. Davies (1862), 31 Beav. 
th Refd. Fraser v. Burgess (1860), 13 Moo. P, GC. CO, 
314, 


1128. Payments sanctioned by court.| 
—West Indian estates were divided upon trust for 
sale & distribution of the proceeds among testator’s 
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children absolutely. In a suit for the adminis- 
tration of the trusts consignees were appointed, & 
pending the suit settlements were made of the 
children’s shares, by which interests for life & in 
reversion were limited. In making payments 
which had been sanctioned by the ct., the con- 
signees became in advance to the trust estate : 

Held: these advances were a charge upon the 

corpus of the trust estate.—MORISON v. MORISON 

(1855), 7 De G. M. & G. 214; 3 Eq. Rep. 557; 

25 L. T. O. S. 110; 1 Jur. N. 8. 1100; 3 W. KR. 

383; 44 E.R. 84, L. JUS. 

Annotations :—Consd. Fraser v. Burgess (1860), 13 Moo. 
P.c. c. 314. Refd. Twynam v. Hudson (1862), 31 L. J. 
Ch. 577; #e Oriental Hotels Co., Perry v. Oriental Hotels 
Co. (1871), L. R. 12 Eq. 126; He Glasdir Copper Mines, 
English Electro Metallurgic Co. v. Glasdir Copper Mines, 
{1906) 1 Ch. 365. 

1129. In priority to incumbrancers.|— 
ix p. Davis & BODDINGTON, Fic p. CHAPMAN, 
Ix p. GREATHEAD (1859), 3 Sol. Jo. 544. 

1130. |—The rights of lien, of 
consignees in this country & of the resident 
managers of West Indian plantations on the estates, 
rest upon the same principle. 

The manager of a West Indian plantation has a 
lien for the costs of management on the interest 
of the person appointing him; but if appointed 
by a tenant for life, he has also a lien for the 
supplies which produced the first crop taken by 
the remainderman. 

Where the appointment of a manager of a West 
Indian plantation is not express, yet if the persons 
interested in the estate know that he is performing 
the duties & do not interfere, they must be pre- 
sumed to have acquiesced in his continuance in 
that office, & they cannot dispute his claim to a 
lien on the estate for the expenditure, whi'h, by 
their tacit acquiescence, they have encouraged 
him to make. 

Where a receiver or manager of a West Indian 
plantation is appointed by the ct. in a suit properly 
constituted, he is considered as appointcd on 
behalf of all persons interested in the property, & 
he is entitled to his ordinary conunission & allow- 
ances & also to a lien on the estate, as against all 
persons interested in it, for the balance due to 
him.—BERTRAND vv. DAVIES (1862), 31 Beav. 
429; 54 Ik. R. 1204; sub nom. BERNARD v., 
DAVIES, 32 J. J. Ch. 41; 9 Jur. N.S. 34; 11 
W. KR. 483 sub nom. BERNARD v. DAVIES, Lar p. 
BERTRAND, 7 L. T. 372. 

1131. -.j—The consignee of a 
West Indian estate is entitled to a lien on the 
corpus of the estate for advances made by hitn 
for its cultivation, in priority to all other incum- 
brances.—-Re HARRIOTT, Ha p, PENGELLEY (1863), 
& L. T. 854, 

1132. -—— Against persons having prior 
title to owner.|—(1) An agent employed to manage 
a West Indian estate by the owner, subject. to the 
charges upon it, is not as such entitled to a lien 
on the inheritance in respect of his advances for 
cultivation against those whose title is prior to 
that of the employer. If a trustee is in possession 
of a plantation managing it on behalf of all 
parties, & employs a manager, such manager has 
the same remedics as the trustee who employed 
him, for the expenses & advances. 

(2) When the Ct. of Ch. is in possession by a 
manager & receiver, it acts for all persons inte- 
rested, & its officer has at least as extensive 
remedies against the estate as a trustee. 

(3) The security proposed to be given by [the 
receiver] was afterwards waived by the parties 
interested (LORD KINGSDOWN).— FRASER «+. Bur- 
GEss (1860), 13 Moo. P, C. C. 3143 2 L. 1. 446; 
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15 BH. R. 118, 


6 Jur. N. S. 327; 8 W. R. 376; 
P. C, 


«1nnotations :—As to (1) Apld. Bertrand v. Davies (1862), 

31 Boay. 429. Consd. Ne Harriott, Wz p. Pongelley (1863), 

8s L. T. 854. 

1133, --—- ——- ~—_.]— Re MacDowatl, Ez p. 
NORMAND, Ea p. GRAHAM (1864), 8 Sol. Jo. 851 ; 
Cust on West Indian Incumbered Estates Acts, 
2nd ed., App. 300. 

1134. On future profits.;—A West Indian 
plantation is a species of trade, & cannot in 
general be carried on without advances from a 
consignee in this country, to be reimbursed out 
of the future proceeds. This difference between 
West Indian estates & landed estates here, affects 
the mode in which cts. view the dealings & con- 
duct of trustees & even the construction of wills 
& instruments relating to the former estates. 
Semble, a consignce advancing money to carry on 
a West Indian plantation has an implied lien on 
the future profits for such advances.—DANIEL v. 
TROTMAN (1863), 1 Moo. P. C. C. N.S. 123; 2 
New Rep. 92; 8 L. T. 522; 9 Jur. N.S. 588 ; 
11 W. R. 717; 15 E.R. 649, P. C. 
eae Cond: Re Harriott, Hx p. Pengelley (1863), 

° e OVS. 


1135. Allowance for disbursements— Not acting 
under regular appointment.|—Scorr v. NESBITT, 
No. 1122, ante. 

1136. —-— Duty to keep accounts—Showing how 
deficiencies arose.|—Manager of a West Indian 
estate, although not entitled during his absence 
from the island to charge commission, yet is 
entitled to be allowed all such sums as he has 
reasonably paid to others to whom he has cn- 
trusted the management.—FORREST v. ELWES 
(1816), 2 Mer. 68; 35 EH. lt. 866, L. C. 


-{nnotations :—Apld. Denton v. Davy (1836), 1 Moo. P. C. C. 
15. Reid. Leith v. Irvine (1833), 1 My. & K. 277. 


1137. —-— ——.|—Testator devised seven 
different estates in the West Indies in trust for 
his grandson for life, with remainders over. 
Before the grandson attained the age of twenty- 
four when he was to come into possession, con- 
signees of the estates were appointed. <A suit was 
instituted in Jamaica for the purpose of having 
the manager’s account passed in the island; but 
when the tenant for life attained twenty-four, in 
1818, it ceased to have operation. One of the 
estates, viz. I.., was charged by testator with an 
annuity which the consignees paid for many 
years until in 1852 they found that the proceeds 
of the lL. estate had been quite insufficient to do 
so, & they were declared creditors in respect of 
the amount in excess which they had so paid, & 
a reference was directed to ascertain what the 
amount was :—Tfeld: the consignees were bound 
to have kept a distinct account of the receipts & 
expenditure of the L. estate so as to be able to 
show from time to time how the deficiency arose. 
"a as v. THARP (1857), 29 L. T. O. S. 395, 

iG, 

1138. —--~- Payments on account of annuity.]—. 
SHAW v. SIMPSON, No. 1127, ante. 

1139. Re-imbursement out of English 
estates—In same ownership.|—te THARP (1852), 
25m. & G. 578, n.; 65 EK. R. 5338, L. C. 
Annotations :—Refd. Morrison v. Morrison (1855), 2 Sm. & 

G. 564. Mentd. T'wynam v. Hudson (1862), 31 L. J. Ch, 

577; Zee Leslie, Leslic v. French (1883), 23 Ch. D. 552; 

Falcke v. Scottish Impcrial Insce. (1886), 34 Ch. D. 234. 

1140. Out of general assets—lIn priority to 
creditors.|—Testator’s estate consisting partly of 
a West Indian plantation was administered under 
the ct., & a large balance was duc to a deccased 
consignee, which was ordered to be paid by his 
successor. This failing:— Held: as against 
testator’s creditors the representatives of deceased 
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consignee were entitled to be paid out of the 1143. Commission.]—-BERTRAND v. DAvIEs, No. 
general assets of testator.—LYNE v. THOMPSON 1130, ante. 
(1862), 30 Beav. 542; 54 H.R. 999. 1144. Account by consignees — Priorities.|— 
1141. Right to goods shipped prior to appoint- West India Relief Act, 1832 (c. 125), gives, for 
ment.|—CODRINGTON v. JOHNSTONE, No. 8438, ante. moneys advanced by the comrs. on mtge. upon 
1142. Payment of allowances to infants—Estate the application of a mere tenant for life, absolute 
becoming insufficient.|—-PEARSE v. Brooks (1844), priority over all existing charges. —LAWRENCE v. 
3.4L. O. 8S. 374, I. C.3 previous proceedings, WEST INDIA RELIEF Comrs. (1864), Jf Beav. 
21. T. 0. S. 265, LC. 2343; 11 L. T. 295; 55 FE. R. 625. 


RECEIVING ORDER. 


See BANKRUPTCY AND INSOLVENCY, 


RECEIVING STOLEN GOODS. 


See CRIMINAL LAW AND PROCEDURE. 


RECITALS. 


See Bonpns; DeEEps anp OTHER INSTRUMENTS; AND TITLES passim. 


RECOGNISANCES. 


See CrimMInaLn LAw AND PROCEDURE; MAGISTRATES. 


RECONVEYANCE. 


See MortTaagne|. 


RECORDER. 


See MACISTRATES, 


RECOVERY OF POSSESSION OF LAND. 


See LANDLORD AND TENANT; Reat PRoperty AND CHATTELS REAL. 
J.—VOL. XXXIX. Hf 
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RECREATION GROUNDS. 


See ComMons AND Ricuts oF CoMMON; OPEN SPACES AND RECREATION GROUNDS. 


RECTIFICATION. 


See Equity; MISTAKE; SETTLEMENTS. 


RECTOR AND RECTORY. 


See ECCLESIASTICAL LAW. 


REDEMPTION. 


See MortGacE ; PAWNS AND PLEDGES. 


REFEREES AND REFERENCES. 


See ARBITRATION. 


REFORMATORIES. 


See CRIMINAL LAW AND PROCEDURE; HiDUCATION; [TRISONS. 


REFRESHERS. 


See BARRISTERS ; SOLICITORS. 


REFRESHMENT HOUSES. 


See INNS ann INNKEEPERS; INToxicaTING Liquors; REVENUE; SALE OF Goons ; 
TRADE AND TRADE UNIONS. 


REGISTRATION OF BIRTHS, MARRIAGES 
AND DEATHS. 
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Banns : : See ITUSBAND AND WIFE. Inquest See CORONERS, 
Baptism . ; »5 ECCLESIASTICAL LAW. Marriage », ECCLESIASTICAT, LAW ; 
Bastardy . »» BASTARDY. HUSBAND AND WIFE. 
Birth, Covceainient of » CRIMINAT, LAW. Midwives .. MEDICINE AND PFAR- 
Burial ; : » BURIAL. MACY. 


Norr.—The Births & Deaths Registration Acts, 1836 (c. 86) to 1926 (ec. 48), are referred to in this 
Tille as 18386 Act, 1837 Act, 1874 Act, 1901 Act, & 1926 Act respectively. 


Part |.—Central and Local Registration Authorities. 


SECT. 1..—_THE GENERAL REGISTER. 4, ——- ———- ———.]—-WESTMACOTT v. WEST- 
1. General Register Office—What registers kept MACOTT, [1399] P. 183; 68 L. J. P. 638; 80 L. T. 
at— Under Non-parochial Registers Act, 1840 632. 
(c. 92)—Registers of Society of Friends.|—-Re 5. Registrar-General — Powers — Cannot take 
eee KENWAY v. Kipp, [1913] 1 Ch. 392; away right of public to search registers.|—1 
2 J. J. Ch. 230; 108 L. T. 6385; 57 Sol. Jo. Brst & McKINLEY, No. 17, post. 
130. 





—— Where registers of marriages in 
India deposited.) RATCLIFF v. RATCLIFF & ANDER- 








SON (1859), 1 Sw. & Tr. 467; 29 L. J. P.M. & A. SEcT. 2.—REGISTRATION DISTRICTS. 
171; 33 L. T. O. S. 262; 5 Jur. N.S. 7143 7 SuB-SECT. 1.—BOUNDARIES AND ALTERATIONS 
W. ees oe He R. a ee ee OF DISTRICTS. 
A —_ ’ » de . 720, . 
"Mentd, Niboyet ». Niboyot aye. Dis Medley” See 1836 Act, ss. 7, 10, 11; Marriage Act, 1836 
Medley (1882), 51 L. J. P. (c. 85), 8. 173; 1837 Act, ss. 9,10,11; Marriage & 
3. aes, er v. REGAN (1892), age ree “Act, 1856 (c. 119), 8. 15; 1874 Act, 
67 1. T. 720; 1 R. 493. . 21, 22; 1901 Act. 
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Sect. 2.—Registration districts: Sub-sect. 2. Part 

II, Secte. 1, 2.3 & 4.) 

SUB-SECT. 2.— REGISTRARS. 

6. Appointment—By whom appointed.]—Under 
1836 Act, s. 7, the clerk to the board of 
guardians of a union created under Poor Law 
Amendment Act, 1884 (c. 76), has no right to be 
superintendent registrar except in the case of the 
first appointment after 1836 Act coming into 
operation; & on any subsequent vacancy the 
power of appointment is in the board of guardians. 

A., who was clerk to the board of guardians of a 
union, created under Poor Law Amendment Act, 
1834 (c. 76), & was also superintendent registrar 
appointed by the Registrar-General, under 1837 
Act, died on Jan. 4, 1861. On Jan. 17, deft. was 
appointed superintendent registrar by the board 
of guardians. On Feb. 14, the relator was 
appointed clerk to the board of guardians. Upon 
information in the nature of quo warranio :— 
Held: deft. was duly appointed superintendent 
registrar.—R. v. ACASON (1862), 2 B. & S. 795; 
310. J. Q. B. 227; 6 L. T. 5385; 26 J. P. 436; 
8 Jur. N.S. 841; 121 1. R. 1267; sub nom. kh. v, 
ALASON, 10 W. R. 691. 

Annotation :—Refd, R. v. Burrows, [1892] 1 Q. B. 399. 

7. —— Evidence of—Acting in office.|—The 
acting in the office is primd facie evidence of 
the appointment as registrar.—lt. v. PRICE (1840), 
11 Ad. & KI. 727; 3 Per. & Dav. 421; 9 L. J. 
M.C. 49; 4J.P.58; 113 BE. R. 590. 

Annotations :—Mentd, R. v. Nott (1843), 7 J. P. 351; 

Hutchinson v. Manchester, Bury & Rosaendale Jty. 

(1846), 15 li. J. Ex, 293; N,v. Buchanan (1846), 8 Q. LB. 


883; It. ov. James (1850), 3 Car. & Kir. 167; Jt.» Jlall, 
11891) 1 Q. Bs. 747. 


8. ——— Effect of—Whether vacation of other 
office.|—A party who has been duy appointed 
overseer of the poor, does not by the subsequent 
acceptance of the office of registrar ipso facto 
vacate his former office.—R. v. CHESHIRE JJ. 
(1840), as reported in 4 J. P. 122; 4 Jur. 484. 
Annotation :—Refd, R. v. Derbyshire JJ., Ex p. New Mills 
U. D.C. (1909), 100 L. T. 453, 

9. Nature & tenure of office.)—The writ of 
quo warranto is not applicable to the office of 
registrar of births & deaths, the office being held 
at the pleasure of the Registrar-Gencral.—£a p. 
PARRY ope 3°T. L. R. 649, D. C. 

Annotations :—Dbtd. R. v. Burrows, [1892) 1 Q. B. 399. 


If the point there decided were to come again before ie, 
I should reconsider my judgment in that case (A. lL. 





rs Jo) Refd. R. v. Speyer, R. v. Cassel, [1916] 1 
» O90, 
10. jJ—Appcets., a board of guardians, with 


the sanction of the Local Government Board, 
now the Ministry of Health, but apparently with- 
out statutory authority, granted to the registrar 
of births & deaths certain gratuitics, subject to 
a deduction for superannuation allowance. On 
the registrar’s retirement appcts. granted him a 
superannuation allowance based on his fees plus 
the gratuities, & the district auditor, acting under 
Poor Law Amendment Act, 1844 (c. 101), s. 32, 
disallowed & surcharged on certain of the guardians 
the difference between the amount due on the 
basis of fees alone & the amount due on the basis 
of fees plus gratuity, on the grounds that, though 
he was precluded by Local Authorities (Expenses) 
Act, 1887 (c. 72), s. 8, from disallowing the 
gratuities, their payment was unlawful, & they 
were not ‘‘emoluments’’ within Poor Law 
Officers’ Superannuation Act, 1896 (c. 50), 5. 3, 
for the purpose of calculating superannuation, 


REGISTRATION OF BIRTHS, 


MARRIAGES AND Dratus, 


allowance. The guardians then obtained a rule 
nist for a certiorari to quash the certificate of dis- 
allowance & discharge, on the grounds that the 
gratuities were ‘‘ emoluments” within the Act 
of 1896, & that the sanction of the Ministry of 
Health legalised their payment. By sect. 19 of 
the Act of 1896 the expression ‘“‘ emoluments ” 
includes ‘‘ all fees, poundage, & other payments 
made to any officer or servant as such for his 
own use’ :—Held: the district auditor was not 
entitled to treat as illegal payments which had 
been authorised under the Local Authorities 
(Expenses) Act, 1887 (c. 72); they formed part 
of the “‘ emoluments ”’ of the person to whom they 
were paid within Poor Law Officers’ Super- 
annuation Act, 1896 (c. 50), s. 8, & were properly 
taken into account in computing his pension. 

The registrar of births & deaths, who is not a 
servant of the board of guardians, & cannot be 
dismissed or controlled by them, is remunerated 
first of all by a scale of fees, depending on the 
number of births & deaths he registers, fixed by 
the Act of 1836 & paid by the guardians, &, 
secondly, by a scale of fees contained in the Act 
of 1874 for services rendered in the way of supply- 
ing certificates, copies of certificates, & extra- 
ordinary work to persons who register (SCRUTTON, 
L.J.).—R. v. GRAIN, La p. WANDSWORTH GUAR- 
DIANS, [1927] 2 K. B. 205; 96 L. J. KB. 568 ; 
136 L. T. 776; 91 J. P. 713 43 Tid, RR. 342 ; 
71 Sol. Jo. 8308; 25 1. G. lt. 231, C, A. 

11. Remuneration — Mode of.] —ht. v. Grain, 
Lx». WANDSWORTH GUARDIANS, No. 10, ante. 

12. ——— What guardians liable — Workhouse 
not belonging to parish in which situated./—By a 
local Act, the management of the poor of a parish 
was vested in trustecs, who paid to the registrar 
of births & deaths for the district within which 
their parish was situate, fees for the registration of 
births & deaths occurring in a workhouse locally 
situate within their parish, but belonging to 
another parish, & built by the guardians of that 
parish for the reception of the poor thereof under a 
Jocal Act :—Held: under Poor Law Amendment 
Act, 1844 (c. 101), s. 56, the last-mentioned 
guardians were bound to repay to the trustees the 
ainount of fees so paid to the registrar & a per- 
emptory writ of mandanus was issued to compel 
them to do so.—h. v. Sr. LUKE, MInDLESEX 
GUARDIANS (1856), 26 I. T. O. S, 2143 4 WL. RR. 
230. 

13. Liability to attachment.}—1I*ces earned 
by a registrar in respect of births & deaths 
actually registered are debts accruing due so as 
to be attachable before the accounts have been 
vouched or time for payment has arrived.— 
EDMUNDS v. EDMUNDS, [1904] P. 362 ; 73 T.. J. 7. 
97; 9141. T. 568. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Glegg v. Bromley (1911), 81 L. J. 

K. B. 334; Wells v. Wells (1914), 30 T. L. R. 437, 

14, Superannuation allowance—Basis of calcu- 
lation.|—R. v. GRAIN, Ex p. WANDSWORTH 
GUARDIANS, No. 10, ante. 

Power & duties— Registrars of births.)|—Sce 
Part ITI., post. 

Registrars of marriages.|—See HUSBAND & 
Wire, Vol. XXVII., pp. 53, 54, 73, Nos. 383-836, 
578. 


ee meate d 








Civil marriages generally at registrar’s 
office.|—-See HusBAND & WIFE, Vol. XXVIL,, 
pp. 54, 55, 68, Nos. 337-348, 445. 

Registrars of deaths.|—Sce Part V., post. 
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Part Il.—The Registers. 


Suct. 1.—CORRECTION OF ERRORS. 

See 1874 Act, ss. 8, 36. 

15. Power of court to correct—Entry made for 
fraudulent purpose.|—The ct. has no power to issue 
a mandamus to the registrar of births, etc., under 
1836 Act, commanding him to erase the entry of 
w birth, on its appearing that the child was sup- 
posititious, & that the entry has been made for 
fraudulent purposes.—Lz p. STANFORD (1841), 1 
Q. B. 886; 1 Gal. & Dav. 428; 113 BE. R. 1371; 
sub nom, RK. v. STANFORD, 10 L. J. Q. B. 265; 
sub nom. Re BRIXTON REGISTRAR OF Bintis, 9 
Dowl. 927; 5 Jur. 988. 


Annotations :—Refd. Ex yp. Nash (1850), 19 L. J. Q. B. 296. 
Mentd, Jc Greaves, Hz p. Greaves (1870), 5 Ch. App. 326. 


Sect. 2.—CUSTODY. 

Sce 1836 Act, ss. 14, 15, 32, 33, 42; Marriage 
Act, 1836 (c. 85), 8. 24; Marriage & Registration 
Act, 1856 (c, 119), 8. 22; 1874 Act, ss. 35, 45; 
Marriage Act, 1898 (c. 58), ss. 11 (3), 12. 


Sect. 3.—SEARCHES. 

16. Right to search—Subject to proper control.] 
—Pltf. applied to deft., a parish clerk, who kept 
the parish registers under the direction of the 
rector, for permission to search them. He told 
deft. he did not want certificates, but only to 
make extracts, & was informed that the charye 
would be the same whether he made extracts or 
had certificates. He accordingly scarched the 
registers & made extracts. The evidence was, 
that no mention of the charge was made before 
the search, but that pltf. was told by deft. that 
the charge was 3s. 6d. for each extract, the amount 
of which he paid :—Held: (1) the payment was 
not voluntary, & plif. was entitled to recover the 
excess paid in an action for money had & received ; 
(2) io & not the rector, was the party to be 
sued. 

(3) Semble: the fees if taken by the clerk after 
the examination of the book, would have becn 
oe colore officti, & might have been recovered 

ack. 

(4) Semble: pltf. was entitled to take minutes 
in the course of his search, but not to occupy an 
unreasonable time for that purpose, nor to have 
the registers in his hands, it being the duty of the 
clerk to superintend the search, & to keep a cons 
trol over the registers. 


PART II. SECT. 1. 
a. Mandamus to Registrar to amend 
register.J—On an eo ees under 
Births, Deuths & arriages Act, 


1804, 8, 43 (3), to have tho register 
amended, the Legistrar refused to 
umend tho register, being of opinion 
that by so doing ho would bastardise 
the child :—Jleld > a writ of mandamus 


Where the party searching takes extracts he is 
not bound to pay more than for a search. [PIltf.] 
had a perfect right to search (PARKE, B.).— 
STEELE v, WILLIAMS (1853), 8 Exch. 625310. L. KR. 
258; 22 L. J. Ex, 225; 21 L, T. O. S. 106; 17 
J.P. 378; 17 Jur. 464; 156 H. R. 1502. : 

LOns :— ‘ ‘ x k v. R., [1925 
aati appari Rell ee oy Best & ReoRinley. 
Generally, Mentd. Hooper v. Exeter Corpn. 
_ J. Q. B. 457; Marshal Shipping Co. v. Board 

of Trade, [1923] 2 K. B. 343; Glamorgan County Council 

v. Glasbrook, {1924) 1 K. B. 879. 

17. Cannot be cut down by Registrar- 
General—1874 Act, s. 44.) —1836 Act, 8. 35, gives 
the public an absolute right to search the register 
at reasonable times; & this right cannot be 
taken away by the power given to the Registrar- 
General to make regulations as to the search by 
1874 Act, s. 44.—Brst v. Best & McKINLEY, 
[1902] P. 75; 89 L. J. P. 938; 122 L. T. 802; 
36 T. L. R. 2438; 64 Sol. Jo, 258, 

18. Right to make extracts — In reasonable 
time.]|—STEELE v. WILLIAMS, No. 16, ante. 

19. Fees for searching—Party searching making 
extracts.]—STEELE v. WILLIAMS, No. 16, ante. 

20. ——— Improper charges—Right to recover 
excess over legal fees.) —S1evi.ie v. WILLIAMS, No. 
16, anle. 





Srcr. 4.—CERTIFICATES. 
- See 1836 Act, ss. 35, 36 5 1874 Act, 8. 32; Marriage 
Act, 1896 (c. 58), s. 7 (5). 

21, Requisites—Jewish marriage certificate.|— 
PRAGER v, PRAGER & GOODISON, No. 22, post. 

As evidence—Birth certificates.|—See EVIDENCK, 
Vol. XXII., p. 322, Nos. 3157-3168. 

Marriage certificates.) See EVIDENCE, Vol. 
XXII., pp. 822, 323, Nos. 3169-3172 ; HUSBAND 
& WIFE, Vol. XXVII., p. 72, No. 565. 

—— Death certificates..—Sce EVIDENCE, Vol. 
XXII, p. 323, Nos. 3173-3179. 

Certificate of Secretary of State.]|—<Sce 
KVIDENCE, Vol. XXIL., p. 318, No. 3120. 

Foreign & colonial registers & certificates.| 
—See Evipencx, Vol. XX11., pp. 3389-343, Nos. 
3405-3419, 3421-34238, 38426-3442, 3444-3462, 
3466. 

Registers as evidence—Parish registers.|—Scc 
Kviprencr, Vol. XXII., pp. 3385, 336-338, Nos. 
3334, 3355-3357, 3379-3388. 

Miscellaneous registers.|—See KVIDENCE, 
Vol. XXII., pp. 345, 347, Nos. 3488, 3498, 3513. 














should issue to compel the Registrar 
to amcnd the register.—He M., M. v. 
REGISTRAR OF BrirTHs (1924), 26 
W. A. L. Kk. 115.—AUS. 
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REGISTRATION OF Birtrus, MARRIAGES AND DEATHS. 


Part I1l.—Registration of Births. 


Making false statements & causing false entries 
to be made.]—See CRIMINAL Law, Vol. XV., p. 694, 
Nos. 7478, 7479. 

Registration of still births.)—See 1926 Act, 5. 7. 

Registration of births of legitimated persons.]— 


See Legitimacy Act, 1926 (c. 60), 5. 1 (4), & 
Schedule. 

Proceedings generally under Legitimacy Act, 
1926 (c. 60), s. 1 (4), & Schedule.]—See BASTARDY, 


SUPPLEMENT. 





Part IV.—Registration of Marriages. 


22. In England— Jewish marriage — Marriage 
certificate—Signature by secretary of synagogue— 
Necessity for signature as secretary & registrar.]— 
Where the certificate of marriage in a Jewish 
synagogue had been signed by the secretary in 
that capacity alone, though he was also certified 
as registrar, it was held that he should have signed 
as secretary & registrar.—PRAGER v. Pracen & 


GOODISON (1913), 108 L. T. 734; 29 T. L. lt. 556. 
Making false statements & causing false 
entries to be made.|—See CriminaL Law, Vol. 
XV., p. 694, Nos. 7476-7478, 7480-7482, 7484. 
At sea & abroad.|—Scee Registration of Births, 
Deaths & Marriages (Army) Act, 1879 (c. 8); 
Foreign Marriage Act, 1892 (c. 93) s Merchant 
Shipping Act, 1894 (c. 60), ss. 240 (6), 358 (1) (viii). 





Part V.—Registration of Deaths. 


Sce 1874 Act, ss. 10-15, 20; 1926 Act, s. 2. 

Making false statements & causing false entries 
to be made.|—-See CRIMINAL Law, Vol. XV., pp. 
694, 695, Nos. 7478, 7485. 

Necessity for death certificate befor. burial of 


body.|—See 1926 Act, ss. 1, 5. 

Necessity for notification before disposal of body.] 
—See 1926 Act, s. 3. 
Burial without notice to. registrar.|—Sce 
BuRIAL, Vol. VII, p. 521, No. 9. 





Part Vl.—Registration of Births and Deaths at Sea and 
Abroad. 


See 1874 Act, s. 
Merchant Shipping Act, 1894 (c. 60), 5 


37 (6)3 Registration of Births, Deaths & Marriages (Army) Act, 1879 (c. 8); 
e 54 


PART III, 


b. Itegistration of births of legitimated persons—Child born out of province.]--Vital Statistics Act, 1916, 5. 19, is not 
limited in its operation to children born within the province.—-Jie J., [1921] 3 W. W. JX. 180.—CAN. 


REGISTRATION OF DEEDS AND WILLS. 


Sce Bivts oF SALY ; 


LANDLORD AND TENANT; 
SALE OF LAND; 


Reau PRopeRTY AND CHATTELS REAL ; 
WILLS. 


REGISTRATION OF NEWSPAPERS. 


See PRESS AND PRINTING. 
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REGISTRATION OF PATENTS. 


See PATENTS AND INVENTIONS. 


REGISTRATION OF TITLE. 


See CHAnIrius ; LANDLORD AND TENANT; Mines, MINERALS, AND QuARRiES; MortGacve; REAL 
PROPERTY AND CHATTELS REAL; Save or LANb. 


REGISTRATION OF TRADE MARKS AND DESIGNS. 


Sce 'TravE Marks, TrapE NAmrs, AND DESIGNS. 


REGISTRATION OF VOTERS. 


Sce KLECTIONS. 


RELATOR. 


See CHARITIES ; CORPORATIONS ; CROWN Practice; AND TITLES passim. 


RELEASE. 


See BANKRUPTCY AND INSOLVENCY ; BILLS or EXCHANGE, Promissory Noris, AND NEGOTIABLE 
INSTRUMENTS; Bonps; Contract; DEEDS AND OTHER INSTRUMENTS; EXECUTORS AND 
ADMINISTRATORS ; GUARANTEE AND INDEMNITY; HUSBAND AND WIFE; INFANTS AND 
CHILDREN ; LANDLORD AND TENANT ; PARTNERSHI? ; ReaL PROPERTY AND CHATTELS REAL ; 
TRusts AND TRUSTEES ; AND TITLES passim. 


RELIEF. 


See COPYHOLDS. 
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RELIEVING OFFICER. 


See Poor Law. 


RELIGIOUS TRUSTS. 


Sce CHARITIES ; [ICCLESIASTICAL Law. 


REMAINDERS. 


See Reau PRorerry AND CHATTELS REAL; SETTLEMENTS; WILLS. 


REMAND. 


Sce CRiMINAL LAW AND PROCEDURE; EXTRADITION AND FUGITIVE OFFENDERS ; 
MAGISTRATES. 


REMITTED ACTIONS. 


Sce COUNTY COURTS. 


RENTS. 


See Distress; LANDLORD AND TENANT; Mines, MINERALS, AND QUARRIES 
REAL PROPERTY AND CHATTELS REAL; SALE oF LAND. 
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RENTCHARGES AND ANNUITIES. 


ee 
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executors . ; IXECUTORS., 
Gifts ; (i1FTS, Trusts 
Interest on ALoney , MONEY AND MONEY- 

LENDING. Walls ; 


Part [.—Nature. 


Secr. 1.—-WHAT CONSTITUTES RENTCHARGE OR in case the annui 
ANNUITY. 


1. Payment issuing out of land.|—WeEsTon v. personal estate 
Bowes, No. 291, post. 

2. With power of distress..—ANOoN. (un- 
dated), Plowd. Queries 12; 75 E. R. 878. 

3. .} — ANON. (undated), Plowd. 
Queries 18; 75 E. R, 882. 
-}—POOLE v. Hrnon, No. 674, post. 





665. 


Annotations :—Consd. 
chard, (1905) 1 














D. 534; 








5. -|—Testator by codicil gave & ‘ Ch. 149, 
bequeathed an annuity or yearly sum of £100 to ore Me rk yD 


di. during her life, & charged same on two specific 
real estates, with usual powers of distress & entry 
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25. Payment issuing out of land— 
With power of distress.}—McCCASKILL 
Se eee eed 12 O. I. 783.— 


a rentchatge to that amount charged 
upon those lands.—LOCKE v. DARLKY 
(1842), 2 Dr. & War. 256; 1 Con. & 
me ‘ae —IR. 
.)— TRICHARDAON Y. 
Nike (1845), 2 Jo. & Lat. 250.—IR. 
2 iv. A rent reserved 
on & grant in fee, if accompanied by a 








2 fi. .J—A grant to A. of 
Mberty to distrain lande. if he be not. 
paid an annua! sum, is a ’ good grant of 














Ch. 
ee 15 Ch. D. 59; 
39 C Te BHetts, Dought 
Mentd. Zte Middleton, 
52; Re Copland, Mitchell v. Bain (1895), 


Jones, [1902] 1 Ch. 
Bourne’s Trade Marks, [1903] 1 Ch. 211. 
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ty should be in arrear :—Held : 


this was a legal limitation of a rentcharge, & the 


was not liable.—PATCHING Uv. 


BARNETT (1881), [1907] 2 Ch. 154,n.; 51 L. J. Ch. 
74; 45 L. 1. 292, CO. A.; revsg. (1880), 49 L. J. Ch. 


Jie Trenchard, Trenchard v. Tren- 
82. Refd. Astley v. Micklethwait 
Re Muftfett, Jones v. Mason (1888), 
v. Walker, (1907] 
hompson v. Harris 


J ones, EKlgood v. He tacouey Klgood v. 
92; Bourne v. Swan & Edgar, Ic 


ower of distress, is a rentcharge.— 
SRADY v. FITZGERALD (1848), 11 I, Eq. 
ht. 55.— IR. 
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}~ DREW vo. BARRY 
(gra), 8 I. lt. Kg. 260, 279.—IR. 


.]— Goaains _ 7%. 
101.0. L. R, 472.—IR. 





2 vi. 
TRENCH (185 1859), 


Part ].—NATURE. 








6. On different estate.|—(1) If a man 

seised of Blackacre in fee, & also possessed of 

Whiteacre for years, by his deed grants a rent out 

of both to A. to have & perceive to him for the 

term of his life, with clause of distress in both, 

A. may distrain in Whiteacre, for rent arrere. 

(2) If lessee for years of lands grants a rent out 
of said lands for the life of the grantee, such grant is 
good during the term, if the grantee live so long ; 
but the grantee has but a chattel. 

(3) Grant out of land in fee, & out of land for a 
term of years of a rent for the life of the grantee, 
the rent issues only out of the land in fee. 

(4) In the principal case, Whiteacre during the 
term is subject to the distress, although the rent 
does not issue thereout. 

(5) If a man grants a rent out of the manor of 
D., & further grants that, if the rent be behind, 
the grantee shall distrain for same rent in the 
manor of S., it is but a penalty in the manor of S., 
& not a rent issuing out of it. 

(6) If the manor of D., out of which the rent is 
granted, be recovered by eigne title, all the rent 
is extinct; but if the manor of S., in which the 
distress is limited, be evicted, the whole rent 
remains. 

(7) If the grantee purchases parcel of the manor 
of S., the rent is not extinct.—Burv’s Cask (1600), 
7 Co. Rep. 23a; 77E. R. 445. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Apld. Saffery v. Elgood (1834), 1 
Ad. & Kl. 191. Refd. Kodham v, Berry (1826), 4 L. J. 
OQ. 8S. K. B. 202. Generally, Refd. Hassell v. Gowthwaite 
(1744), Willes, 500. Mentd. Thomas v. Sorrel (1673), 
3 Keb, 233; Hodgkins v. Thornbury (1675), 3 Keb. 500. 

7 Conferred by statute.]—A  per- 
petual rent reserved as the consideration upon 
the sale of land, even though no power of distress 
is contained in the conveyance to the purchaser, 
is, upon a subsequent sale of the rent, not 
improperly described by the then vendor as a 
‘‘rentcharge ’’ inasmuch as a powcr of distress is 
conferred by 4 Geo. 2, c. 28, s. 5. 

In a contract for sale the subject-matter was 
described as ‘‘an aggregate yearly rentcharge 
of £215 9s. payable in perpetuity by the corpn. 
of Liverpool in respect of a waterpipe rent, 
created under the authority of the corpn. water- 
works Act, 1855, & secured by covenants of the 
corpn., & by a statutory charge on the rates 
leviable by the corpn. under their Acts.’? The 
abstract of title showed, that in 1856 the vendor’s 
predecessors in title, one of whom was an absolute 
owner, & the other a tenant for life under a 
settlement, had respectively granted lands & 
easements to the corpn. in consideration of two 
rents of £1 5s. & £250, respectively, payable in 
perpetuity by the corpn., & that the corpn. had 
covenanted to pay those rents respectively. 
The rent comprised in the contract of sale con- 
sisted of the rent of £1 5s. & £214 4s. part of the 
rent of £250. The vendor was tenant for life 
under a settlement, & had sold under his statutory 
powers. The corpn. waterworks Act of 1855, 
with which Lands Clauses Consolidation Act, 
1845 (c. 18), was incorporated, empowered the 
corpn. ‘‘ to purchase, either absolutely for a sum 
in gross, or at an annual or other rent,’’ certain 
lands “ or any easement oversame’”’; & the corpn. 
waterworks Act, 1855, provided that ‘‘ the persons 
empowered by Lands Clauses Consolidation Act, 
1845 (c. 18), to convey lands shall have full power 
to convey or grant in perpetuity, at an annual 
or other rent, any lands, for the purposes of this 
Act or the Acts incorporated therewith, or any 
easements over such lands’’:—Held: the rent 
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sold was not improperly described as a “ rent- 
charge.”’ 

[It is said] you cannot reserve a rent out of an 
casement. No doubt a subject could not do sv 
at common law; but the King could, even at 
common law, & the subject may do it by statute 
(Davy, L.J.).—Re GERARD (LORD) & BEECHAM’s 
CONTRACT, [1894] 3 Ch. 295; 63 L. J. Ch. 695; 
71L. T. 272; 42 W. R. 678; 7 KR. 519, C. A. 

8. —— Without power of distress—Rent seck.| 
—ANON. (undated), Plowd. Queries 12; 75 KE. R. 
873. 

9, —— —— ——.]—WESTON v. Bowes, No. 
10. .]—Lands in the counties of D. 
& N. were devised, by will, to trustees in fee, in 
trust to pay annually out of the rents & profits 
certain sums to certain persons, & £10 to each of 
the fellows of a college, the surplus rents after such 
payments to be applied as directed by the will. 
The annual sums were received by the bursar of 
the college for the trustees, pursuant to the 
directions in the will, & paid over by him. [If all 
these annual payments were made out of the lands 
in county D. as far as the nett profits would go, 
the annual sums received by each fellow would be 
less than £10 & more than 40s. If the payments 
were made rateably out of the land in each county, 
in proportion to the profits received from each, 
a less sun than 40s. would be received by each 
fellow out of the lands in D.:—-Held: the fellows 
had not a rentcharge, there being no power of 
distress. — WEST v. RoBSON (1858), 3 C. B. N.S. 
492. K.& G. 1413 275. J.C. P. 2625 32 1. 7. 
0.8.75; 22 J. P.498; 4 Jur. N.S. 666; 6 W. KR. 
659; 140 KE. R. 805. 

ON :—Refd. Cooper rv. Ashfield (1858), 5 C. B. N.S. 








11. - Devise of land subject to annuity.|— 
Real estate decreed to be charged with an annuity 
given by the will, though no express words to charge 
the Jand, the exor. being devisee of the land.-~ 
ELLIOT v. HANCOCK (1690), 2 Vern. 143; 23 HE. Kh. 
699. 

Arnolition :— Refd. Peacock v. Peacock (1865), 34 Tu. J. Ch. 


12, J—GREEN v. MAryooup (1727), 
2 iq. Cas. Abr. 645; 22 1s. R. 56. 

13. .J—Devise of lands to A. for life, 
remainder to B. in fee, subject to & charged with 
the payment of £20 a year to C. during her life, 
to be paid by A. as long as she should live, & after 
her decease to be paid by B.:—Held: a charge 
on the land, for which O. might distrain.— 
BuTtTEeRY v. ROBINSON (1826), 3 Bing. 392; 11 
Moore, ©. P. 262; 4 L. J. O. 8. C. P. 1083 180 
K. R. 564. 

Annotations :~~Apld. Sollory v. Leaver (1869), L. R. 9 Eq. 

22. Consd. Roper v. Roper (1876), 3 Ch. D. 714; Payne 

v. Esdaile (1888), 13 App. Cas. 613. 

















14. ——.]— RAMSAY v. THORNGATE, No. 
238, post 
15. -.J—Ion v. ASHTON, No. 668, posi. 


16. -.|—Bequest of an annuity to A. 
for life, followed by a general devise & bequest of 
real & personal estate, subject to testator’s debts 
& legacies, & ‘‘the annuity therein before- 
mentioned ’’:—Held: the annuity was a legal 
rentcharge on the real estate, & A. having his 
distress at law was not entitled to a receiver in this 
ct. for the recovery of arrears.—SOLLORY v. 
LEAVER (1869), L. R. 9 Eq. 22; 39 L. J. Ch. 72 ; 
91L. T. 453; 18 W. R. 593; subsequent proceed- 
ings (1871), 40 L. J. Ch. 398. 


Annotations :—Apld. Kelsey v. Kelsey (1874), L. I. 17 Kq. 
Conad. Koper v. Koper (1876), 3 Ch. D. 714. 





495, 


- Without power of @istress—Rent seci:.|—McCAsKILL v, MCCASKILL (1886), 12 O. Rt. 783.—CAN, 
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Secl. 1.—What constitutes rentcharge or annuity. 
Sect. 2: Sub-sects. 1 & 2.] 


cs i Re or 


: Deeds deposited as_ security for 
annuity.]— Where deeds respecting real property 
have been deposited as a security for an annuity, 
e.g. it implies an intention in the party depositing 
them to charge the real property, & gives the party 
with whom they are deposited a lien on them.— 
RICHARDS v. Borretr (1800), 3 Esp. 102; 170 
Ki. R. 553. 

18. Land conveyed to trustees to raise 
tontine annuity.|—Estates were conveyed to 
trustees upon trust to raise during the lives of the 
subscribers of the purchase-moncy & their nominees 
a certain tontine annuity, to be divided amongst 
them rateably ; these annuities being payable to 
the holders of the debenture which certified the 
title of the subscriber or nominee to payment out 
of the rents of the estate :—Held: an interest in 
the land was created under the tontine deed, in 
favour of the subscribers & their nominees.— 
Re O’Hanra’s TONTINE (1857), 30 L. T. O. S. 128 ; 
3 Jur. N.S. 1145; 6 W. R. 45. 

19. Money payment not charged on land.|/— 
By a charter of incorporation & an Act of Parlia- 
ment, the inmates of the ‘‘ Hospital of King James 
at Gateshead ’’ were to consist of a master, three 
ancient brethren, &, by additions from time to time 
made, twenty-three younger brethren, the latter 
forming no part of the corpn. The brethren, 
whose appointments were for life, were subject 
to certain rules, & were removable, though none 
had ever been removed, for certain misconduct. 
The estates of the hospital, which were originally 
granted to the master & brethren & the‘r successors 
in free, pure & perpetual frankalmoign for ever, 
were under the management of the master, who, 
after payment of land & income tax, tithes, repairs 
& other outgoings, was to appropriate to his own 
use one-third of the net proceeds, & pay £25 a 
year to each of the three ancient brethren & £40, 
afterwards increased to £70, a year to the chaplain, 
& to reserve in his hands a balance not exceeding 
£60 to mect current expenses, & to divide the 
residue among the younger brethren in equal 
shares, yet so nevertheless that no younger brother 
should take such division more than £25. The 
number of younger brethren had never becn 
increased so as to reduce their respective shares 
below £24 per annum. None of the brethren 
actually occupied any part of the hospital 
property :—Held: the younger brethren had 
neither a legal nor equitable estate in the lands & 
tenements belonging to the hospital ; nor a rent- 
charge thereon. 

[It was contended] that this was a rentcharge. 
If, however, it is only a right to a money payment, 
it clearly is not a charge on land. Further, it is 
a fluctuating sum, for which there could be no 
power of distress (BRETT, J.).—-SIMEY v. MARSHALL 
(1872), L. R. 8 C. P. 269; 2 Hop. & Colt. 1; 27 
lL. T. 581; 375.P.119; 21 W.R.123; sub nom. 
SIMEY v. MARSHALL, Ite BENNETT’S CIAIM, 42 
1. J.C. P. 49. 

Annotation :—Retd. Harper v. Wedges, [1923] 2 K. B. 314. 

20. Fluctuating payment.]—Simgey v. Mar- 
SHALL, No. 19, ante. 

21. Bequest of annuity followed by charge on 
land.|—-PooLE v. HERON, No. 674, post. 

22. ——.]—-PATCHING v. BARNETT, No. 5, ante. 

23. .|—By his will testator gave to his 
wife so long as she should remain his widow an 
annuity of £500, & he declared that this annuity 
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should be a first charge on all his freehold properties 
at Greenwich. He gave various legacies, & then 
devised & bequeathed all his real & personal estate 
not thereby otherwise disposed of upon trust for 
sale & conversion, & out of the proceeds to pay 
his funeral & testamentary expenses & debts & 
legacies, & to stand possessed of the residuary trust 
moneys upon certain trusts. The Greenwich 
property passed to the trustees under the residuary 
devise :—Held : upon the true construction of the 
will, the annuity was not a rentcharge, but was a 
personal annuity secured by a charge on the 
Greenwich property, & the estate duty on it must 
be paid by the exors. as testamentary expenses.— 
Re TRENCHARD, TRENCHARD v. TRENCIIARD, [1905] 
1 Ch. 82; 74 L. J. Ch. 185; 92 L. T. 265; 538 
W. R. 235. 
Annotation :—Expld. Re Spencer Cooper, Poé v. Spencer 

Cooper, [1908] 1 Ch. 130. 

Characteristics of rentcharge.|-—Sce Sect. 2, post. 

Characteristics of annuity.|—-See Sect. 3, post. 


SrcT. 2.—RENTCHARGES. 
SuB-sEcT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 

See Law of Property Act, 1925 (c. 20), ss. 1 (2 
205 (xxiii); Settled Land Act, 1925 (c. 18), 5. 11 
(1) (ix); Administration of Hstates Act, 1925 (c. 
23), 8s. 55 (xxi). 

24. Rentcharge an interest in land.]—CREED v. 
CREED,-No. 648, post. 

25. Rentcharge a hereditament—Whether land 
within Lands Clauses Acts.]|—This annuity being 
charged on lands, is a hereditament, & comes 
within the clause as to the purchase of lands, as the 
interpretation clause of Lands Clauses Act, 1845 
(c. 18), provides that the word ‘‘lands’’ shall 
extend to hereditaments (JAMES, L.J.).—Re 
BREWER (1875), 1 Ch. D. 409; 34 L. T. 466; 24 


‘W. R. 465, C. A. 


26. Rentcharge a tenement.|—A rentcharge 
granted by a deed containing no power of distress, 
is within Landlord & Tenant Act, 1730 (c. 28), s. 5, 
& therefore a ‘‘tenement’’ within Qualification 
of Hlectors, 1429 (c. 7).—Dopps v. THOMPSON 
(1865), L. R. 1 C0. P. 133; Hop. & Ph. 285; Har. 
& Ruth. 319; 351. J.C. P.97; 12 Jur. N.S. 625; 
14 W. R. 476. 

Annotations :—Refd. Nicholls v. Bulwer (1870), L. R.6C. VP. 


281: Dawson v. Hobins (1876), 2 C. P. D. 38; Druitt 
v. Christchurch Overseers (1883), 12 Q. B. D. 365. 


27. .}—By indenture of Sept. 1874, the 
reversion in fee in certain lands was conveyed to C., 
subject to certain terms of one thousand years 
created by indenture of demise of July, 1864, 
which reserved a ground rent & a power of re-entry 
in default. ©. by indenture of Jan. 1875, granted 
to D. & to four other persons a rentcharge of 
£2 10s. each charged upon the lands, with a power 
of distress in default of payment, & the grantees 
were in the actual receipt of the same. The 
value of the reversion was sufficient to bear the 
charges :—Held: the grantees of the rentcharges 
had ‘‘ free land or tenement to the value of 40s. 
by the year’’ within Qualification of Electors 
Act, 1429 (c. 7), although the power of distress was 
nugatory.—DAWSON v. Rosins (1876), 2 C. P. D. 
38; 2 Hop. & Colt. 317; 46 L. J. Q. B. 62; 35 
L. T. 599; 41 J.P.413; 25 W. R. 212. 

28. ——.|—By Reform Act, 1832 (c. 45), 5. 18, 
no person shall be entitled to a county vote in 
respect of any freehold lands or tenements of which 
he may be seised for a life or lives, except he shall 
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be ‘‘in the actual & bond fide occupation of such 

lands or tenements,’’ or except the same shall be 

of the clear yearly value of not less than £10, 

reduced to £5 by a subsequent Act :—Held: a 

rentcharge for life below the yearly value of £5, 

being incapable of occupation, was not within the 
exception in sect. 18, & therefore did not confer 

a county vote.—DRvITT v. CHRISTCHURCH OVER- 

SEERS (1883), 12 Q. B. D. 365; Colt. 328; 53 

L. J.Q.B.177; 32 W. QR. 371, D. OC. 

29. Not subject of occupation.|—WILKINS v. 
DANRE (1608), 1 Brownl. 169; 123 B. R. 734. 

30. —— Incorporeal hereditament.|—DrvITT v. 
CHRISTCHURCH OVERSEERS, No. 28, ante. 

31. Not incident of tenure.]—Rentcharges are 
not incidents of tenure (LEACH, V.-C.).—ESDAILE 
v. STEPHENSON (1822), 1 Sim. & St. 122; 57 BE. R. 
49. 

Annotations :—Consd, De Visme v. De Vismo (1849), 1 H. 
& Tw. 408. Refd. Jones v. Mudd (1827), 4 Russ. 118; 
Portman v. Mill (1839), 3 Jur. 356; Catling v G. N. Ry. 
(1869), 21 L. T. 17. 

32. Distinguished from mortgage.|—-Bargain & 
sale of lands in consideration of £5,000, & this 
was for 1,000 years, on condition to be void on 
repayment of £5,000 on any Aug. 10, during the 
term, & £400 per annum till it was paid :—Held: 
this was a mtge.—DANBY v. READ (1675), Cas. 
temp. Finch, 226; 23 BK. R. 124. 

Annotation :-—Refd. Stokes v. Verrier (1677), 3 Swan. 634. 

]—See MorreaGE, Vol. XXXV., p. 249, 
No. 83. 

33. Distinguished from rent.]—A. being seised 
in fce of a moiety of certain lands, & B. being seised 
for life of the other moicty, they, in 1805, by 
indenture, reciting that they were entitled thereto 
as tenants in common, & that they had agreed to 
grant a perpetual lease thereof to C., bis heirs, 
etc., granted, demised, etc., the same to C., ‘‘ his 
heirs, exors., administrators, & assigns, for cver,”’ 
to hold from a day then past unto & to the use of 
C., ‘‘ his heirs, exors., administrators, & assigns 

,for ever’’; yielding & paying therefor yearly 

s & every year to A. & B., their heirs, etc., the clear 

‘ yearly rent or sum of £120, half yearly, etc. The 

deed contained all the covenants usually found in 
an ordinary lease :—Held: in the absence of proof, 
that, at the date of the deed, the premises were in 
the occupation of tenants, so that a reversion only 
could pass, & the expressed intention of the parties 
precluding the ct. from presuming that there had 
been livery of seisin, the deed could not operate as 
a conveyance of the fee, subject to a rentcharge, 
but created only a tenancy from year to year.— 
DoE d. ROBERTON v. GARDINER (1852), 12 C. B. 
319; 21L. J.C. P. 222; 19 LL. T. O. S. 168, 204 ; 
138 E. R. 927. 

aan :—Refd. Hardon v. Hesketh (1859), 4 H. & N. 


34, ——.]—By agreement dated in 1634, the 
Earl of P., owner of the R. estate, agreed to pay 
to the churchwardens & overseers of the poor 
of the parish of P. a yearly rent of £6 for certain 
charity lands belonging to the parish, which were 
lying intermixed with his estate, & to set out 
sufficient land of a better value for performance 
thereof, which he should either tie for the said 
yearly rent, or otherwise assure & convey to such 
persons as should be nominated to be feoftees in 
trustforthesame. Noland appeared to have been 
set out or assured in accordance with this agree- 
ment, & the successive owners of the R. estate 
continued to pay the rent of £6, but in the course 
of time the estate became greatly subdivided, & 
upon a division & settlement of the property in 
1786 a portion thereof was conveyed to the person 
through whom the present owner claimed it. 
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Upon the title deeds of this portion the annual 
payment of £6 was recited to be due to the parish 
of P.; & the owners of the other portions were 
indemnified against the payment. The portion 
of the estate which as between the several owners 
was liable to the payment was bought by the 
father of the present owner. The £6 was regularly 
paid by the purchaser & by the present owner when 
he came into possession, & a receipt for the money 
was expressed to be ‘for rent of parish lands.’’ 
Upon an information filed at the relation of the 
churchwardens & overseers of the parish, charging 
that the boundaries had been confused, & praying 
for a commission to set out the parish lands, or 
other lands of equal value :—Held: the agreement 
of 1634 did not amount to a sale of the lands in 
consideration of a rentcharge, but with the entries 
& receipts conclusively established a tenancy from 
year to year, at a rent of £6.—A.-G. v. STEPHENS 
(1855), 1 K. & J. 724; 3 Eq. Rep. 1072; 24 
L. J. Ch. 694; 25 L. T. O. S. 316; 19 J. P. 642 ; 
1 Jur. N. S. 10389; 3 W. R. 649; 69 E. R. 651; 
on appeal, 6 De G. M. & G. 111, L. C 


Annotations :—Refd, Searle v. Cooke (1890), 43 Ch. PD. 519. 
Mentd. Brown v. Wales (1872), L. R. 15 Eq. 142. 


85. Distinguished from tithe rentcharge.|—So 
far as the endowments of the benefice consisted 
of land this payment might constitute a valid 
legal rentcharge issuing out of that land ; but it is 
otherwise with regard to tithes, on which the charge 
would not be in strictness a legal rentcharge, as 
is shown by the passages in Co. Litt., p. 47a, & 
Gilbert on Kents, p. 21 (STIRLING, L.J.).—Re 
ALMS CORN CHARITY, CHARTTY COMRS. v. BODE, 
[1901] 2 Ch. 750; 71 L. J. Ch. 76; 85 L. T. 538, 
L. J 


‘Annotation :—Mentd. Underwood v. Bank of Liverpool, 
Same v. Barclays Bank, [1924] 1 K. B. 775. 


.j—See, generally, ECCLESIASTICAL Law, 
Vol. XIX., p. 489, Nos. 3465-3470. 
36. Whether reservable out of 
Royal  prerogative.|—He GERARD 
BEECIIAM’S CONTRACT, No. 7, ante. 

Whether capable of division.|—Sece PARTITION, 
Vol. XXXVI., pp. 304, 305, Nos. 20-22. 

Quit rents, rents of assize, etc.]|—See, generally, 
ee Vol. XITI., pp. 99, 100, Nos. 1265— 
1277. 

Fee farm rent.]—See Law of Property Act, 1925 
(c. 20), 8. 205 (xxili); Administration of Estates 
Act; 1925 (c. 23), s. 55 (xxi). 
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SUB-SECT. 2.—WHETHER REAL OR PERSONAL 
PROPERTY. 

37. Right of heir or executor.|—A rentcharge 
shall go to the exor. & not to the heir.— DARREL v. 
WILSON (1598), Cro. Eliz. 645; 78 E. R. 884. 

38. Reservation to grantee & executor— 
Out of leaseholds.|—-J. S., lessee of land to him & 
his heirs for three lives, assigns the whole estate, 
reserving a rent to him & his exors. & dies; his 
exors. & not his heir, are entitled to the rent.—— 
JENISON v. LEXINGTON (LORD) (1719), 1 P. Wms. 
555; 2 Eq. Cas. Abr. 430, pl. 10; 24 E.R. 515. 
Annotation :—Refd. Pluck v. Digges (1831), 5 Bli. N.S. 31. 

39. .|—A. by will gave a lease- 
hold estate to B., his exors., etc., subject to a rent- 
charge to his wife during her widowhood, with 
power to the widow to enter for non-payment, & 
to enjoy, etc., until the arrears were satisfied; & 
after the widow’s marriage or death he willed that 
B. should pay the rentcharge to C., his exors., 
administrators & assigns; the widow married, 
on which C. received the rentcharge during his 
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life, & then C., died without disposing of the rent- 
charge, appointing D. his exor. :—Held: D. had 
no right of entry for non-payment of the rent- 
charge.—HASSELL d. HODGSON v. GOWTHWAITE 
(1744), Willes, 500; 125 KE. R. 1289. 

A EE :—Refd. Bearpark v. Hutchinson (1830), 7 Bing. 


40. —— Rent granted by coparcener.|] — Bond 
given by one parcener to pay to the other 
parcener, his exors. or administrators, an annual 
sum during the life of J. S. for owelty of partition, 
shall go to the exor., & not to the heir.—HULBERT 
v. HART (1682), 1 Vern. 133; 23 HE. R. 367. 

41. Grant pur autre vie.]—(1) Annuity out 
of personal, devised to A. during life of his exor. 
A. dies in the life of the exor., the annuity does not 
cease, but goesto A.’s exor. Aliter,if such devise 
of annuity charged on real estate. 

(2) An annuity is a personal thing, & in order to 
be given to another wants no words of limitation ; 
if it is to continue after the death of the annuitant, 
it goes to his exors. (LORD HARDWICKE, C.). 

(3) If one gives by will an annuity not existing 
before, to A., A. shall have it only for life (LORD 
HARDWICKE, C.).—SAVERY v. DYER (1752), Amb. 
139; Dick. 162; 27 E. R. 91, L. C. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Apld. Re Drayton, Francis +. 
Drayton (1912), 56 Sol. Jo. 253. Refd. Tweedale rv. 
Tweedale (1840), 10 Sim. 453; Ross v. Borer (1862), 6 
L. T. 514. As to (2) Refd. Nichols v. Hawkes (1853), 10 
Hare, 342. 48s to (3) Consd. Blewitt ». Roberts (1841), 
Cr. & Ph. 274. Folld, Baynes v. Ridge (1853), 1 Kq. Rep. 
157; Re Grove’s Trusts (1859), 28 L. J. Ch. 5363 Ite 
Cannon, Cannon v. Cannon (1915), 114 L. T. 231. Refd. 
Yates v. Madden (1851), 3 Mac. & G. 532; Kerr v. Middle- 
sex Hospital (1852), 2 De G. M. & G. 576; Mansergh vr. 
Campbell (1858), 3 De G. & J. 232 ; Bent v. Ci. Jen (1871), 
6 Ch. App. 235. Generally, Refd. Re Blight, Blight v. 
Hartnoll (1881), 30 W. R. 513. entd. Gardiner +. 

2 Eq. Rep. 888. 


Barber (1854), 
.]|—Testator gave a rentcharge 





42. 
to issue out of lands in England, to A. for life, 
& directed that after her death it should be 
continued, & equally divided between Bb., C., 
& D. during their lives & the life of the longest 
liver. B. died domiciled abroad, leaving an 
English will, by which she disposed of her personal 
estate. On the death of A., who was survived by 
© & D., the Crown claimed from B.’s exors. 
legacy duty in respect of B.’s third share of the 
rentcharge :—Held: such duty was payable, for 
the interest in the rentcharge which passed to L.’s 
exors. was, by the Wills Act, ‘‘ an estate pur 
autre vie, applicable by law in the same manner as 
personal-estate,’’ & therefore fell within 36 Geo. 38, 
c. 52, 8s. 20, & it was not exempt from duty by 
reason of B.’s foreign domicil, inasmuch as, although 
it was by law applicable in the same manner as 
personal estate, it was not by any of the statutes 
made personal estate, but was realty not following 
the person.—CHATFIELD v. BERCHTOLDT (1872), 7 
th. App. 192; 41 L. J. Ch. 255; 26 L. T. 267 ; 20 
W. KR. 401, L. JJ. 


Annotation :—Refd. ite Berchtold, Berchtold v. Capron, 
[1923] 1 Ch. 192. 


43. Right of election of holder.|—T. devised an 
annuity of £300 per annum to his wife for life, 
then to accumulate to make a portion for his first 
daughter who should marry; then, in order to 
raise portions for other daughters ; then to remain 
to his eldest son, &, on his decease, to the heirs 
male of his body, & in case of his having no issue, 
remainder to his next eldest son & his heirs male. 
he daughters married in the life of the wife ; the 
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eldest & two other sons of testator died, leaving 
the wife without issue. ‘This is not personal estate, 
vesting absolutely in the eldest son, on the prin- 
ciple, that it would be an cstatc tail in land ; 
neither does it vest as an executory devise in the 
fourth son of testator who survived, but it is an 
annuity, & being exhausted by the events, there 
being nobody to take it as such, sinks into the 
residuary estate of testator. 

Where it is charged upon land, it may be real 
or personal at the election of the holder: he may 
proceed against the land or against the person. 
If it is out of the coffers, it is personal only as to 
the remedy; but the property itself is real as to 
its descent to the heir (LORD LOUGIIBOROUGH).— 
TURNER Vv. TURNER (1783), Amb. 776; 1 Bro. C. C. 
316; 28 E. R. 1155. 

Annotations :—Refd. Taylor v. Martindale (1841), 12 Sim. 

158; Re Rivett-Carnac’s Will (1885), 30 Ch. D. 136. 

44. Rentcharge issuing out of leaseholds — 
Chattel interest.|—-Sr. AuByY’s CASE, No. 480. 


post. 

45, —— ——.]—SAFFERY v. ELGoop, No. 48%. 
post. 

46. ——— Chattel real.J]—-Re Fraser. 





LOWTHER v. FRASER, No. 246, post. 

47. Payment for land taken under statutory 
powers—Government annuities.|—Moncy paid by 
certain comrs. under an Act of Parliament for land 
of which A. was seized in fee in remainder, & which 
money had been invested in £3 per cent. annuities : 
—Held: to be real not personal estate.—te 
STEWART’S ESTATE, La p. CRAMER (1852), 1 Sm. 
& G. 382; 22 L. J. Ch. 369; 20 L. T. O. S. 87; 16 
Jur. 1063; 1W.R.17; 65 BK. R. 15. 

Annotation :—Apld. Re Harrop’s Estate (1857), 3 Drew. 726 

Descent of rentcharge on gavelkind land.|— 
See DESCENT, Vol. XVIII, p. 16, Nos. 147-150. 


Sicr. 3.—ANNUITIES. 
SuB-SEcT. ]1.—IN GENERAL. 

Annuity a personal thing.|—See Sub-sect. 2, 
post. 

48. Not chose in action.J}—Dicucs’ Casm (1583), 
Moore, K. B. 1383; 72 KH. ht. 488. 

49. .|—Testator bequeathed a Ieaschold 
estate to trustees, upon trust as therein mentioned ; 
&, first, he charged the estate with the payment of 
an annuity, to his daughter, during all his interest 
in the estate. The daughter afterwards mortgaged 
her annuity, first to A. & afterwards to B.; but B. 
gave the trustees notice of his mtge. before A. did: 
—Held: the annuity was not a chose in action, 
but a chattel interest.—WILTSHIRE v. RABBITS 
(1844), 14 Sim. 76; 13 L. J. Ch. 284; 8 Jur. 769; 
60 EH. R. 285. 

Annotations :-—Retd. Lee v. Howlett (1856), 2 K. & J. 531: 

Consolidated Investment & Insce. v. Riley (1859), 1 Giff. 

371; Ward v. Duncombe, [1893] A. C, 369; Taylor v. 


Jondon & County Banking Co., London & County Banking 
Co. v. Nixon, [1901] 2 Ch. 231. 


50. Whether entailable..—Wyarp v. WoRSE 
(1639), 1 Rep. Ch. 129; 21 E. R. 528. 

51, ——.]—Upon the death of the late duke, 
the Crown claimed estate duty upon the principal 
value of the Goodwood Estates & the securities of 
which the late duke was entitled as tenant in tail 
mule :—Held: the coal duties were realty or 
tenements within the Statute De Donis, 1285 
(c. 1), as issuing out of or concerning some certain 
place, namely, the port of Newcastle, & were an 
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inheritance entailable under that Statute De 

Donis, 1285 (c. 1), & therefore the annuities were 

entailable also.—A.-G. uv. RICIMOND (DUKE) 

(No. 2), [1907] 2 K. B. 910; 76 1. J. K. 1B. 1019 ; 

97L. T. 791; 23 T. L. R. 742. 

52. Portion of estate.|—By will in 1810, B. 
devised to trustees his estate in Jamaica to hold 
to the use that H. should, out of the rents & profits, 
receive for life an annuity payable quarterly for 
her separate use, with powers of distress & cntry 
& perception of the rents & profits, & after her 
decease to the use that the trustees should pay the 
annuity unto her children, as she should appoint, 
for their lives. Testator gave other annuities out 
of the rents & profits of same estate, & guve the 
estate to the use of his son for life, with remainders 
over. ‘The last payment on account of H.’s 
annuity was in 1842. HU. died in 1853. She made 
an appointment, & arrcars were due to her & her 
appointees. The estate was for some years a 
waste, & no rents & profits were reccived till 1870, 
& when received they were paid into ct. 

These annuitants are, in my judgment, as much 
entitled to recover their annuitics as the estate 
itself, as they are only portions of the cstate 
(Harn., V.-C.).—PiTr v. DAcRE (Lorp) (1876), 3 
Ch. D. 295; 45 J. J. Ch. 796; 24 W. R. 943. 

53. Whether within Settled Land Acts.|]—It 
occurred to me .. . whether a purely personal 
annuity granted to a man & his heirs general, as 
to aman & the heirs of his body would be within 
Settled Land Act, 1882 (c. 388)... Such an 
annuity is not within the Statute De Donis, 1255 
(c. 1), & consequently where it is limited to a man 
& the heirs of his body, he takes a fee simple 
conditional which becomes absolute on the birth 
of issue (CHiTTy, J.).—/ée Riverr-CARNACc’s WILL 
(1885), 30 Ch. D. 136; 54 L. J. Ch. 1074; 53 
L. T. 813; 33 W. R. 887; 1'T. L. 1. 582. 
Annotations :—Mentd, I’ve Aylesford’s S. E. (1886), 32 Ch. D. 

162; Ze Sebright's S&S. K. (1886), 55 L. VT. 854.5 Will v. 

ee [1897] 1 Q. B. 4883; Cowley v. Cowley, [1900] P. 

54. -|—The words ‘‘ stands for the tine 
being limited to or in trust for any persons by way 
of succession ’’ in Settled Land Act, 1882 (c. 38), 
s. 2 (1), include the case of annuities charged on 
the settled land followed by subsequent limitations 
although not secured by any term or trust.-- Le 
TRAFFORD’S SETTLED Hstrargs, [L915] 1 Ch. 93 
$4]. J. Ch. 3515 112 L. T. 107. 

Annotations :-- Consd. Re Carnaurvon's Chesterfield Ss. I., 
Re Carnarvon’s Highclere 8. K., [1927] 1 Ch. 138. Refd. 
Jie Monckton’s Settlmt., Monekton v. Calder (1916), 116 
LT. $995; de Alington & L. C. C.’s Contract, [1927] 2 Ch. 
2035 fe Oglo’s S. ., [1927] 1 Ch. 229. 

55. Distinguished from periodical payment.]-— 
BIGNOLD v. GILES, No. 296, post. 

56. |—-It happened that under the cir- 
cumstances the wife became entitled to certain 
annual payments, but that did not make it of the 
nature of an annuity. Jt was part of the wife's 
capital estate. The husband had no power to 
assign it, & that part which was not reduced into 
possession the wife tukes by survivorship (JAMES, 
V.-C.).— BENN v. GRIFFITH (1870), 18 W. R. 403. 

57. J—By a deed of separation between 
a husband & wife, the husband agreed that so long 
as the wife observed the slipulations of the deed 
he would pay her every three months £625 by 
quarterly payments on Sept. 29, Dec. 25, Mar. 25, 
& June 24, in every year :—Held: this was an 
annuity of £2,500.—LEwIs v. INLAND REVENUE 
Comnrs., [1898] 2 Q. B. 290; 67 L. J. Q. B. 694 ; 
78 L. 'T. 745. 

Annotations :—Refd. Jackson v. I. R. Co.nrs. (1902), 87 L. T. 


9; Underground Electric Rys. of London & Glyn, 
Mills, Currie v. I. R. Conirs., [1916] 1 K. 2B. 306. 
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58. ——.]-—A deed of scparation entered into 
by applt. & his wife contained a clause to the effect 
that applt. would & should during the joint lives 
of himself & his wife, if his wife should continue to 
perform & observe the stipulations therein con- 
tained &'on her part to be performed & observed, 
pay to his wife the clear weekly sum of £1, & in the 
event of the wife surviving applt. & not having 
forfeited payment during his lifetime, the sum 
should continue to be paid to her by her husband's 
representatives :—Held: the agreement was a 
security for an indefinite period for a sum of moncy 
at weekly periods, & not for an annuity or yearly 
sum payable by weekly instalments.—JACKSON v. 
INLAND REVENUE Comms. (1902), 87 L. T. 269; 
66 J. P. 630; 50 W. R. 666; 18 T. L. R. 678; 
46 Sol. Jo. 725. 

59, Distinguished from  legacy.] — Generally 
speaking, annuities are legacies, although a dis- 
tinction is made between them, in many cases, 
arising from the peculiar terms of the will.—WarRbD 
v. GREY (1859), 26 Beav. 485; 29 J.. J. Ch. 74; 
oti. VT. 0.8.50; 5 Jur. N.S. 948; 7 W. BR. 569; 
53 E. R. 986. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Newill v. Newill (i871), L. R. 12 Eq. 
432; Ite Pettitt, Klaxinan +. Pettitt (1894), 38 Sol. Jo. 
53135 Jée Sinith, Prada v. Vandroy, [1916] 1 Ch. 523. 

60. |—A gift in a will to trustees of £400 
a year each for their trouble for five years, de- 
scribed afterwards in a codicil as an annual 
allowance is an annuity payable out of income, not 
a legacy of £400 at the end of cach year.—ScHoLk- 
FIELD 7 REDFERN (1863), 2. Drew. & Sm. 173; 
1 New Rep. 465; 32 L. J. Ch. 627; 8 L. T. 487; 
9 Jur. N.S. 4853; 11 W. R. 4533 62 E.R. 587, 
Annotations :—Apld. A.-G. v. Coole, [1921] 3 kK. B. 607. 

Refd. /’e Hawkins, White v. White, (1916] 2 Ch. 570. 

‘Mentd. Bulkeley rv. Stephens (1863), 3 New Rep. 105; 

Freman vt. Whitbread (1865), L. Kk. t eq. 266; Bulkeley 

v. Stephens, [1896] 2 Ch. 211; Re Peel's Ss. E., 7 7 

1 Ch, 389. 

61. .|--Testator, after giving pecuniary 
legacies which had priority & were provided for, 
gave the residue of his property upon trust to pay 
the income of eight specified sums to cight persons 
respectively for life, each capital sum on the death 
of each of four of the legatees to fall into the 
ultimate residue, the other four sums being settled. 
The estate was insufficient to provide the cight 
sums :—//feld : the four legatees, the capital of 
whose legacies was at their respective deaths to 
fall into residue, ought to be treated as annuitants ; 
in accordance with the rule in Re Cottrell, Buckland 
v. Bedingfield, No, 195, post, their annuities & 
the other four legacies ought to be put on a level 
& abate rateably; & accordingly, the annuities 
must be valued as at a year from testator’s death 
& the four amounts so ascertained must be treated 
as pecuniary legacies, & each of those amounts & 
of the other four legacies must bear its rateable 
proportion of the total abatement. 

1 think the case of Arnold v. Arnold, No. 582, 
post, is a sufficient authority for holding that 
legatees whose legacies are life interests in sums 
directed to be appropriated for their benefit are 
really annuitants (IVE, J.).—Re RICHARDSON, 
RICHARDSON v. RICHARDSON, [1915] 1 Ch. 353: 
S84 L. J. Ch. 488; 112 L. T. 554. 

62. —-——.|—Testator left his estate to trustees 
on trust as to the income of four-fifths thereof to 
pay £500 a year to his wife for the maintenance of 
their son until he should be twenty-one. HKighteen 
months after the death of testator the son died, 
about eighteen months before attaining twenty-one 
years. The widow duly applied the £500 a year 
to his maintenance from the death of testator to 
that of the son :—Held: the £500 a year was an 








114 


Sect. 8.—Annuities: Sub-sects. 1 & 2. 
Sect. 1: Sub-sects, 1,2 & 3, Add 
annuity & not a legacy.—A.-G. vt. COOLE, [1921] 
3K. B. 607; 91 LJ. K. B. 250; 126 L. T. 24 ; 

37 T. L. R. 955. 
——.|—See WILLS. 


Part Il. 





SURB-SECT. 2.—WHETHER RrAL OR PERSONAL 
PROPERTY. 
638. Annuity a personal thing.]—LIUNTINGDON’sS 
(Prion) Case (11482), Y. B. 21 Edw. 4, fo. 83, 





64. J—Diaas’ Case (1583), Moore, Ix. B. 
133; 72 E.R. 488. 
65. As to remedy.|—TURNER v. TURNER, 





No. 43. ate. 

66. Chattel interest.)—-WILTSHIRE v. RABBI'Ys, 
No. 49. ante. 

67. Whether descendable to heir.|—LIUNTING- 
DON’S (PRIOR) CASE (1482), Y. B. 21 Kdw. 4, 
co. $38, pl. 38. 








68. TURNER v. TURNER, No. 48, ante. 
69. |—RADBURN v. JERVIS, HARE v. HILL, 


No. A474, _ 

-——.J— See, now, Administration of Estates Act, 
1925 (c. 23), 8. 45 (1) (a). 

70. Bond given by co-parcener.|—HULBERT 
1 HART, No. 40, ante. 

71. Exchequer annuities.}— Dop wv. DICKEN- 
SON (1727), 2 Eq. Cas. Abr. 825; 22 E.R. 277. 

72. Annuity granted by Crown out of revenue.| 
— Annuity in fee granted by King Charles IT. out 
of Barbadoes duties is not a rent, nor realty ; nor 
within the statutes cither of fravds, or de doanis, 
etc. Therefore being settled on A “' & the heirs of 
her body,” it was held to amount to a fee-simple 
conditional at the common law, the reinainder over 
being void.— STAFFORD (EARL) v. BUCKLEY (1750), 
2 Ves. Sen. 170; 28 BK. R. 111, L. ©. 

Annotations :-—Consd, Turner v Turner (1783), 1 Bro. GC. OC. 
315; Kuckeridge vr. Ingram (1795), 2 Ves. 652. Folld. 
Radburn v. Jervis (1841), 3 Beav. 450. Refd. Taylor v. 
Martindale (1841), 5 Jur. 6483; Air gp. Wynch (1854), 5 
De G. M. & G. [R8&3 #e Rivett-Carnac’s Will (1885), 30 
Ch. D. 136. Mentd. Doc d. Chattaway 7. Smith (1816), 5 
M, & S. 126. 

73. J—An annuity of £1,000 charged 
upon the Post Office, until a sum of £100,000 
should be paid, in order to be laid out in land, 
continues to be a mere personal annuity, & as such 
to pass by grant or transfer.—HOLDERNKSSE v. 
NARMARTHEN (1784), 1 Bro. ©. C. 8773 28 . §. 
1188, I. C. 


Annotations :—Consd. Bucheridge v. Ingram (1795), 2 Ves. 
652. Mentd. A.-G. 7. Janes (1849), 1 H. & Tw. 493. 


74. |—By letters patent, 24 Car. 2, the 
King granted to the use of A., his heirs & assigns 
for ever, an annuity of £1,000 to be paid out of his 
revenue of 44 percent. at Barbadoes & the Leeward 
Islands :-—Held: this annuity was personal pro- 
perty, & duly passed under a will attested by two 
witnesses, by a residuary clause bequeathing all 
the rest, residuc, & remainder of testatrix’s per- 
sonal estate, of what nature or kind soever, to her 
exors.-—AUBIN vt. Dany (1820), 4 B. & Ald. 59; 


106 KE. R. 860. 
Annotations :-—Apld. Radburn v. Jervis (1841), 3 Beav. 450, 
Refd. rp. Wyuch (1854), 5 De G. M. & G. 188, 











75. | — RADBUKN vv. JERVIS, HARE v. 
Hux, No. 474, post. 
76. Annuity charged on real & personal 


PART I. SECT. 8, SUB-SECT. 2. 


76 i. Annuity charged on real ed: 
personal estate.)}—JOYNT v. RICHARDS 


(1882), 11 L. 2. Ir. 27 8.—IR. b. 


79 i. Annuity] given as estate tail.J— 
Re LOUGHHEAD, HAMILTON v. LOUGH- 
HEAD, (1917) 17. R. ‘ 


RENTCHARGES AND ANNUITIES. 


estate.|—Testator gave his real & pon estate 
to his wife, subject, amongst other bequests, to an 
annuity of £50 to A. B. for ever :—Held: on 
A. B.’s death intestate, the annuity passed not to 
his heir, but to his personal representative.— 
TAYLOR v. MARTINDALE (1841), 12 Sim 158; 10 
L. J. Ch. 339; 5 Jur. 618; 59K. KR. 1092. 

Annotation :-—Folld. Parsons v. Parsons (1869), L. Tt. 8 

Kq. 260. 

77. .|—Testatur gave real & personal 
estate to A., charged with the payment of annuities 
to testator’s six children ‘‘ or their heirs respec- 
tively’ :—Held: the annuitics were personal 
estate, & the statutory next of kin of onc of the six 
children who was dead at the date of the will were 
entitled to one of the annuities — PARSONS v. 
PARSONS (1869), L. It. 8 Eq. 260; 17 W. KR. 1005. 


Annotations :-—Reifd, 2e Morgan, Morgan v. Morgan (1893), 
ee ne 07. Mentd. /te Clerke, Clowes v. Clerke, [1915] 


78, —— Consideration for grant to statutory 
body.|—By an indenture of grant, dated Aug. 14, 
1827, R. LB. who was the tenant for life of one- 
eighth share in certain realty & personalty, con- 
stituting the old waterworks at C. joined with the 
owners of the other seven shares in conveying such 
waterworks to the City of ©. Waterworks co., in- 
corporated pursuant to a special Act of Parliament 
passed in May, 1826. The indenture contained a 
recital to the effect that the consideration for the 
grant had been agreed at the annual sum of £500, 
to be payable for ever by quarterly payments to be 
secured as therein mentioned & to be divided 
between the grantors, their respective exors., 
administrators, & assigns, according to their 
shares & interests in the waterworks. 

The property granted consisted mainly of ease- 
ments, or rights in the nature of easements, & 
of personal chattels; but it was not clear that it 
comprised any corporeal as opposed to incorporeal 
hereditaments though these were words sufficient 
to pass such corporeal hereditaments, if any, as 
formed part of the old waterworks at ©. The 
question was, whether the annual sum payable 
by the waterworks co. was real or personal estate : 
—Held: the indenture did not create a perpetual 
fee farm rent or rentcharge; & the annual sum 
was nothing else but personal cstate.—-Re BAXTER’S 
Trusts, MALIING » ADDISON (1911), 104 1. T. 
710; 277. 1. J. 425, C. A. 

79. Annuity given as_ estate  tail.| — Lie 
Wrncu’s Trusts, La p. Wyncu, No. 316, post. 

80. Whether legal assets of husband—Grant for 
life of wife.]—A. granted to B. an annuity, in con- 
sideration of purchase of trade stock, for their 
joint lives, & for the life of A. & B.’s wife, unless B. 
should transfer it in his lifetime, it was provided 
that B. should have a right to sell his wife’s rever- 
sionary interest as if it were payable to him in 
presenti. K. was indebted at the time of the 
transaction, & it being determined, after B.’s 
death, without having aliencd the annuity, that 
the wife’s reversionary interest was asscts for B.’s 
creditors, it was now determined that it was legal 
assets.— SHEE v. FRENCH, FRENCH v. FRENCH 
(1857), 3 Drew. 716; 3 Jur. N.S. 428; 61 BE. ht. 
1076; sub nom. HUE v. FRENCH, 26 lL. J. Ch. 317 ; 
28 L.T. O. S. 365; 5 W. RB. 386. 

Annotations :-—Refd. O’Grady v. Wilmot, [1916] 2 A. C. 
231. Mentd. Kichards ». James, Sharpe v. James (1867), 
L. hk. 2 Q. B. 285; fe Nurse, hz p. Foxley (1868), 17 L. ¥, 
623; Re O'Sullivan, Ha ». Baller (1892), 61 L. J. Q. B. 
oe ae MaMa eee Cotton Mills Co. v. Mouat, [1899] 





Annuity secured by term of 
penta e RAMADGE’S SETTLEMENT, 
AMILTON ¥. RAMADGE, (O18. 


227.—IR I. R. 205.——IR. 
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Part Il—Creation of Rentcharges and Annuities. 


SEcT. 1.—RENTCHARGES. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—WHO MAY OREATHE. 


See Law of Property Act, 1925 (c. 20), s. 122 (1). 

81. General rule— Owner of inheritance.| — 
The nature of a rentcharge is plain & distinct. It 
cannot come into existence but by the act of the 
person who is entitled to the inheritance. The 
owner of the inheritance alone can make a rent- 
charge (BAcoN, V.-C.).— BAILEY v. BADHAM (1885), 
30 Ch. D. 84; 54 1. J. Ch. 1067; 53 L. T. 13; 
49 J. P. 660; 33 W. R. 770; 1 T. L. R. 548. 


Annotations :—Consd. Hambro v. Hambro, [1894] 2 Ch. 564. 
Refd. Searle v. Cooke (1890), 43 Ch. D. 519. 


82. Joint tenant.;—If there be two _ joint 
tenants in fee, & one grants a rentcharge in fee, 
& afterwards releases to the other, & dies, the 
survivor shall not avoid the rent.—_ABERGAVENNY’S 
(LORD) CASE (1607), 6 Co. Rep. 78 b; 77 EH. R. 373. 


Annotations :—Refd. Lillingston’s Case (1608), 7 Co. Rep. 
88a; Byne v. Vivian (1800), 5 Ves. 604. entd. Danicl 
v. Waddington (1615), 3 Bulst. 130. 

83. Donee of power of appointment.) — A. 
settles lands to the use of himself for life, remainder 
to such of his four children, & in such shares & 
proportions as A. by any writing shall appoint. 
A. may not only limit the land to any of his 
children, but may charge the land with any rent- 
charge or sums of moncy for any of his chlidren.— 
THWAYTES v. Dye (1688), 2 Vern. 80; 23 E. R. 
661, L. C. 

Annotations :—Consd, Ite Redgate, Marsh v. RNedgato, [1903] 
1 Ch. 356. Refd. Albemarle v. Bath (1693), Yreem. Ch. 193; 

toberts vw. Dixall (1738), West temp. Hard. 536; Middle- 

ton vt. Pryor (1760), Amb. 391 ; Thornton v. Bright (1836), 

2 My. & Cr, 230. Mentd. A.-G. v. Barnes (1708), Gilb. 

wh. 53; Alexander v. Alexander (1755), 2 Ves. Sen. 640; 

Langston v. Blackmore (1755), Amb, 289; Kenworthy v. 

Kate (1802), 6 Ves. 793; sée Mackenzie, Bain v. Mackenzie 

[1916] 1 Ch. 125. 

84. Mortgagor in possession.] — FREEMAN v. 
Epwarpbs, No. 489, post. 

Clergy—-Whether out of benefices.|—Sec Ecc ie- 
STASTICAL LAW, Vol. XIX., pp. 413-417. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—FoR WHAT ESTATES RENTCHARGES 
MAY BE CREATED. 

85. Fee simple.]—— GILBERTSON v. 
No. 96, post. 

86. Estate for life..—A rentcharge may be 
created for an estate for life & for a remainder after 
an estate for life.—Smiry v. FarNnaBy (1666), 
Cart. 52; 2 Keb. 29, 55, 843 1 Sid. 285; 1 Lev. 
144; 124 BE. Rh. 819. 

87. Under power of appointment.] — 
PRocToR v. BULSTRODE (1742), 2 Coop. temp. 
Cott. 534; 47 H.R. 1291, L. ©. 

88. Estate pur autre vie.|—-BowLEs v. Poorz, 
No. 270, post. 

89. Estate in remainder—After estate for life.] 
—SALTER v. BUTLER, No. 264, post. 

90. -]——-SMITH v. FARNABY, No. 86, 
ante. 

91. Joint tenancy.|—If a grant be made of an 
annuity of £100 to five persons to be equally 
divided between them, videlicet £20 to each, 


RIcHARDS, 











PART II. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 2. 

O1i. Joint tenancy.)]— FLEMING v. 
FLEMING (1855), 5 I. Ch. R. 129; 8 
Ir. Jur. 31.—IR. 

92i. Hstate tail.])— Re LOUGHHEAD, 
HAMILTON v. LOUGHHEAD, [1918] 1 


J. R. 227.— IR. 


co. Hquitable estate tail.}—PINKERTON 
v. PRATT, (1915) 1 I. R. 406.— IR. 

d. Base fee.}—-Two tenants in tail 
of equitable rentcharges, which had 
been granted to them de novo without 


habendum the said £20 to them & their assigns 
for their lives, videlicet, £20 to each of them 
respectively, & that on the death of any of them the 
share of the party so dying shall be paid equally 
to the others, but that there shall be no survivor 
of either of their parts:—Qu.: whether the 
grantees in such case are joint tenants or tenants 
in common.—WarD v. Evans (1695), 5 Mod. 
Rep. 25; Holt, K. B. 868; 87 E. R. 497; subse- 
quent proceedings, sub nom. WARD v. EVERARD 
(1699), 1 Salk. 390. 

92. Estate tail.])—-Girrarn v. WITHINGTON 
(1846), cited in [1903] 1 Ch. at p. 866; 72 L. J 
Ch. at p. 759. 

Annotation :—Folld. Robinson v. Giffard, [1903] 1 Ch. 865. 


SUB-SECT. 3.—CREATION BY INSTRUMENT 
INTER VIVOS. 
A. Form of Instrument. 


93. Necessity for deed.|—Grant of an advow- 
son pleaded without alleging to be by deed, good 
if the issue be taken upon collateral matter.— 
LIGHTFOOT v. BRIGHTMAN (1622), Hut. 543; 123 
li. R. 1096. ; 

Annotations :—Refd. Pollitt v. Forrest (1848), 11 Q. B. 962; 
Foquect v. Moor (1852), 7 Exch. 870; Young v. Austen 
(1869), L. BR. 4 C. P. 553. 

94, |—A right of way or a right of 
passage for water, where it does not create an 
intcrest in the land, is an incorporeal right, & stands 
upon the same footing with other incorporeal 
rights, such a rights of common, rents, advowsons, 
etc. It lics not in livery but in grant, & a freehold 
interest in it cannot be created or passed, even if a 
chattel interest may, which I think it cannot, 
otherwise than by deed (BAYLEY, J.)—HEWLINS 
v. SHIPPAM (1826), 5 B. & C. 2213; 7 Dow. & Ry. 
kK. B. 783; 4L. 3.0.8. K. B. 2413; 108 I. R. 82. 
Annotations :—Apld. Cocker v. Cowper (1834), 1 Cr. M. & —. 

418; Wood v. Leadbitter (1845), 13 M. & W. 838; Aldin 

v, Latimer Clark, Muirhead, [1804] 2 Ch. 437. Refd 

Liggins v. Inge (1831), 7 Bing. 682; Perry v. Fitzhowe 

(1846), 8 Q. BKB. 757; Taplin v. Florence (1851), 10 C. B. 

744; Mot. Ry. v. Fowler, (1892) 1 Q. B. 165. Mentd. 

Wallis v. Harrison (1838), 1 Horn. & H. 406; Mounusey v. 

Ismay (1865), 12 L. IT. 26; MeManus v. Cooke (1887), 

35 Ch. D. 6813; Hurst v. Picture Theatres, [1915] 1K. B. 1. 

95. Grant of annuity by deed poll—Effect of 
subsequent charge on estate.]|—Decd poll is made 
for an annuity, & after charges his estate for the 
payment of it, he shall have security, & not 
restrain the deed poll.——GrRENON v. RAWSON 
(1726), Cas. femp. King, 57; 25 E. hl. 221. 

96. Who must execute deed—Assignee of land 
out of which rentcharge reserved.|—There is no 
creation of a rentcharge good at common law, 
because the release in fee simple does not cxecute 
the deed. 

A rent in fee simple may be granted to a man 
& heirs to continue for ever (MARTIN, B.).— 
GILBERTSON v. Ricnarps (1859), 4 H. & N. 277; 
28 L. J. Ex.158; 33 L. T. 0. S. 107; 157 I. R. 
845 ; on appeal (1860), 5 H. & N. 453, Ex. Ch. 
Annotations :—Refd. Morgan v. Davey (1883), Cab. & El. 


114. Mentd. Nash v. Ash (1862), 1 H.& C. 160; Birming- 
ham Canal Co. v. Cartwright (1879), 11 Ch. D. 421; 





remainders over, erecuting a disentail- 
ing deed :—Held: the disentailing 
deed created merely a base fee in each 
rentcharge determinable upon the 
failure of the issue in tail.— PINKERTON 
ev. Pratrr, {1915) 1 I. R. 406.—IR. 
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Sect. 1.—Rentcharges: Sub-sect. 3, .4., B. (a) & (0), 
~& dD.) 
Blight v. Hartnoll (1881), 19 Ch. D. 294; L.& 8S. W. ly. 

v. Gomm (1882), 20 Ch. D. 562. 

97. General words of charge not essential.]— 
To constitute a charge in equity by deed or 
writing it is not necessary that any general words 
of charge should be used, but it is sufficient if the 
ct. can gather from the instrument an intention 
by the parties that the property referred to should 
constitute a security.—CRADOCK wv. SCOTTISH 
PROVIDENT INSTITUTION, [1894] 70 L. T. 718, C. A. 

98. Whether operating at common law or 
under Statute of Uses.]—VWEBSTER v. ASIITON- 
UNDER-LYNE OVERSEERS, ORME’sS CASE, No. 102, 
post. 





|—See, now, Law of Property Act, 1925 
(c, 20), s. 207, Sched. VII. 

Construction of deeds.]—See, generally, DEEDS, 
Vol. XVII., pp. 239 et seq. 


B. Acquisition of Seisin. 
(a) Grant Operating at Common Law. 


99. Possession not presumed.|—Where a free- 
hold rentcharge was granted by deed in Jan. 
1845, the first payment to be made in Jan. 1846 :-- 
Held: the grantee was not in possession under 
Representation of the People Act, 1832 (c. 45), 
s. 26, until the rent had been received, or had 
become due. 

The question undoubtedly turns upon the 
meaning of the words ‘ actual possession,’’ & we 
think those words mean a possession in fact, 
as contradistinguished from a possession in law ; 
é& that as the possession in fact of a m stcharge 
must be the actual, manual receipt of the rent 
itself, or some part of it, or something in licu of it, 
so there could be no such possession in fact in this 
case (TINDAL, C..J.). 

As in the case of land there must be more than 
the execution of the conveyancee-— there must be 
the actual possession or receipt of the rents & 
profits, there seems no reason why, in the case of 
an incorporeal hereditament, there should not be 
such further actual possession as the nature of the 
subject itself is capable of (TINDALL, C.J.).— 
MuRRAY ¥v. TIIORNILEY (1846), 2 C B 217; Cox 
& Atk. 140; Bar. & Arn. 74253 1 Lut. Reg. Cas. 
496; Pig. & R. 336; 15 L. J.C. PP. 1553 10 Jur. 
270; 185 EK. R&R. 9273 sub nom. MCCONNELL v. 
TIHORNELEY, 6 1. T. O. S. 4838. 

nnotations :— ; yden v, rert. ’ 
nmegeions gaa, agen > heart, Qvonners 184t) 

Apld. Heelis v. Blain (1864), 18 C. B. N.S. 90; Webster v. 

Ashton-under-Lyne Overseers, Orme's Cuse (1872), L. R. 

3 C. P. 281. Consd. Webster v. Ashton-under-Lyne 

Overseers, Hadfield’s Case (1873), L. Rh. 8 OG. P. 306° 

Druitt v. Christchurch Overseers (1883), 12 Q. B.D! 365.’ 

100. |—The assignee of a rentcharge is 
not entitled to be reyistcred, unless he has been in 
the actual receipt of it for six months before the 
last day of July. 

The authorities relied on in that case [If urray 
v. Thorniley, No. 99, ante] show that actual 
seisin is quite independent of the rent being 
due. The payment may be forward or backward. 
Claimants here becaine first actually possessed of 
this rentcharge on Apr. 29, & therefore have not 
been in actual possession for the time required 

by the Act (MAULE, J.).—HAYDEN v. TWERTON 
OVERSEERS (1846), 4 C. B. 1; 186 E. R. 400: 
sub nom. TIAYDEN v. TIVERTON OVERSEERS. 
1 Lut. Reg. Cas. 510; 16 L. J.C. P. 88: 81,7 
O.8.120; 1053. P.7745 10 dur. 950.” 
Annotations :—Apld, Anclay v. Lewis (1855), 17 C. B. 316. 


1 
Distd. Heelis v. Blain (1864), 18 ©. g N. S. 90. Consd. 
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Webster v. Ashton-under-Lyne Overseers, Orine’s Caso 
(1872), L. R.8C. P. 281. Refd. Webster v. Ashton-under- 
Lyne Overseers, Hadfield’s Case (1873), L. R. 8 C. P. 306. 
101. .|—Where a rentcharge is created by 
means of a conveyance to uses, the grantee immedi- 
ately acquires ‘‘ actual seisin,’? by the words of 
27 Hen. 8, c. 10, 8. 1, & is entitled to be registered 
in respect thereof, notwithstanding he may not 
have actually received any part of the rent. 
Aliter, where the rentcharge is created by an 
ordinary grant at common law.—HEELIS v. BLAIN 
(1864), 18 C. B. N. S. 90; Hop. & Ph. 1895 5 
New Rep. 128; 341. 5.0. P. 88; 11 L. T. 480 ; 
29 J. P. 343; 11 Jur. N.S. 18; 13 W. R. 262 ; 
144 E.R. 374. 
Annotations :—Distd. Webster v. Ashton-under-Lyne Over- 
seers, Orme’s Case (1872), L. Rk. 8 CG. bP. 281. Apld. 
Webster v. Ashton-under-Lyne Overseers, HUadficid’s 


Case (1873), L. R. 8 C. P. 306: Lowcock v. Broughton 


Overseers (1883), 12 Q. B. D. 369. 

102. |—On Oct. 18, 1871, A., being seised 
in fee of certain lands, by indenture granted out 
of them ‘‘ unto B., C., & D., & their heirs, one 
perpetual yearly rentcharge of £9, to be payable 
by equal half-yearly payments on Apr. 5, & Oct. 5, 
in each year,’ the first payment to be on Apr. 5, 
1872, ‘‘ To hold the rentcharge unto BL., C., & D., 
their heirs & assigns, to the use of the said B., 
C., & 1D., their heirs & assigns for ever, as tenants 
in common, & in equal shares.’’ The first half- 
yearly payment was duly made on Apr. 5, 1872 :— 
Held: (1) the use being specific & not inconsistent 
with the rest of the habendum, the whole habendum 
must be read as specific, & so read, the deed 
operated as a grant at conunon law, & not under 
the Statute of Uses; (2) the grantees had not been 
in the ‘‘ actual possession ’”’ of the rentcharge.—- 
WERSTER Vv. ASHTON-UNDER-LYNE OVERSEERS, 
ORME’s CASE (1872), L. R. 8 C. P. 2813 2 Hop. 
& Colt. 60; 42 L. J.C. P. 383 37 5. PP. 5535 21 
W. R. ATL; sub nom. ASITTON-UNDER-LYNE 
OVERSEERS v. WEBSTER, ORME’S CASE, 27 L. T. 
652. 

Se Mts :— As to (1) Refd. Savill v. Bethell, [19021 2 
th. 


523. Generally, Refd. Webster v. Ashton-under- 
Lyne Overseers, Hadfield’s Case (1873), L. . 8 C. P. 306 ; 
Lowcock v. Broughton Oversecrs (1883), 5b L. T. 399, 


Mentd. Boon v. Howard (1874), L. R. 9 CGC. P. 277. 








(b) Grant Operating under Statute of Uses. 


See, now, Law of Property Act, 1925 (c. 
8. 207, sched. VII. 

103. Actual possession presumed.]-—ITErnis rv. 
BLAIN, No. 101, ante. 

104, |—By a deed executed on Jan. 29, 
1872, which operated under the Statute of Uses, 
an annual rentcharge of £35 lds. was granted to 
the use of seventeen persons in fee as tenants in 
common, to be payable by equal half-yearly pay- 
ments on Jan. 29, & July 29. The first payment, 
payable on July 29, 1872, was paid on July 30 :—- 
Held: as the grant operated under the Statute of 
Uses, the case came within the decision in Heelis 
v. Blain, No. 101, ante, on the authority of that 
case the grantees, by force of the Statute of Uses, 
had been in “ actual possession ”’ of the rentcharge 
from the date of the grant.— WEBSTER v. ASHTON- 
UNDER-LYNE OVERSEERS, JTADFIELD’S CASE (1873), 
L. R. 8 C. P. 306; 2 Hop. & Colt. 89; 42 L. J. 
ae 146; 28 L. T. 901; 37 J.P. 486; 21 W. Th. 
Annotations :—Refd, Lowcock v. Brough 

51 L. T. 399. Mentd. Loonard v. Moca ones gtee8), 

& Colt, 411; Winyard v. Toogood, Hance v. Fortnum 

1882), 10 Q. B. D. 218; Bonnard v. Perryman, {1891} 

Ch. 269. 

105. |—A. being possessed of a rent- 
charge issuing out of freehold lands, granted it 
unto B., C., & D., & their heirs, to hold same 


20), 
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unto B., C., & D., & their heirs, to the use of A., | 


B., C., & D. their heirs & assigns for ever, in 
equal one-fourth shares as tenants in common : 
Held: all the grantees took under the Statute of 
Uses, & that by force of the statute & on the 
authority of Heelis v. Blain, No. 101, ante, they 
were from the date of the deed in actual posscs- 
sion of their shares of the rentcharge.— LOWCOCK 
v. BROUGHTON OVERSEERS (1883), 12 Q. B. D. 
3693; Colt. 3385; 53 I. J. Q. B. 144; 51 L. T. 
399 ; 382 W. R. 247, D. C. 





C. Time of Commencement. 


See Law of Property Act, 1925 (c. 20), s. 121 (6). 
106. Grant may commence in futuro.]—THrock- 
MERTON v. TRACY (1555), as reported in 1 Plowd. 

145; 75 BE. R. 225. 

Annotations :—Refd. Petty v. Goddard (1662), O. Bridg. 
35. Mentd. Wrotesley ». Adams (1559), 1 Plowd. 187; 
Belluiny’s Case (1605), 6 Co. Rep. 38a; Leytfield’s Case 
(1611), 10 Co. Rep. 88a; Lofield’s Case (1612), 10 Co. 
Rep. 106 a; Berry v. Berry (1615), 8 Bulst. 62; Counden 
v. Clerke (1619), Hob. 29; Farrington’s Case (1625), Cro. 
Car, 10; Miller v. Manwaring (1635), Cro. Car. 397; 
Berry v. White (1662), O. Bridge. 82; R. v. Trinity House 
(1662), 1 Keb. 331; Lyn v. Wyn (1665), O. Bridg. 122; 
Foote v. Berkley (1666), O. Bridg. 527; Graves v. Ashen- 
hurst (1673), Freem. K. B. 77; Lawrence v. Dodwell 
(1699), 1 Ld. Raym. 438; Fisher 7. Wigg (1700), 1 P. 
Wms. 14; Freshwater v. Maton (1717), 1 Stra. 49; 
scott v. A’Chez (1743), Park. 21; Doe d. Timunis v. 
Steclo (1843), 4 Q. B. 663; Hunt 7. Gunn (1862), 13 
C. BLN. S. 226; Kennedy rv. Broun (18638), 13 C. B. N.S. 
677; Maleomson v. O’Dew (1863), 10 H. L. Cas. 593; 
Burchell ». Clark (1876), 2 C. P. D. 88; Hanbury v. 
Jenkins, [1901] 2 Ch. 401. 

107. .J}—OSMERE v. SHEAFE, No. 240, post. 

108. —— On determination of grant for life.]— 
ANON. (undated), Plowd. Queries 3l a, pl. 174; 
75 Id. R. 902. 

109. .J—-A. was entitled for the joint 

lives of himself & his father to a rentcharge of 

£500 charged on an estate of which his father was 

tenant for life, with remainder to A. in fee. A, 

having agreed to sell to B. a perpetual rentcharge 

of £500 issuing out of the estate, assigned to LB. 
the rentcharge to which he was so entitled, & 
conveyed his reversion in fee to trustees in trust 
to secure to B. a rentcharge of £500 a year, to 
commence on the termination of the prior rent- 
charge :—Held; the transaction was not to be 
considered as a sale of an interest in reversion, 
as A. when he made the agreement, had it in his 
power to secure to B. a perpetual rentcharge of 

O00 in possession.—WARDLE v. CARTER (1835), 

7 Sim. 490; 58 14. R. 925. 

110. —— Application of rule against per- 
petuities.|—A., being mtged. in fee simple of 
certain lands, & the equity of redemption in fee 
belonging to 13., by indentures of Iease & rclease, 
dated Oct. 1838, between LB. of the first part, 
A. of the second part, I. of the third part, & H. of 
the fourth part, B. did limit & appoint, & A. 
conveyed to L., & B. confirmed, the said lands, 
to have & to hold the same to H., his heirs & 
assigns, to the use of H., his heirs & assigns, for 
ever, subject to a proviso for redemption by B., 
his heirs, etc., on payment of £5,000. Amongst 
other provisoes there was one, that if default 
should be made in payment of the £5,000, it 
should be lawful for H., his heirs & assigns to sell. 
This deed contained a proviso for quiet enjoyment 
by B. until default, also the following: ‘‘ Provided 
always, & it is hereby expressly agreed & declared, 
between & by the parties hereto, that, if at any 
time hereafter, when, & so soon as H. & every 
other person claiming or to claim B. from, through, 
or under him, shall, under or by virtue, of any 
power or authority herein contained, enter into or 


upon or otherwise become possessed of the said 
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premises, or any part thereof, the same shall from 
thenceforth be subjected & be charged to & with 
the payment to B., & his assigns of the annual sum 
of £40, & the same shall thenceforth be recovered 
or recoverable by distress or otherwise upon or 
out of the mtged. premises.” This conveyance 
was executed by A. & B. but not by H. Default 
having been made in payment, H. entered into 
possession for the purpose of exercising the power 
of sale, & by indenture, dated in 1847, conveyed 
to T., who entered into possession of the lands & 
duly paid the £40 rent :—Held: (1) the rent was 
well created by way of use; (2) the rentcharge 
was not invalid as commencing at a period too 
remote, & so contravening the rule against per- 

petuities.—GILBERTSON v. RIcHARDS (1860), 5 

H.& N. 453; 29 L. J. Ex. 213; 6 Jur. N.S. 672 ; 

157 E. R. 1258, Ex. Ch. 

.{nnotations :—.18 to (1) Consd. Nash v. Ash (1862), 1 H. & C. 
160, 4s to (2) Apld. Birmingham Canal Co. v. Cartwright 
(1879), 11 Ch. DD. 421. Dbtd. L. & S. W._Ry. v. Gomm 
(1882), 20 Ch. D. 562, Folld. Morgan v. Davey (1883), 
ale El. 114. Refd. Blight v. Hartnoll (1881), 19 Ch. 
111. —— ——.]—Monean v. Davey (1883), 

Cab. & Hl. 114. 

- ——.]—Nee, generally, PERPETUITIES, Vol. 


ANXVII., pp. 55 et seq. 





D. Enforcement of Agreement to Grant. 


See, gencrally, SPECIFIC PERFORMANCE. 

112, What may be enforced—Agreement for 
settlement of lands subject to jointure—Death of 
husband before settlement— Re-marriage of widow.] 
—Woop v. INGRAM (1710), 2 Iq. Cas. Abr. 211 ; 
22 Kk. RR. 180. 

113. ——— Annuity charged on estate not be- 
longing to grantor.|—Canry v. SrarKrorp (1725), 
Amb. 520, 881; 27 BH. R. 336, 5225 sub nom. 
CAREY 7. STAFFORD, 3 Swan. 427, n.3 sub vom. 
ANON., 1 Iq. Cas. Abr. 31, pl. 4, HI. L. 

Annotations :-—Expld. Thurkettle v. Woworth (1727), Bunb.- 
241. Refd. Knvev. Moore (1822), 1 Sim. & St.61. Mentd. 
Binnington v. Wallis (1821), 4 B. & Ald. 650. 

114. Covenant to settle—After-acquired 
property.]—S. covenants to convey & settle houses, 
lands & tencments or a rentcharge issuing thereout 
to certain uses. S. afterwards purchases lands, 
but does not make any scttlement of them pur- 
suant to the articles & covenant, & then dies. 
These after-purchased lands shall be to the uses 
of the settlement.—Dracon v. SMivTit (1746), 3 
Atk. 323; 26 K. 1. 988, 1. C. 
lnnotations :-—Consd. Mornington v. Keane (1858), 2 De 

G.& J. 2023. Refd. Wellesley v. Wellesley (1839,) 4 My. 

& (Cr. 561; Mathias «. Mathias (1858), 38m. & G, 552, 

115. ——— Agreement for sale of land in con- 
sideration of annuity—Death of party before con- 
veyance.|—.J. ayrees to sell his estate to B. in 
consideration of an annuity for his life. The time 
limited for the conveyance was Oct. 315; but the 
annuity was to commence & A. was to have the 
rents & profits of the cstate from Apr. 5 preceding. 
J. died on Nov. 12, before any conveyance was 
executed. On a bill brought by A. for a specific 
performance of this agreement, the ct. dismissed 
it, without costs.--PorE v. Koots (1774), 1 Bro. 
Parl. Cas. 370; 1 E. ht. 628, H. lL. 

Annotations :—Refd. Davies 7». Cooper, Cooper v. Jackson 
(1840), 5 My. & Cr. 270. Mentd, Wyvill v. kexeter (Bp.) 
(1815), 1 Price, p. 294, n. 

116. .|—A. agreed to purchase 
an estate from B., & upon the estate being con- 
veyed, to grant a life annuity to L., to be secured 
by bond :—Held: B. had no lien on the estate for 
the payment of the annuity, but was entitled, the 
purchaser being dead & there having been no 


conveyance, to have the annuity secured by a valid 
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Sect. 1.—Rentcharges: Sub-sect. 3, D., EH. & F.; 
sub-sects. 4,5 & 6.] 


& effectual bond before he could be called upon to 
convey the estate.—DIXON v. GAYFERE, DIXON 
v. GAYFERE, FLUKER v. GORDON (1857), 1 De G. 
& J.655; 27 L. J. Ch. 148; 30 L. T. O. S. 162 ; 
oa N. S. 1157; 6 W. R. 52; 44 EB. hi. 878, 


Annotations :—Refd. Collins tv. Collins ie: 2), Downes v. 
Downes (1862), 31 Beav. 346. Mentd. Re Albert Life 


Assce., Ax p. Western Life Assce. Soc. (1870), L. R. 
1] Eq. 164; Je Stucley, Stucley v. Kekewich (1905), 
75 L. J. Ch. 58; Barker v. Stickney, [1918] 2 K. B. 356. 








117. Death of vendor before pay- 
ment.J}—A contract that the one party shall 
convey an estate, & the other shall grant an 
annuity, shall be carried into execution, though the 
vendor died previous to any payment of the 
annuity, one having accrued duc,,& having becn 
tendered.— JACKSON v. LEVER (1792), 3 Bro. C. C. 
605; 29 E. R. 724, L. C. 


Annotations :—Folld. Kenney v. Wexham (1822), 6 Madd. 


355. Distd. Strickland v. Turner (1852), 7 Exch. 208. 


Refd. ‘I'wigg v. Fifield (1807), 13_Ves. 517; Pritchard v. 
Ovey (1820), 1 Jac. & W. 396. Mentd. Wyvill v. Exeter 
(Bp.) (1815), 1 Price, p. 294, n. 

118. ——- —— ——.]—Contract for the sale 
of an estate for a life annuity must be exccuted ; 
though the vendor dies before the end of the first 
half-year.—Co.LEs v. TRECOTIICK (1804), 9 Ves. 
234; 1 Smith, K. B. 233; 32 KE. R. 592. 
Annotations :—Apld. Kenney v. Wexham (1822), G6 Madd. 

355. Distd., Strickland v. Turner (1852), 7 Mxch. 208, 

Mentd. Kandall v. Errington (1805), 10 Ves. 423 ; Blagden 

v. Bradbeur (1806), 12 Ves. 466; Morse v». Royal (1806), 

12 Ves. 3553 Buckmaster v. Harrop (1807), 13 Ves. 456 ; 

Emmerson tv. Heelis (1809), 2 Vaunt. 38; Peacock v. 

Evans, Evans v. Peacock (1809), 16 Ves. 51° ; Kemeys 

v. Proctor (1813), 3 Ves. & B. 57; Copis v. Middleton 

Cee 2 Madd. 410; Henderson v. Barnewall (1827), 

1Y.&J. 387; Gosbell v. Archer (1835), 2 Ad. & El. 500; 

Graham v. Musson (1839), 7 Scott, 769; Re lobinson 

& Farrand, Ez py. Woldsworth (1841), 1 Mont. D. & De 

G. 475; Carter v. Palmer (1842), 8 Cl. & Fin. 657; Tot- 

tenham v. Green (13863), 32 L. J, Ch. 201; Coles v. 

Bristowe (1868), L. R. 6 Hg. 149; Seal v. Claridge (1881), 

7 Q. B. D. 5163; Plowright v. Lambert (1885), 52 L. VT. 

646; Luddy’s Trustee v. Peard (1886), 335 Ch. UD. 5003 

Potter v. Peters (1895), 64 lL. J. Ch. 357; Jee Boles & 

British Land Co.’s Contract (1901), 71 L. J. Ch. 130. 

119. Consideration must be adequate.] 
—An agreement to purchase land for an annuity 
for the life of the vendor, to be a charge on the land 
& to be paid quarterly, entitles the vendor, not 
only to the security of the charge, but to the 
covenant of the purchaser for the payment of the 
annuity. 

The ct. may not perhaps enforce the specific 
performance of a contract for the sale of an estate 
where the consideration is uncertain, as a life 
annuity, if such consideration be greatly inade- 
quate; but a difference of 7 or 8 per cent. is not 
such inadequacy.—BoweEr v. Coorrern (1842), 2 
aa 408; 11L. J. Ch. 287; 6Jur. 681; 67E. R. 

68. 

. 120. Execution of deed—Effect of refusal.] 
—By a decree a peer was ordered to exccute a 
certain deed to secure to his wife a rentcharge, to 
which, in the suit, she had established her right 
agaipst him. Upon his refusal, the ct., on a 
petition under Trustee Act, 1850 (c. 60), appointed 
a person to execute the deed for him.— WELLESLEY 
v. WELLESLEY, MORNINGTON v. MORNINGTON, 
Ez py. MORNINGTON (COUNTESS) (1858), 4 De 
G. M. & G. 5387; 1 Hq. Rep. 369 ; 22 L. J. Ch. 966 ; 
1W. R. 248; 43 E. R. 617, L. JJ. 

121. ——— Covenant to execute jointure—Hus- 
band becoming lunatic.]—Devise of real estate to 
tenants for life in succession, with remainders over, 
with power to the severa] tenants for life when & 
as they should severally & successively be in 
possession, to appoint, by way of rentcharge, a 
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jointure of a certain amount to any woman or 
women with whom they might respectively inter- 
marry. One of the tenants for life covenanted 
on the occasion of his marriage, that if he should 
come into the possession of the devised estates, 
he would execute the power of jointuring in favour 
of his wife. After this, & before coming into 
possession of the estates under the devise, he 
became of unsound mind & continued so until his 
death, before which, however, he had become 
entitled to the possession of the estates :—AHeld: 
his widow was entitled to have the rentcharge 
enforced by way of jointure against the devised 
estates, under the covenant made by her deceased 

husband on his marriage with her.—AFFLECK v. 

AFFLECK (1857), 3 Sm. & G. 394; 26 L. J. Ch. 358 ; 

29 L. T. 0.8.37; 3 Jur. N.S. 826; 5 W. R. 425 ; 

65 HK. R. 709. 

Annotations :-—Refd. Johnson v. Touchet (1867), 37. L. J. 
Ch. 25; Chariton v. Charlton, [1906] 2 Ch. 523. Mentd. 
Re Anstis, Chetwynd v. Morgan, Morgan v. Chetwynd 

(1886), 31 Ch. D. 596. 

Agreement to charge.]|—Sce MORTGAGE, 

Vol. XXXV., pp. 265 ef seq. 

122. Right to lien on estate—Covenant to secure 
annuity.|—Senble: that if a person covenants 
that he will, on or before a certain day, sccure an 
annuity by a charge upon frechold estates or by 
investment in the funds, or by the best means 
in his power, such covenant will create a lien upon 
any property to which he becomes entitled between 
the date of the covenant & the day so limited for 
its performance.—WELLESLEY v. WELLESLEY 
(1839), 4 My. & Cr. 561; 9 L. J. Ch. 213; 4 Jur. 
2; 41 HE. R. 216, L. U.; affg. S. C. sub nom. 
PATERSON Vv. WELLESLEY (1837), 6 L. J. Ch. 191. 


Annotations :—Mentd. Langton v. Horton (1842), 11 L. J. 
Ch. 299; Joseph v. Tyndall (1843), 13 L. J. Ch. 23; 





lioare v. Dresser (1859), 7 H. L. Cas. 290) ; Trovor 
v. Hutchins (1897), 76 lu. T. 183. 
123. |—By arts. of separation 








between M. & his wifc, he covenanted that he 
would on or before Feb. 1, 1835, either by a charge 
on freehold estates to be situate in E., etc., or by 
an investment of money, secure the payment of 
an annuity to a trustee for his wife :—Held: this 
covenant did not create a lien on M.’s lands, but 
only provided for doing a future act, by which 

a lien might be created.—MORNINGTON v. KEANE 

(1858), 2 De G. & J. 292; 27 L. J. Ch. 7913 32 

L. T. O.S. 97; 4 Jur. N.S. 981; 6 W. R. 484; 

44 E.).100),L.0 & L. JJ. 

Annotations :-—Refd. Beavan v. Mornington (1860), 8 H. L. 
Cas. 525; Montagu v. Sandwich (1886), 32 Ch. D. 525; 
Tailby v. Official Receiver (1888), 13 App. Cas. 523. 

124. .|}—DIXON v. GAYFERE, DIXON 

v. GAYFERE, FLUKER v. GORDON, No. 116, ante. 
125. ——— Contract under statutory powers— 

Unpaid arrears.|—By an agreement dated in 1851, 

a co., under powers conferred by the Lands 

Clauses Consolidation Act, 1845 (c. 18), contracted, 

in consideration of the payment of a yearly rent- 

charge, to purchase land for the construction of 
docks. The co. had entered, and completed the 
construction of the docks, but had not made any 
payment in respect of the rentcharge :—Held: 
the vendors were not entitled to a lien for the 
unpaid arrears of the rentcharge.—JEKSEY (HARL) 
v. BRITON FERRY FLOATING Dock Co. (1869), 
L. R. 7 Eq. 409. 


Annotations :—Refd. Re Gorard & Beecham’s Contract, 
fie) 3 Ch. 295. Mentd. Barker v. Stickney, [1919] 


B. 121 
generally, LIEN, Vol. XXXII, 











.}—See, 
pp. 215 et seq. 
E. Registration of Instrument. 


See Judgments Act, 1855 (c. 15), s. 12; Land 
Charges Act, 1900 (c. 26), s. 1; Land Charges 
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Act, 1925 (c. 22), ss. 4, 5,10, 24, Sched.; Law of 
Property Act, 1925 (c. 20), s. 199. 

126. Effect of failure to register—As against 
subsequent purchaser with notice.J]—Annuity 
granted out of lands lying in Middlesex ; A. hath 
notice of this grant, & then purchases the inherit- 
ance of the lands; the grantee shall have his 
annuity against A. though his grant was not 
registered.—CHEVAL v. NicHoutits (1725), 2 Hq. 
Cas. Abr. 63; 1 Stra. 664; 22 BE. R. 56. 

Annotation :—Distd. Le Neve v. Le Neve (1747), Amb. 436. 

127. As against subsequent incumbrancer 
with notice.|—A landowner, by decd in Feb. 
1872, charged his land with two life annuities. He 
subsequently made several mtges. of the property 
by deeds, some of which recited the annuity deed. 
The annuity deed had not been registered as 
required by Judgments Act, 1854 (c. 15), 8. 12 :— 
Held: as above Act was in similar terms to the 
clauses in the Registry Acts, which had been 
decided not to make an unregistered conveyance 
void as against a subsequent purchaser who had 
notice of it, the Legislature must be taken to have 
used the words in the later Act in the sense given 
to them by those decisions, & the annuities there- 
fore were valid as against all the subsequent 
incumbrancers who took with notice of them, & 
against the trustee in bkpcy. of the grantor.— 
GREAVES v. TOFIELD (1880), 14 Ch. D. 563; 50 
L. J. Ch. 118; 48 L. 1. 100; 28 W. R. 840, C. A. 


Annotations :—Distd. Me Monolithic Building Co., Tucon 
vo The Co., [1915] 1_Ch. 648. Refd. Jay ». Johnstone, 





[18931 1 Q. B. 25. Mentd, roster v. G. HK. Ry., [1920] 
21¢. B. 574. 
128. As against trustee in bankruptcy of 





grantor.]|—GkEAVEs v. TOFIELD, No. 127, ante. 


FY. stanip Duties. 
See REVENUE, pp. 252-296, post. 


SUB-SECT. 4.—CREATION BY 'TESTAMENTALY 
DISPOSITION. 
Words creating rentcharge.)]—Sce Part I., Sect. 1, 
ante. 
Construction of wills.|—Secc, generally, WILLS. 


O.—CREATION UNDER STATUTORY 
POWERs. 

129. Power of municipal corporation—To sell 
lands in consideration of perpetual rentcharge.|— 
A municipal corpn. has power under Municipal 
Corporations Act, 1882 (c. 50), to dispose of its 
corporate lands, with the approval of the Local 
Government Board, in consideration of a per- 
petual yearly chief rent charged upon the lands.— 
SCARBOROUGH CORPN. v. COOPER, [1910] 1 Ch. U8 ; 
791. J. Ch. 388; 101 L. T. 552; 7445. P. 44; 26 
T. L. R. 883; 8. G. R. 64. 

130. Power of tenant for life-—-To grant ease- 
ment in consideration of perpetual rentcharge— 
Agreement confirmed by private Act—Right to 
alter.|—Under a settlement dated July 7, 1888, 
P. P. C. was in 1900 tenant for life in possession 
of a settled estate in the Isle of Thanet & was then 
a bachelor, & G. P. C. was then tenant for life in 
remainder. By an agreement dated Apr. 20, 
1900 & made between P. P. C. & G. P. C. of the 
one part & the W. & B. Water Co. of the other 
part the co. was authorised to make an adit or 
tunnel under the settled estate, to be completed 
by Dec. 31, 1914, or such later date as the grantors 
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should appoint, & it was agreed that upon com- 
pletion the grantors should by deed grant to the 
co. the right in perpetuity to maintain & use the 
adit & that the co. should pay to the grantors in 
perpetuity a rent of ls. a yard per annum & should 
supply a certain quantity of water free to farms 
on the estate. The grantors were defined as 
P.P.C. & G. P. C. & their successors in title under 
the settlement. 

By the W. & B. Water Act, 1900, the co. was 
(inter alia) authorised to make the said adit, & by 
sect. 42 the said agreement was confirmed & made 
binding on the parties thercto & was set out in a 
sched. to the Act, but the settlement was not 
otherwise referred to nor any special powers con- 
ferred upon the grantors. The adit was not com- 
pleted by the agreed date, which had been ex- 
tended to June 30,1915. Itwas now proposed that 
the completion should be postponed till Dec. 31, 
1930, & that the co. should in consideration of the 
extension of time pay an increased rental & supply 
an increased amount of free water to the estate. 
P. P. C. was now matrricd & had three daughters :— 
Held: though when an agreement confirmed by a 
private Act confers powers on a grantor outside 
any statutory powers special reference to such 
powers ought to be made in the Act, the confirma- 
tion of the agreeimnent sufficiently expressed the 
intention of Parliament to confer such powers, & 
P.VP.C. & G. P. C. jointly could further extend the 
time for completion of the works & grant a per- 
petual casement in consideration of a perpetual 
rentcharge which could be increased beyond the 
amount specified in the agreement.—-WESTGATE & 
BirciINnGTON WATER Co. v. POWELL-COTTON 
(1915), 85 L. J. Ch. 459; 113 1. T. 689. 

-}—See Settled Land Act, 1925 (ce. 18), 
5.39 (2), (3), (4). | 

Power of registered proprietor.|—Sce Land Reygis- 
tration Act, 1925 (c. 21), 5s. 18 (1) (6) (d), (2). 

131. King’s Clogg—tTransfer of obligation— 
Metropolis Water Act, 1902 (c. 41).] —The Ising’s 
Clogg, now consisting of an annual sum of £L00, 
is an obligation which has been transferred to & 
is now an obligation of, the Metropolitan Water 
Board by virtue of above Act, & the same is under 
sect. 4 secured upon the water fund established by 
that Act.—MrtTRopornITAN WaTER LBoanhp v. 
AvbDAIRn & New RIVER Co. (1911), 27 VT. Ta R. 258 ; 
55 Sol. Jo. 270, H. L. 3 affg. S.C. sub nom. ADAIR 
v. New River Co. & METROPOLITAN WATER 
Boarp (1908), 20 TT. L. R. 198, C. A. 

Consideration for compulsory sale.|—-Sce Com- 
PULSORY PURCHASE OF LAND, Vol. AI., pp. 165, 
166, Nos. 436-441. 

Improvement charges—-Under Improvement of 
Land Acts.]-—See LAND IMPROVEMENT, Vol. XXX., 
p- 281, Nos. 62-67. 

Under Settled Land Act, 1925 (c. 18).!—- 
See LAND IMPROVEMENT, Vol. XAX., pp. 298, 204, 
Nos. 196--205. 

Under Private Improvement Acts.|—<Src 
LAND IMPROVEMENT, Vol. AXX., pp. 204-296, 
Nos. 209-221. 

Under Land Drainage Acts.|-—See LAND 


oo 


IMPROVEMENT, Vol. NXX., p. 296, Nos. 222, 225. 














SUB-SECT. 6.—PRESUMPTION FROM JONU 
POSSESSION. 

132. Long continued possession.J—CoLLET 7. 
JAQUES (1669), 1 Cas. in Ch. 120; 22 BE. R. 720. 
Annotations :-—Retd. Basingstoke Corpn. v. Bolton (1852), 

i Drew 2 0. Mentd. Buouveriec v. Prentice (1783) 1 Bro. 
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Sect. 1.—Rentcharges : Sub-sects. 6, 7,8 & 9.) 


133. .|—Where by great length of time it 
is become impossible to know out of what par- 
ticular lands ancient quit rents are issuable, cts. 
of equity have exercised a jurisdiction; & have 
constantly, on proof of payment within a reason- 
able time, decreed a satisfaction for all arrears of 
such rents, & payment of the same for the future.—- 
BRIDGEWATER (DUKE) v. Epwarps (17338), 6 
Bro. Parl. Cas. 368; 2 E. R. 1139. 


Annotations :—Refd. Basingstoke Corpn. v. Bolton (1852), 
1 Drew. 270. , Menta. Leeds v. New Radnor Corpn. (1789), 
8. 


2 Bro. C. C. 5 

1384. ——.]—The owner of landed estate in a 
parish by his will, made in 1769, gave £2,000 to two 
persons, one of whom succccded to the estate, to 
be invested upon trust to pay the income thereof 
to the vicar of the parish for the time being in 
augmentation of his stipend. Testator died in 
1771, but the £2,000 was never set apart. ‘The 
owners of the estate, however, continued to pay 
£60 a year to the vicar for the time being of the 
parish, & though a question was suggested on 
certain occasions that the gift was void under 
Mortmain Act, & that the payment of the £60 a 
year was a voluntary payment, the vicars of the 
parish claimed it as of right, & the owners of the 
estate in their succession duty accounts treated 
it as a charge on the land, & a deduction in respect 
of the £60 a year was claimed by them & was 
allowed :—Jleld: the true inference was that the 
£60 a year was a charge upon the estate to which 
the vicar of the parish for the tine being was 
entitled.— ROBINSON v. SMITH (1908), 24 T. L It. 
573. 
Annotation :—Mentd. Harper v. Hedges, [1923] 2 K. B. 314. 

135. Fee farm rent.|—-FoLey'’s CHARITY 
TRUSTEES v. DUDLEY CoRPN., No. 967, ost. 








SUB-SECT. 7.—UBREATION BY ORDER OF COURT. 

136. When order made—To secure annuity— 
Part purchase price of estate..—-REMINGTON v. 
DEVERALL (1795), 2 Anst. 550; 145 HK. R. 963. 
Annotation :—Refd, Dixon v. Gayfere, Dixon v. Gayfere, 

Fluker v. Gordon (1857), 1 De G. & J. 655. 

137, Sale of estate of lunatic.}—Undcer 
Lunacy Act, 1890 (c. 5), ss. 117, 120, the ct. has 
power to sanction a sale of a lunatic’s real estate 
in consideration of a perpetual rentcharge & will 
exercise such power if the cvidence shows that 
such a sale will be for the benefit of the lunatic.— 
Re WARE, [1892] 1 Ch. 344; 61 L. J. Ch. 279 ; 66 
L. T. 389; 8&8 T. L. R. 136, C. A. 

Agnolalen :—Apld. Scarborough Corpn. v. Cooper, [1910] 





138. Effect of order to pay annuity.]—An order 
made, by consent, by the Ct. of Probate, under 
Court of Probate Act, 1857 (c. 77), ss. 25, 83, to 
pay to A. B. an annuity of £25 was afterwards 
registered in the Ct. of C. P. The annuity was 
assigned to pltf., who instituted a suit praying for 
a declaration, that the annuity was a charge upon 
certain leaschold property :—/Ield: orders of the 
Ct. of Probate were not charges upon land, within 
Judgments Act, 1888 (c. 110).—Prarr o. BULL 
(1863), 1 De G. J. & Sm. 1413; 1 New Nep. 298; 


PART II. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 8. 

e. Grant charged on more than one 
estale—Real, freehold d: personal.j}— 
Testator devised & bequeathed the 
residuc of his property, real, frechold 


& personal, to L. subject to payment 
of bis debts, funeral & testamentary 
expenses, & appointed L. 
Teatator died possessed of freehold & 
leaschold property, as well as ordinary 
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32 L. J. Ch. 144; 71. T. 702; 9 Jur. N.S. 239 ; 


11 W. R. 295; 46 E. R. 55, L. C. 

Annotations :—Apld. Bull v. Hutchens (1863), 32 Beav. 615. 
Refd. Hz p. Holden pest 13 CO. B. N. 8. 641; Waller 
v. Turner (1864), 10 Jur. N. S. 147; Crispin v. Cumano 
(1869), L. R. 1 P. & D. 622: Clarke v. Clarke (1873), 
L.R.3 P.& D. 57; Heath v. Heath (1874), 22 W. lh. 266 ; 
Re Harrison & Bottomley, [1899] 1 Ch, 465. 


139. .|—A registered order of the Ct. of 
Probate does not create a charge on lands. 

By an order of the Ct. of Probate, made on 
Feb. 5, 1861, it was ordered that pltf. should pay 
one of defts. an annuity of £25 during her lite. 
This order was duly registered at the office of the 
senior master of the Common Pleas under Judg- 
ments Act, 1828 (c. 110). The annuity was after- 
wards assigned to P., who on Sept. 14, 1862, filed 
his bill to have it declared that the annuity was a 
charge on the l.asehold property of pltf. 

The more important point is that which was 
raised in J’ralt v. Bull, No. 188, ante, & was, 
whether a registered order of the Ct. of Probate 
was a Charge on this property. At this moment it 
is established, by the decision of Vice-Chancellor 
Stuart & the Lord Chancellor, that it creates no 
such charge (RoMILLY, M.R.).—BuLL v. HUTCHENS 
(1863), 32 Beav. 615; 2 New Rep. 306; 8 L. 7’. 
iss 9 Jur. N.S. 954; 11 W. lt. 866; 55 i. It. 
Annotations :—Mentd. Bell v. Holtby (1873), L. I. 15 Iq. 

178; Lawrie v. Loes (1831), 7 App. Cas. 19; /ée Highett 

& Bird’s Contract, [1902] 2 Ch. 214. 





SUB-SECT. 8.—WHAT EsTAtTEs LIABLE TO BE 
CHARGED. 

_ 140. Grant by remainderman in tail.]—A tenant 
in tail, remainder to B. in tail; B. granted a rent- 
charge in fee, & the tenant in tail afterwards 
suffered a common recovery, & died without issue : 
—Held: this rentcharge was barred ; & a common 
recovery, by a tenant in tail, not only bound the 
remainder & all charges by the remainderman, but 
also the reversion, & all incumbrances by the 
reversioner ; & there was no difference between a 
reversion & a remainder, expectant upon an estate 
tail, in that respect. 

The possession of a feoffee of tenant in tail, so 
Jong as the feoffment remains in force, is not subject 
to the charges of the remainderman.—CAaPprn’s 
Case, Hunt v. GATELEY (1593), 1 Co. Rep. 54a; 
Poph. 5; Moore, K. B. 154; 76 1. R. 121, 
Annotations :—Expld. Benson v. Hudson (1674), Freem. 

K. B. 362. Refd, Mildmuy’s Case (1606), 6 Go. Rep. 40 a3 

Pells v. Brown (1620), Cro, Jac. 590 ; Martin d. Tregonwell 

v. Strachan (1744), Willes, 444; Beek d. Mawkins v. 

Welch (1750), 1 Wils. 276. * 

141. Joint grant by grantor & grantee of land 
charged—Reversion to grantor.]—A. enfeoffed B. 
upon condition; A. & LB. by deed granted a rent- 
charge to C.; the condition is broken; <A. re- 
entcrs; C. distrained, & A. brought replevin :— 
Held: the rent remained good, the grant of A. 
enuring to C. by way of confirmation.— MAYOWE’Ss 
CASE, KurrLE v. MASON (1594), 1 Co. Rep. 1414; 
Poph. 50; 76 1. R. 326. 

Annotations :—Refd. Lampct’s Case (1612), 10 Co. Rep. 
6b. Mentd. Beaumont’s Cuso (1613), 9 Co. Rep. 138 b: 

Baker v. Willis (1637), Cro. Car. 476; 

(1663), O. Bridg. 364. 

142. .|—At common law, if donor & 
donee had joined in a grant of a rentcharge, & the 


Poole v. Haskey 








personalty :—JIcld: the annuity was 
charged only on the frecholds, & not 
on the leascholds or other personalty,— 
Re WARING, GREER t. WARING, [1896] 
1 I. hi. 427.-- IR, 


his exor. 
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donee died without issue, the donor should hold 
the land charged.—LAMPET’s CASE (1612), as 
reported in 10 Co. Rep. 46 b; 77 E. R. 994. 

Annotations :—Refd. Pells v. Brown (1620), Cro. Jac. 590 ; 

Jemmot v. Cooly (1668), 2 Keb. 20, 184, 270, 295; Horn- 

bee Petition (1691), Freem. K. B. 331: Fitzgerald v. 

Fitzgerald (1868), 37 L. J. P.C. 44. “Mentd. Bartholomew 

v, Belfield (1613), Cro. Jac. 332; Sheffield v. Ratcliffe 

(1615), Hob. 334; Sheriff v. Wrotham (1618), Cro. Jac. 

509; Child v. Bailye (1622), W. Jo. 15; Marsh v, New- 

man (1624), Poph. 163; Kent v. Steward & Scott (1631), 

Cro. Car. 358; Baker v. Willis (1637), Cro. Car. 476; 

Klunket v. Holmes (1661), 1 Keb. 119; Goring v. Bicker- 

staffe (1663), Freem. Ch. 163; Poole v. Haskey (1663), 

QO. Bridg. 364; Cookes v. Bellamy (1664), 1 Sid. 187; 

Burgis v. Burgis (1674), 1 Mod. Rep. 114; Warman 2. 

Seaman (1675), KFreem. Ch. 306; Cage v. Acton (1699), 

1 Ld. Raym. 515; Kimpland v. Courtney (1701), Freem. 

Ch. 250; Marks v. Marks (1718), 10 Mod. Rep. 419; 

Gower v. Grosvenor (1740), Barn. Ch. 54; Beanuclerk v. 

Dormer (1742), 2 Atk. 308; Doe d. IIayes v. Sturges 

(1816), 2 Marsh. 505; Wilson v. Hirst (1833), 4 B. & Ad. 

760; Doe d. Shaw v. Steward (1834), 1 Ad. & El. 300; 

Wood v. Lambirth (1841),1 Ph. 8; Ze Bellamy, Elder 

v, Pearson (1883), 250 Ch. D. 620; Johns v. Pink, [1900] 

1 Ch. 2963 /te Ashforth, Sibley ». Ashforth, [1905] 1 Ch. 

5353 dete Francis, Francis v. Francis, [1905] 2 Ch. 295; 

Jte Nash, Cook v. Frederick, [1910] 1 Ch. 1. 

143. Grant charged on more than one estate— 
Liability of estate legally subject.|—Lstatcs at W. 
were settled to the use of J. L. for his life, re- 
mainders to his eldest son, the son's wife & their 
children, & ultimately to J. L. himself in fee. 
By lease & release afterwards executed, J. L., for 
the advancement of his eldest son & younger son, 
& for the settling, conveying, & assuring the 
messuage, lands, etc., after mentioned & par- 
ticularly described, granted & released the same, 
which were also in W., but were entirely distinct 
from the first mentioned estates ; & also all other, 
his messuages, cottages, closes, lands, tenements 
& hereditaments whatsoever in W. or elsewhere ; 
& the reversion, remainder, rents, etc., of all & 
singular the premises granted & released, & all his 
estate therein, to the use that he, J. L., should 
receive thereout an annuity of £30 a year for his 
life, & after his decease that his eldest son should 
receive thereout an annuity of £10 a year for his 
life ; & subject to the said annuities, to the use of 
J. L.’s younger son, his heirs & assigns for ever. 
Ife also assigned all his household goods to the 
younger son, on his covenanting to pay £20 to 
the elder:—Held: the first mentioned estates, 
though not named, passed to the younger son by 
the general words; & although the annuity of 
£10 could not legally be charged on both estates, 
this did not negative the intention to pass both ; 
but the annuity must be taken as charged upon 
the estate which might legally be subjected to it, 
the property being sufficient—Dor d. PELL »v. 
JEyES (1830), 1 B. & Ad. 593; 91. 7.0.8. K. B. 


82; 109 EK. hR. 908. 
«lnnotations :—Mentd. Doe d. Meyrick vo. Meyrick (1832), 





saa 178; Doc d. Howell r. ‘Thomas (1840), 1 Man. & G. 
Je 


144, Freeholds & 
CASE, No. 6, ante. 

145. Manors & lands appurtenant.J— 
A rent granted out of several manors, & the 
messuages, lands, tenements, & hereditaments, of 
the grantor, situate, lying & being, in the parishes 
of 14. W. & C. or elsewhere, in the same county, in 
any Way appertaining or belonging to the said 
manors, or to any of thein, issues only out of the 
said manors & the lands appertaining to them, & 
1s not also issuing out of an acre of land, in the 
parish of C. of which the grantor was seised in fee 
at the time of the grant, & which acre was not 
parcel of any of the manors.—FINCII’S CASE 








150 i. (rant prior to purchase of land. | 
roy (1850), 1 


leaseholds.|—Burv’s 


f. Grant out of unspecified lunds— 
Covenant to secure on specified lands— 
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(1605), 6 Co. Rep. 39 a; 77 E. R. 3103; sub nom. 
CRATE v. Moor, Brownl. 184; sub nom. PRATT v. 


Moon, Yelv. 82. 


Annotations :—Consd. Stukeley v. Butler oo , Hob. 168 ; 
Winter v, Loveday (1696), 1 Com. 37. Mentd. Trenchard 
v. Hoskins (1628), Litt. 203; Thin v. Thin (1664), 1 Sid. 
190. 


146, —— Freeholds & copyholds—Grantor not 
admitted tenant of copyholds.|—Testator charged 
his real estate, of which he should die seised, with 
the payment of certain annuities. At the date of 
his death his real estate consisted of certain free- 
hold premises & a copyhold public-house of which 
he ‘had never been admitted tenant upon the rolls : 
—Held: testator did not ‘die seised’’ of the 
copyhold premises, & the annuities were a valid 
equitable charge upon the freehold premises, but 
not upon the copyhold premises of which he was 
not adinitted tenant.—Re NonMAN, THACKRAY v. 
NorMAN (1914), J11 Ju. T. 903; 58 Sol. Jo. 706. 

147. Grant out of manor—Liability of copy- 
holder.|—-SWAYNE’S CASE (1608), 8 Co. Rep. 63 a 5 
77 BK. R. 568; sub 20m. SWAINE v. BECKET, Moore, 
K. B. 811. 

Annotations ; —Consd, Saminer v. Force (1610), 2 Brownl. 
208. Mentd. ltowles v. Mason (1612), 2 Brownl. 192 ; 
Needlor +. Winchester (Bp.) (1614), Hob. 220; Liford’s 
Cuse (1615), 11 Co. Rep. 46 b; Secheverel rv. Dale (1627), 
Poph, 193; Thorne v. Tyler (1641), March, 161; Bar- 
nardiston v. Soam (1671), 3 Keb. 419; Gosling v. Veley 
& Josling (1850), 19 L. J. Q. B. ILI. 

148, —-— J—-SAMMER v. Force (1610), 2 
Brownl. 208; 123 LK. lh. 900. 

149, Two manors of same name—Liability 
of manor of sufficient value.|—HARDING v. SUF- 
FOLK (COUNTESS) (1640), 1 Rep. Ch. 188; 21 FE. R. 
531. 

150. Grant prior to purchase of land.|—Onc 
covenants to settle land of such a value, or an 
annuity out of land, & he afterwards purchases 
land, having no land before, & devises it, & dies, 
this land shall be liable to the covenant.—TOOKE 
v. HASTINGS (1689), 2 Vern. 973 23 E.R. 671. 
alnnotations :- Consd. Deacon v. Smith (1743), 3 Atk. 325. 

Refd. Wellesley +. Wellesley (1839), 4 My. & Cr. 561. 

151. Grant out of supposed freeholds—Estate 
actually leasehold.! —Tcstator gave his real estate 
upon trust to pay to his housekeeper 128. per 
week, & the remainder of the rents & profits to be 
divided as thercin mentioned. Testator had no 
frechold estate, but he had leascholds for a long 
term, which he always belicved to be of frechold 
tenure +—//eld : the leascholds were charged with 
the weekly payment.—--GULLY v. Davis (1870), 
LL. R. 10 Kg. 562 3; 39 L. J. Ch. 6S4 5 19 W. BR. 265. 


funotations :— Consd. Butler «. Butler (1884), 28 Ch. 7). 
bo: MWe Holt, Holt e. Holt. [£921] 2 Ch. 17. Mentd. 
fic Davison, Greenwell eo Davison (2888), 58 L. T. oud. 








SUB-SECT., 9.—AVOIDANCE OF GRANT. 

152. Grounds of avoidance — Unreasonable 
terms—Reversionary rentcharge.|—Grant of a 
reversionary rentcharge, after the death of pltf.’s 
father, who was old & infirm, upon unreasonable 
terms, set aside ; but to remain as a security for 
the money really advanced, & costs to be paid as 
in redeeming a mtge.—GWYNNE v. HEATON (1778), 
1 Bro. C. C2. 15 28 1. R. 949, L. C. 

«{nnotations -—Consd. Day v«. Newman (17838), 2 Coa, ha. 
Cas. 77. Refd. Hoffman v. Cooke (1800), 5 Ves. 625 ; 
Peacoch vt. Evans, Evans v. Peacock (1810), 16 Ves. 612 ; 
Bowes vr. Heaps (1814), 3 Ves. & B. 117; Smythe. Smyth 
(1817), 2 Madd. 75; Ryle vw. Swindells (1824), M‘Cle. 519 ; 


Portmore v. Taylor (1831), 4 Sim. 182; King v. Hamlet 
(1833), Coop, temp. Brough. 281; Pennell v. Millar 





lands deficicnt.}—WaATSON 0. SADLEIR 
(1829), 1 Mol. 585.— IR. 


Liability of whole estate if specified 
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Sect. 1.—Rentcharges: Sub-sect. 9. Sect. 2: Sub- 
sect.1, A., B. & C.) 

(1857), 23 Beav. 172; Tottenham v. Grecn (1863), 32 

L. J. Ch. 201; Miller v. Cook (1870), L. R. 10 Kq. 641 ; 


Nevill v. Snelling (1880), 15 Ch. D. 679 ; Samuel v. New- 
bold, eae ©. 461; Abrahams v. Dimmock (1914), 


110 L. T. 699. 

153. Fraud—Question of fact.])—The ct. 
will not determine whether the circumstances 
attending the grant of a rentcharge are such as 
show the grant to be void, upon the ground of 
fraud; that being a matter of fact which the 
barrister must find for himself.—NEWTON v. 
MOBBERLEY OVERSEERS, NEWTON v. CROWLEY 
OVERSEERS (1846), Bar. & Arn. 695; 2 C. B. 208, 
2073; 1 Lut. Reg. Cas. 427; 6 L. T. O. S. 485; 
10 Jur. 3183; 1385 I. R. 921, 928. 

Grant by Crown.|—See, generally, CON- 
STITUTIONAL LAW, Vol. XI., pp. 560-564, Nos. 
602-641. 





SECT. 2.—ANNUITIES. 
SUB-SECTr. 1.—CREATION BY INSTRUMENT 
INTER VIVOS. 

A. Form of Instrument. 


154. Necessity for deed.|—An instrument recit- 
ing that it had been agreed to sell an annuity, 
secured upon property in possession of the grantor, 
but containing no words of present grant, cannot 
be sued upon in a ct. of law, even though it should 
be enrolled. 

A grant of annuity must be by deed, & no action 
at law can be maintained upon any other instru- 
ment for the arrears of an annuity (per CuR.).— 
Re LOCKE (1823), 2 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 608; sub 
nom. Re LOCKE, Lx p. LANGSLow, 1 L. J. O. S. 
K. B. 129. 

155. Life annuity|—An ayreement for 
a life annuity may be in writing, without deed, & 
an action of assumpsit will lie upon such agree- 
ment.—DURHAM (Bp.) v. ALLNUTT (1851), 16 
L. T. O. S. 411. 

Equitable enforcement of agreement.|— 
See Sub-sect. 1, B., post. 

156. Necessity for writing—Contract within 
Statute of Frauds.!—An agreement between an 
author & a bookseller, by which the latter is to be 
paid an annuity for life, without any apparent 
consideration. & without any signature, other than 
the Initials of the parties, is void under above 
statute.—SWEET v. LEE (1811), 3 Man. & G. 452 ; 
4 Scott, N. AR. 77; 5 Jur. 1184; 1383 EK. R. 1220. 
afnnotations ---- Apld. Davey v. Shannon (1879), 4 Ex. 1). 81. 

Refd. Dobson v. Collis (1856), 26 L. J. Ex. 267; Knowl- 

man tv. Bluctt (1874), L. R. 9 Exch. 307; Monnickendain 

tm, Leanse (1923), 39 T. L. Re 440. 

.|— See, generally, CONTRACT, Vol. XII., 
pp. 118-172. 

—-— Executed contract.;—See Conrract, Vol. 
AII., p. 165, Nos. 1209, 1210. 

157. —— Effect of part performance—Recon- 
Ciliation after deed of separation.|—Upon the 
separation of husband & wife the husband 
covenanted with a trustee for the wife to pay her 
an annuity for her life. Shortly before the death 
of the husband, & at his solicitation, a reconciliation 
& recohabitation took place in consideration of a 
parol promise by him to the wife & to her trustee 
to continue the payment of the annuity to her, & 
to charge it upon his real estate. The husband 
died without having carried into effect the parol 
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g. Enforcement in equity -— Specific 
performance—No adequate remedy at 


law.) -An agreement for the payment. 
of w personal annuity for the Joint Nves 
of A. & B. will be specitically performed 

& deft. directed to pay it, on the ground 
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promise :—Held: such promise was effectual to 
charge the land with the annuity as against the 
devisee of the real estate under the husband’s will. 
—WEBSTER v. WEBSTER (1857), 27 L. J. Ch. 115 
29 L. T. O. 8. 351; 3 Jur. N.S. 655; 5 W.R. 725. 
.|—See Contract, Vol. XII., pp. 168- 
171, Nos. 1233-1255. 








B, Agreement for Annuity. 

158. Enforcement in  equity— Specific per- 
formance.] — Agreement to grant an annuity is 
not within 17 Geo. 3, c. 26. Mxecution of such 
an agreement against the exors.—NI1ELD v. SMITH 
(1808), 14 Ves. 491; 33 KE. Rh. 609. 


innotations :—Apld. Pritchard v7. Ovey (1820), 1 Jac. & W. 
396. Refd. Re Locke (1823), 2 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 608. 


159. Annuity for lives—Lives not 
named.|—Specific performance of an agreement 
for the sale of an annuity 10 commence from the 
date of the agreement & to continue for three 
lives, to be named by the grantee decreed where 
the lives had not been named the delay having 
been occasioned by the grantor.—PRITCIIARD v. 
OvEY (1820), 1 Jac. & W. 396; 37 BH. R. 426. 
asain :--Mentd. Hughes v. Morris (1852), 21 L. J. Ch. 


160. .|—By agreement, a partnership 
between two svlrs. was to be dissolved, the accounts 
taken, & the continuing partner to pay an annuity 
quarterly, for three years, to the retiring partner. 
The latter died before the expiration of the third 
year, without having received any part of the 
annuity. On bill, filed within six years from his 
death, but after six years from the quarter day 
preceding it :—Held: the annuity was part of the 
agreement; & his representative was entitled to 
specific performance of the whole of the agreement, 
irrespective of the question whether he was or not 
barred by Stat. Limitations from recovering the 
annuity in a ct. of equity.—MURRAY v. PARKER 
(1850), 19 L. J. Ch. 580; 15 L. T. O. 8S. 223 14 
Jur. 664, 

161, —— - .|-—An agreement between two 
solrs. in partnership together, that one of them 
should continue to carry on the business under 
their joint names, & should be entitled to all the 
profits thercof, & should grant to the other partner 
an annuity of £300 during the life of his mother, 
& in the event of his dying in the lifetime of his 
mother should pay to his widow an annuity of £100 
during the remainder of his mother’s life, & should 
indemnify him against all liability in respect of his 
name being used, & that the partnership should 
cease on the death of the mother of the retiring 
partner :—Held : the agreement must be considered 
to mean that an annuity was to be granted by deed, 
& the retiring partner was entitled to enforce 
specific performance of such agreement.—AUBIN 
v. Hour (1855), 2 K. & J. 663; 251. J. Ch. 363 4 
W.R. 112; 69 KE. R. 696. 

162. J—Past cohabitation is a 
sufficient consideration for an agreement to grant 
an annuity, & such agreement will be enforced by 
a ct. of equity.—_KEENAN v. TLANDLEY (1864), 2 
De G. J. & Sm. 283; 10 L. 1. 800; 28 J. P. 660 ; 
10 Jur. N.S. 906; 12 W. BR. 1021; 46 BE. Xl. 384, 
L. JJ. 

163. ——- After award in arbitration.]—- 
(1) A demand for the payment of an annuity 
during the joint lives of two persons is properly 
the subject of a suit in equity. 

(2) Where A. agrees with B. to pay money to C., 





























that there Is no adequate remedy at 
ia Vv. SWIFT (1841), 31. Hq. R. 
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the agreement may be enforced by a bill in equity 
filed by B. & C. against A. R. agreed with E. Y., 
for valuable consideration, to pay an annuity to 
W. for the joint lives of W. & R. Afterwards, at 
the suggestion of I. Y., 1’. consented to allow the 
matters in question to be referred to arbn. R. 
declined to comply with the award of the 
arbitrator, & a bill was filed by HB. Y. & W. against 
It. to enforce compliance with the award, or, 
alternatively, for the specific performance of the 
previous agreement :—Held; on demurrer, a suit 
to enforce pltf.’s demand was sustainable in equity. 
—PEEL v. PEEL (1869), 17 W. R. 586. 

164. Time for performance—Whether of essence 
of contract.|—Upon a motion for a reference of 
title, where the performance of the contract is 
resisted upon other grounds, the ct. will look 
into the answer to see whether those other grounds 
are substantial or frivolous. Where the subject 
of the contract was a life annuity, & deft. insisted 
that time was of the essence of the contract a 
motion for a reference to the master upon the title 
was refused.—WITHY v. CoTTLE (1823), Turn. & R. 
78; 1Sim. & St. 174; 1L. J. 0. 8S. Ch. 117; 387 
i. R. 1024, L. C. 

Annotations :-—Refd. Wood v. Machu (1846), 5 Hare, 1538. 

Mentd. Walker v. Eustern Countios Ry. (1848), 6 Hare, 

594; Adams v. London & Blackwall Ry. (1850), 6 Ny. 


& Can. Cas. 271; lkteed v. Dom Pedro North Del Rey 
Ciold Co. (1863), 2 New Rep. 413. 


165. Construction—Contract ascertained from 
correspondence.|] —- Upon the construction of 
certain letters, aided by parol evidence :—Jfeld: 
(1) testator for valuable considcration contracted 
to grant an annuity for the lives of certain persons ; 
& upon the construction of testator’s will; (2) the 
samne annuity was charged as a ‘‘ debt’’ upon his 
real estate, in exoneration of his personalty.— 
MONEYPENNY v. MASCALL (1845), 2 Coll. 2133; 63 
K. RR. 704. 

166. ‘‘ Well & sufficiently secure ’’— 
Right to bond & covenant.]|—Whcen a party agrees 
to “well & sufficiently’? gecure an annuity & 
nothing is specified as to the security, the annuitant 
is entitled to have the bond & covenant of the 
grantor, alfhough the grantor may invest a sum 
of money in the names of trustees in the public 
securities, the interest upon which would equal the 
amount of the annuity.-—PATERNOSTER v. PATER- 
NOSTER (1846), 6 L. T. O. S. 520. 

1 Annuity to be granted by deed.}— 
AUBIN v. Hout, No. 16], ante. 

168. Expression of intention to make 
allowance.|—Re LINDREA, LINDREA v. FLETCHER, 
No. 372, posi, 

168a,. —-—- —-—--.] — SKEETE 1. 
(1895), 11 T. L. R. 491. 











SILBERBERG 


C. Covenant to Pay. 

169. Construction—Covenant controlled by re- 
cital—Liability restricted.|—By a deed of separa- 
tion, after reciting an agreement by the husband 
to allow the wife £250 out of his salary as a searcher, 
the husband covenants gencrally to pay her £250 
per annum during her life. The covenant is con- 
trolled by the recital, & dismissal from the office 
justifies non-payment of the annuity.—HE#ssB 1. 
AUBERT (1828), 3 Man. & Ry. K. B. 406. 

Annotation :—Consd. Crouch v. Crouch, [1912] 1 K. B, 378. 

170. Dividends of specified stock—Stock 
converted by Act of Parliament.|—By a marriage 
settlement, the husband covenanted to secure to 
the wife for her life, if she survived him, the 
dividends of a sum of £4,000 Navy 5 per cent. 
annuities. The husband had no stock in the Navy 
9 per cents., at the datc of the settlement, or at 
any subsequent period. By an Act of Parliament, 
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the Navy 5 per cents. were converted into New 
4 per cents., & by another Act, it was provided, that 
all obligations for the transfer of Navy 5 per cents. 
should be satisfied by a transfer of £105 in the New 
4 per cents. for every £100 in the Navy 5 per 
cents. By a subsequent Act the New 4 per cent. 
annuities were converted into New 34 per cent. 
annuities, & it was provided, that all obligations 
to transfer the New 4 per cents. should be satisfied 
by transferring an equal sum of New 3} per cents. 
The widow under her settlement is entitled only 
to a transfer of £105 in the New 34 per cents. for 
every £100 of the Navy 5 per cents. under her hus- 
band’s covenant.—MILWARD v. MILWaARD (1834), 
3My.& K.38l1; 3L.J.Ch. 141; 40 E.R. 119. 

171. Restraint on anticipation—Attached to 
covenant with married woman—Valid.J—A decd 
of separation was executed in 1894 by resp. & his 
wife, the former covenanting to pay to a trustee 
thereunder an annuity for the separate use of the 
latter without power of anticipation. Power was 
reserved to resp. to give notice to the trustee after 
the expiration of twelve months from the date of 
the deed of his intention to pay a reduced amount, 
in which case, unless all the parties agreed as to the 
amount to be thereafter paid, the covenants in the 
deed should be void & of no further effect. Before 
the expiration of twelve months notice of such 
intention was given to the wife’s solrs., & the wife 
instructed them to waive the stipulated notice to 
the trustee. In an action brought in 1904 to 
recover all arrears of annuity due under the deed 
as a still subsisting arrangement, the Supreme 
Ct. of the colony decreed the amount, holding 
that the wife’s waiver of notice to the trustee was 
in contravention of the restraint clause in the deed : 
—Hell: on the true construction of the deed the 
restraint clause applied to the annuity so long as it 
was payable, but not to the notice. Personal 
service thereof on the trustee was a mere formality 
which the wife was entitled to waive. Otherwise 
it was inequitable that she should entorce an 
obligation from which she had induced her husband 
to omit to free himself in the manner stipulated. 

If there be a personal covenant for the payment 
of an annuity to a married woman for her separate 
use, there sccins to be no reason why a restraint 
on anticipation should not be attached to the 
separate use; & when so attached, be as valid to 
all intents & purposes as it would be, if the subject 
of the separate use were income of a settled fund 
(LORD MACNAGHTEN).—MACNAGHTEN 0. PATER- 
SON, [1907] A. C. 483; 76 L. J. P. C. 945 97 
L. 7.412; 23 T. L. WR. 727, P. C. 

-——.|— Sec HusBanp & Wire, Vol. XXVILI., 
pp. 101-132. 

172. Right of covenantor—Evidence that an- 
nuitant alive.]|—The ct. has no jurisdiction under 
hk. S. C., Ord. 54, to make a declaration on an 
originating summons as to what evidence, if any, 
ought to be furnished to a person liable to pay an 
annuity to show that the annuitant is alive. 

The position of a covenantor ina deed of this 
hind is that if he is sued he must decide whether 
he will defend the action, & if he doves so, if is at 
his own risk. If the action goes on, it is for 
pltf. to prove that the event has happened which 
renders deft. liable to any claim, & it is impossible 
to prescribe which evidence can be given of that 
(COZENS-HaARDY, M.R.).—Hunr v. Hunt (1907), 
97 L. 'T. 822, C. A. 

By steward of manor to pay annuity to retiring 
rae Copyyonips, Vol. XIITI., p. 44, No. 
518. 

What amounts to performance in equity.}-—- 
See Equity, Vol. XX., p. 198, Nos. 2290-2292. 
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Sect. 2.-_Annuities:; Sub-sect.1, C., D., E., F., G. 
& H.: sub-sect. 2, A. & B.] 


What amounts to satisfaction in equity.]—Sce 
Equity, Vol. XX., p. 492, No. 2196. 

Covenant in contract for separation.|—Scr 
Hussann & Wire, Vol. XXVII., pp. 231-233, 
Nos. 2028-2045. 


D, Consideration. 

See CONTRACT, Vol. XII., pp. 172-284. 

Void or illegal contract.|—See Contracrs, Vol. 
XIT., pp. 284-303. 

Void or illegal bonds.|—Sce Bonps, Vol. VII., 
pp. 168-179. 

Consideration in contracts for separation. ]—Scc 
HusBaNnn & WIFE, Vol. XXVII., pp. 224-227. 


EL. Annuity Subject to Condition. 
_ Whether condition precedent or subsequent.]— 
Sec CONTRACT, Vol. XII., p. 426, Nos. 3422-3425. 


Ir’. Necessity for Regisiration. 
See Land Charges Act, 1925 (c. 22), ss. 1, 5, 24, 
Sched. 


G. Slamp Duties. 
Sco REVENUE, pp. 252-296, post. 


HT. Other Cases. 


173. Commencement in futuro—After death ol 
grantor..|—TEWKLEY v. CLOTIIWORKER (1630), 
litt. 245; 124 1. R. 229; sub nom. CLlorwortiuy 
® CLOTWORTIY, Het. 137; on appeal (1636), Cro. 

ar. 436, 

174, Non-disclosure of material circumstance— 
Known to grantee.|—A grant of an annuity is void, 
where a material circumstance, known to the 
grantee, was not communicated to the grantor.—- 
POPHAM 7? Brooke (1828), 5 Russ. 8; 6 1. J. 
O.S. Ch. 184; 38 E. lt. 930. 

175. Known to grantor.|—Where the grantee 
of an annuity is induced by false representations or 
improper concealment of facts on the part of the 
grantor or his agent, to become the purchaser of an 
annuity, although he may have relief at law, a ct. 
of equity has concurrent jurisdiction.—ADAMSON 
v. Evitt (1830), 2 Russ. & M. 66; 9 L. J. O. 8. Ch. 
1; 39 KK. R. 319. 

176. Equities between grantors—Grantees not 
affected—Where no notice at time of grant.]— 
HOLLIER v. Lyre, No. 771, post. 

177, Purchase by lunatic—Lunacy unknown to 
grantor.|—Unsoundness of mind will not vacate 
a contract, if it be unknown to the other contracting 
patty, & no advantage be taken of the lunatic. 
especially where the contract is executed in whole 
or in part, so that the partics cannot be restored 
to their original position. Therefore, where a 
lunatic purchased certain annuities for his life, of 
a society which at the time had no knowledge of 
his unsoundness of mind, the transaction being in 
the ordinary course of human alfairs, & fair & 
bond fide on the part of the society :—Held : after 
the death of the lunatic his personal representatives 
could not recover back the premiuins paid for the 
annuitics.—MOLTON 7. CAMROUX (1819), 4 Ixch. 
7; 18 L. J. x. 856; 138 L. I. O. 8. 805; 154 
Jd, R. 1107, Ex. Ch. 


Annotations :—Apld. Beavan vr. M‘Donnell (1851), 9 veh. 
309. Consd. Campbell 7. Hooper (1855), 8 Sm. & G. 153; 
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h. Annuity secured on_ retired 
allowance of military officer.) — An 


annuity secured & payuble out of the Ist ser. 391.—IR 


half-pay or retired allowanee of an 
artillery officer, is invalid & cannot 
be enforced in a ct. 
KELLY v. Woop (1829), 2 Irn L. Ree. 


RENTCHARGES AND ANNUITIES. 


Elliot v, Ince (1857), 7 De G. M. & G. 475; Moss v. Tribo 
(1862), 3 F. & F. 297; Imperial Loan Co. v. Stone, [1892] 
1 Q. B. 599; York Glass Co. v. Jubb (1925), 134 L. T. 36. 
Refd. Price v. Berrington (1851), 3 Mac. & G. 486 ; Jacobs 
v. Richards, Jacobs v. Porter (1854), 18 Beav. 300; 
Matthews v. Baxter (1873), L. R. 8 Exch. 132; Ze London 
Celluloid Co. (1888), 39 Ch. D. 190. ae 
.]—See, generally, Lunatics, Vol. XXXIIL, 
pp. 128 et seg. 
Mortgages by way of annuity.|—See MORTGAGE, 
Vol. XXXV., pp. 271, 272, Nos. 280, 285-291. 
Annuity by Crown.]— See ConsTITUTIONAL Law, 
Vol. X1., p. 576, Nos. 760-762. 
Annuity by infant.]—WSce Vol. 
XAVITI., p. 174, Nos. 350, 351. 
Investment of property of _ lunatic.]|—Sec 
Lunatics, Vol. XXNIIL., p. 197, Nos. 1008-1011. 





INFANTS, 


SUB-SECT, 2.—CREATION BY WILL. 
A. Simple Bequest. 

178, Until convenient to invest sum-—-Not abso- 
lute legacy.|,—Bequest, of an annuity of £200 for 
the use of A., & her children, to be paid out of the 
veneral effects until it is convenient to the exors. 
to invest £5,000 in the funds in lieu thereof for her 
& their use, & to the longest liver, subject to an 
equal division of the interest, while more than one 
alive :—Held : an annuity, not an absolute legacy. 
INNES v. MITCHELL (1801), 6 Ves. 464; 81 1. It. 
11463 affd. (1803), 9 Ves, 212, L. C. 
atnnotations :—~Apld. Blewitt v. Roberts (1841), Cr. & Ph. 

2id. Consd. Yates v. Maddan (1851), 1 Mac. & G. 532. 

Distd. Hedges 7. Harpur (1858), 3 De G. & J. 120. 

179. Right to value—Effect of forfeiture clause.| 
—(CGRATRIX v. CHAMBERS (1860), 2 Giff. 3215; 7 
Jur. N.S. 960; 66 FB. 2. 134. . 
Annotation ;—Consd. fe Sinclair, Allen v. Sinclair, Hodgkins 

v. Sinclair, [1897] 1 Ch. 921. 

180. Right to have security set apart.]|—-HARBIN 
v. MASTERMAN, No. 392, post. ; 

181. -|—In the final distribution of an 
insufficient estate the dividend on the capital 
value of an annuity bequeathed to a marricd 
woman, with restraint on anticipation, was 
ordered to be laid out in the purchase of an annuity 
for her. Before the annuity was purchased she 
died :—Held: the capital belonged to her estate. 

The right of an annuitant sui juris in the case 
where the estate is treated as insufficient is to have 
the value of the proportionate part of the annuity 
paid over in cash... . If the estate were ample 
to pay the annuity in full, that would be another 
matter. All that the annuitant would then be 
entitled to would be to have the annuity kept 
down out of the estate (NorTH, J.).—Re Ross, 
ASHTON v. Ross, [1900] 1 Ch. 162; 69 L. J. Ch. 
192; 8LL.T. 578; 48 W. R. 264. 
wtnnotation :—Apld. He Dempster, Borthwick v. Lovell, 

[1915] 1 Ch. 795. 

Right when assets insufficient.]|—Scc Part V., 
Sect. 3, sub-sect. 2, post. 

Whether annuity perpetual or for life.]— See 
Part IV., Sect. 1, sub-sect. 2, B., post. 

Construction of will.]|—See W1iLLs. 








LB. Power or Direction to Set Apart und. 


182. Failure to set apart—Annuity paid out of 
rents of real estate—Liability of executor to invest 
fund.]—Testator directed his exors. to purcnase 
suflicient stock in the £8 per cent. consols, to 


PART II. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 2.-- A. 

k. Appropriation — Annuity charged 
on several specific shares.|—JOUNSTON 
are (1878),4 V.L. hl. (ifq.) 77.— 


of equity.— 


Part I].—CREATION OF RENTCHARGES AND ANNUITIES. 


produce £20 per annum, which he directed to be 
annually divided among the poor of a parish. 
He then devised his real estates in that parish to 
A. & B., whom he also appointed exors. <A. died 
a few years after testator. The annual sum of 
£20 was paid in the manner directed by the will, 
out of the rents of the real estates, by B. during 
his life, & after his death by his devisees on the 
supposition that it was a charge on the real estates. 
These payments were continued for about twenty- 
five years, when the devisees refused to continuc 
the payment, & the exor. of B. then paid the £20 
per annum for seven years, when he declined to 
continue to pay it. Le had not received sufficient 
assets of B. to purchase the requisite amount of 
stock. Aninformation having bcen filed to compel 
the exor. of LB. to purchase the requisite amount 
of stock :—Held : he must be considered as having 
admitted assets of L., & he was decreed to purchase 
the stock, & make good the arrears of the annuity. 
-——-A.-G vu. CHAPMAN (1840), 3 Beav. 255; 10 
L. J. Ch. 90; 49 KE. Rh. 99. 

183. Misapplication of fund—Liability of execu- 
tor’s interest—Enforcement against assignee.|—- 
Testator bequeathed to A. & L., two of his three 
exors., SO much money as would purchase £6,666 
Yonsols, which stock he directed should stand in 
their joint names, upon trust to pay the dividends 
to C. for life; the capital after C.’s death, to sink 
into the residue. He then, out of the residue, 
gave several pecuniary legacies, amonyst which 
was a legacy of £5,000 to B., & bequeathed the 
surplus residue to D. Upon the death of testator, 
A. & B. purchased the Consols, pursuant to the 
directions of the will. A. afterwards died, & then 
B. sold out the stock, & applied the proceeds to 
his own use :—Held: quoad B. no appropriation 
was made of the stock, so as to separate it from 
the residue, & consequently C. & D. were entitled 
to be reimbursed rateably out of B.’s legacy of 
£5,000 the losses which they had respectively 
incurred by means of L.’s breach of trust. 

If an cxor. assigns his reversionary legacy, the 
assignee takes it subject to the equities which 
attached to the exor.; &, therefore, if the latter, 
though subsequently to the assignment, wastes 
testator’s assets, the assignee cannot receive the 
legacy till satisfaction has been made for the 
breach of trust.—Morris ». Live (1842), 1 Y. 
& OU. Ch. Cas. 8803; 11 L. J. Ch. 172; 62 E.R. 934. 
innolations :—Folld. Barnett +. Sheffield (1852), 1 De G. 

M. & G. 371. Reid. Irby v. Irby (No. 3) (1858), 25 Beav. 

632; Wilkins v. Sibley (1863), 4 Giff. 442; Re Knapman, 

Knapman v. Wreford (1881), 18 Ch. J), 300; Re Hervey, 

Short v. Parratt (1889), 61 L. U. 429; Kdgar vo. Plomley, 

[1900] A. CG. 4313; Re Jewell’s Settlint., Watts v. Public 

‘Trustee, [1919] 2 Ch. 1613; Re Pain, Gustavson c. Havi- 

Jand, [1919] 1 Ch. 38, 

184. -|-—Testator directed his 
trustees to raise a sum of money, the income of 
which would produce a clear income to £100 per 
annum, & to invest it upon govt. or real securities, 
& pay an annuity of £100 to a legatee; & he 
directed them to stand possessed of the fund so 
raised, & the securities on which it should be 
invested, but subject to, & charged with the 
annuity, on the same trusts as the residue; & 
he directed that, if the income of the trust fund 
should, from any cause or circurnstance whatever, 
prove insufficient to answer the annuity, the 
deficiency should be made good out of the residue. 
The trustees invested a sum of £3,500 on a mtge. 
at 5 per cent.; & the annuitant, who was one of 
the trustees, assigned the annuity to a purchaser, 
by a deed reciting that the £3,500 was appropriated 
to answer it. lle afterwards was permitted by 
his co-trustees to call it in, & to misapply it :— 
Held: (1) the recital in the assignment precluded 
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the purchaser of the annuity from being heard to 
say that there had not been an effectual appropria- 
tion of a fund to answer it; (2) the provision in 
the will as to the insufficiency of the fund did not 
apply to the case; (3) although the legatee of the 
annuity was only one of the trustees of the will, 
the purchaser from him could take no part of the 
assets till his defalcation was made good; (4) on 
all these grounds, the purchaser of the annuity 
had no claim upon the residue.—BARNETT v. 
SHEFFIELD (1852), 1 De G. M. & G. 371; 21]. J. 
Ch. 692; 16 Jur. 942; 42 HK. Wt. 595, L. JJ. 

185. —— Notwithstanding release.|-— 
Under a bequest of an annuity of £100 out of 
money to be invested in real or Govt. securities. 
& a gift over of the capital, the exor.’s estate held 
liable, under special circumstances, to make good 
the amount of consols which would have produced 
£100 per annum at the time of the death of the 
annuitant, notwithstanding a release then given, 
& a subsequent delay of ten years.-—-ASPLAND v. 
WatTE (1855), 20 Beav. 474; 25 TL. J. Ch. 53 5 
25 1.7.0.8. 2315 1 dur N.S. 968: 3 W. BR. 526 3 





52 Jd. R. O86. 

186. -—- Order for payment into  court.}— 
Tson ¢. Cow (1850), 15 1.2. O. S. 8255 14 Jur. 
S45. 

187. Appropriation -When discretion left to 


trustees-Whether exercised by court.|—Where 
trustees are directed to pay a certain sum to a 
person for life, & ave empowered according to their 
discretion to invest the trust funds out of which 
that sum is to arise, but decline or neglect to act, 
& the assistance of a ct. of equity is sought in order 
to carry into effect the purposes of the will, the 
ct. wil] not, as a matter of course, exercise that 
discretion, but will only act on its established & 
known rules, unless the intention of testator 
plainly appears to exclude such a mode of 
proceeding. 

Testator, after making certain specific bequests, 
proceeded as follows: “J give & bequeath to my 
trustees hereinafter named, so much of my personal 
estate & effects as, at the time of my deccase, shall 
produce the clear annual income of £1,500; & 
I direct that the same shall be selected & appropri- 
ated & set apart, as soon as may be, ctc., by my 
said trustees, in their uncontrolled discretion, upon 
trust to pay to his wife the dividends during her 
life or widowhood, & after her death or second 
marriage, the same was to become part of his 
residuary personal estate. Jle directed that it 
the annual produce so appropriated should be 
increased or reduced in amount, his wife was to 
receive the increased or reduced dividends, as the 
case might be, in licu of those before directed to be 
paid to her. The trustees were fully empowered 
at their discretion to permit the personal estate 
to continue on the same securities as at the time of 
his decease, or to sell & re-invest, as testator 
himself might do. Some of the foreign funds 
ceased to pay any dividends, & the trustees refused 
to exercise their discretion as to altering the 
investments, but submitted to act as the ct. should 
direct. 

The ct. refused to exercise the discretion vested 
in the trustees, but acting on its general rule in 
such matters, as testator had not expressed a 
different intention, directed the annuity to be 
raised by the purchase of an adequate sum in 
consols, & ordered the master to inquire, having 
regard to the interests of other parties under the 
will, what investments must be called in to effect 
this object :—Held: the decree thus made was 
correct.—-PRENDERGAST v. PRENDERGAST (1850), 
3H. L. Cas. 195; 14 Jur. 989; 10 EF. R. 75, HOS. ; 
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Sect, 2.— Annuities: Sub-sect. 2, B., C. & D. (a).) 


affg. S. C. sub nom. PRENDERGAST v. LUSHINGTON 

(1847), 5 Ware, p. 177, L. C. 

Annotations :—Apld. Re McMahon, Wells v. Tyrer (1911), 
55 Sol. Jo. 552. Consd. Re Marsh, Rhys v. Needham 
(1917), 62 Sol. Jo. 141. Apld. 2c Hollins, Hollins v. 
Hollins, [1918] 1 Ch. 503. Refd. Thornton v. Ellis (1852), 
15 Boeav. 193; Harbin v. Masterman (1895), 44 W. It. 
421. Mentd. Scawen v. Nicholson (1853), 21 L. T. O. S. 
334; Re Elmore’s Trusts (1860), 3 L. T. 359. 

188. .|—Where a trust has been 
created for the investment of sufficient money 
to produce a given income, & the trustees are 
given a discretion as to the investment thereof, 
which they decline to exercise, & then apply to the 
ct. for its direction, the ct. cannot exercise any 
discretion in the matter, but is bound to direct 
investment in Consols, as being the govt. invest- 
ment offering the most permanent security, & 
the least likely to be redcemed.—Re HOoO.Lins, 
HO.Luins v. HOLuins, [1918] 1 Ch. 503; 87 L. J. 
Ch. 326; 118 L. T. 672; 34 T. L. R. 3103; 62 
sn Jo. 408, C. A.; revsg. (1917), 87 L. J. Ch. 











Annotation :—Consd. Re Marsh, Rhys v. Needham (1917), 

62 Sol. Jo. 141. 

189. Investment—Whether restricted to 
Consols.|—PRENDERGAST v. PRENDERGAST, No. 
187, ante. 

190. -—— .|—A bequest to trustees 
of the sum of £20 per annum long annuitics, or an 
annual sum equal thereto, upon trust to pay the 
same to I. for life; &, after her decease, to pay, 
assign, transfer & make over the principal stock or 
money which should be set apart for the payment 
of the said yearly sum to E.’s children share & 
share alike. ‘T'estatrix, at the date of her will, 
& thence till her death, had £50 a year bank long 
annuities, which would terminate in 1860 :—Held : 
testatrix intended to give a perpetual annuity of 
£20, & the trustees of the will had not an option 
to make cither a permanent investment, or sct 
apart £20 a year long annuities, at their discretion ; 
but were hound to take the course which was most 
for the advantage of the children of E., by investing 
in Consols such a sum as would produce £20 a 
year, to answer the legacy.—HaGGanr v. NEATBY 
(1854), Kay, 379; 2 Eq. Rep. 176; 23 J. J. Ch. 
cane 23 LT. 0.8.49; 2 W. R. 287; 69 E. Qh. 

191. —-— |—The ct. can exercise a 
discretion as to what govt. securities ‘‘a sum to 
bring in up to £100 a year ”’ should be invested in, 
& is not. tied down to investing that sum in Consols, 
or making a calculation on the basis of an invest- 
ment in Consols. In the present case an invest- 
ment in War Loan was sanctioned.—Re Manrsu, 
Ruyys v. NEEDHAM (1917), 62 Sol. Jo. 141. 

192. .|—Re Hons, HoLuins 
v. HOLLINS, No. 188, ante. 

193. Real security—Mortgage of free- 
hold ground rents.|—Testatrix directed the exors. 
& trustees of her will to invest such a sum of money 
as, When invested, would produce the annua] sum 
of £150, & to pay the annuity to A. for life, & after 
his death to stand possessed of the capital of the 
annuity for B. absolutely ; & she appointed her 
trustees residuary devisees & legatees. The 
trustees, who had large discretionary powers of 
investment, secured a sum of £3,530 to answer the 
annuity, on a mtge. at 4} per cent. of freehold 
ground rents, which were valued at £4,300 :— 
Held: this was a sufficient security, & the trustees, 
being also residuary legates, were not compellable 
to set apart a larger sum as the capital of the 
annuity.— VICKERY v. EVANS (1863), 33 Beav. 
376 ; 3 New Rep. 286; 33 1. J. Ch. 261; 91. T. 





























RENTCHARGES AND ANNUITIES. 


at 10 Jur. N.S. 30; 12 W. f. 2387; 55 E.R. 
13. 
Effect of.]|—Sec Part IV., Sect. 2, sub- 





sect. 2. 

194. Right of annuitant—No right to value of 

annuity.]— WRIGHT v. CALLENDER, No. 424, post. 

95. -]—Testatrix by her will, after 
giving certain pecuniary legacies, bequeathed to 
her husband an annuity of one pound a week 
during his life, & directed her trustees to appro- 
priate & set apart & invest such sum of moncy as 
would when invested produce by the income 
thereof an annual sum equal to the amount of the 
annuity & to apply the income or, if necessary, the 
corpus of the fund so appropriated in payment of 
the annuity, which sum should on the dropping 
of the annuity fall into & form part of her residuary 
trust estate; & she devised & bequeathed the 
residue of her real & personal estate to her trustees 
upon trust for sale & conversion & payment of her 
debts, funeral & testamentary expenses, & legacics, 
& to invest the moneys which should remain in 
certain investments, & to hold such invest- 
ments upon certain trusts for the benefit of her 
son. The estate of testatrix was insufficient to 
pay the pecuniary legacies & to set apart a sum 
sufficient to answer the annuity to her husband in 
full. It was, however, sufficient to pay the 
pecuniary legacies, & the value of the annuity as 
at the date of her death :—Held: (1) the proper 
course for the trustees to adopt was to value the 
annuity as at the date of the death of testatrix 
according to the Govt. scale & to pay the amount 
of such valuation to the annuitant or invest it in 
the purchase of an annuity, as he should choose, 
& to pay the pecuniary legacies in full. 

(2) In the ordinary case where there is a gift of 
an annuity to an annuitant with a direction to 
set aside a fund to answer the annuity, & the 
annuity is payable out of capital as well as income 
& there is a gift over of the residue, it was decided 
in Wright v. Callender, No. 424, post, &, I think it 
is the law, that the right of the annuitant is to have 
the directions of testator carried into effect, & 
that if the estate is not sufficient to pay the annuity 
in full he is entitled to have the deficiency made up 
out of capital, but he must take the estate as it 
stands, & is not entitled to have the value of the 
annuity paid over to him (WARRINGTON, J.).— 
Re CoTrTrrRELn, BUCKLAND Vv. BEDINGFIELD, [1910] 
1 Ch. 402; 79 LL. J. Ch. 189; 102 L. 'T. 157. 
Annnations :—As to (1) Apld. Re Dempster, Borthwick v. 

Lovell, [1915] 1 Ch. 795; Ze Richardson, Richardson v. 

Richardson, [1915] 1 Ch. 353. 

196. To enforce directions of testator.|— 
Re CoTTrRELL, BUCKLAND v. BEDINGFIELD, No. 
195, ante. 

When assets deficient.|—See Part V., Sect. 
3, sub-sect. 2. 
Construction of wills.]|—Sce WILLS. 














C. Power to Purchase. 


197. What amounts to exercise of discretion— 
Payment of several sums—More than annuity & less 
than capital.|—Bequest of a share of residue to 
trustees upon trust to pay the income to C. for 
life, with a gift over of the principal, & a proviso 
that it should be lawful for the trustees, if they 
should think it desirable, to purchase with such 
share for the benefit of A., an irredeemable annuity. 
No annuity was purchased, but the acting trustee 
paid to A. various sums exceeding the income of 
the share, & amounting together to three-fourths 
of the capital :—Held: the discretionary power 
was pro tanto well exercised, & the remaindermen 
on the death of C, were only entitled to so much of 
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the share as was undisposed of.—MESSEENA v. 
CARR (1870), L. R. 9 Eq. 260; 39 L. J. Ch. 216; 
22 L.T. 33 sub nom. MASSEENA tv. CARR, 18 W. hi. 
dbo. 

198. Sale of property for purchase of annuity— 
Annuitant dying before completion.]—Testatrix 
by her will bequeathed life annuities charged 
on land &, subject to the annuities, devised the 
land to trustees on trust for sale. By a codicil 
she empowered the trustees to purchase govt. 
annuities for the annuitants, such govt. annuitics, 
if purchased, to be in place of the annuities given 
to them respectively, & directed that the purchuse- 
money should be a first charge on the proceeds of 
sale of the land, & that upon purchase of the govt. 
annuities the land should be discharged. The 
trustees proceeded to sell the land; the sale was 
completed &, pursuant to the conditions of sale, 
a sufficient sum of money was deposited in a bank 
for the purchase of the govt. annuities, but such 
annuities were not actually purchased. Once of the 
annuitants died after the contract of sale was 
entcred into, but before completion or payment of 
the purchase-money. Another annuitant had 
subsequently died :—Held: the legal personal 
representative of the annuitant who died before 
completion was not entitled to receive from the 
trustees the value of her annuity; but the legal 
personal representative of the other annuitant 
was so entitled. 

A proviso such as I find in this will expressed 
merely in derrorem, that is to say, without any gilt 
over, is not allowed to take effect (KEKEWICH, JJ.). 
-~Re MABBETT, PITMAN v. ILloLBOoRROW, [1891] 
J Ch. 707; 60 L. J. Ch. 279; 64 L. T. 447; 39 
W. ht. 537. 

199. Annuitant dying after completion.]— 
ae MABBETT, PITMAN v. LloLBORROW, No. 198, 
ante. 

Construction of will.!—Sece WILLS. 





D. Direction to Purchase or to Invest Given Sum. 
(a) Right of Annuitant. 

200. Right to value of annuity.]|—Bequest of 
£3,000 to trustees, in trust to be by them employed 
in purchasing in their names upon the life of G., 
an annuity in the Govt. Life Annuities, of the value 
of £3,000 to be paid to him every six months during 
his life. Under this clause G. is entitled to have 
the £3,000 paid to him absolutely. Testator was 
in the habit of allowing to G. who resided in Llol- 
land an annuity of 3,200 guilders, amounting to 
£300, & after the date of his will he by letter 
directed his agents there to continue the annuity 
till his exors. should have arranged his alfairs & 
he Jeft a written paper to the same effect. G. 
survived testator three years & during that time 
received the annuity of 3,200 guilders from the 
agents in LIlolland, but no govt. life annuity was 
ever purchased G., being unable to come to 
England to attend at the annuity office :—Held: 
G.’s representatives were entitled to the £3,000 
deducting the noncy paid to G. by the agents in 
Holland.— PALMER v. CrauFuRD (1819), 3 Swan. 
483; 2 Wils. Ch. 79; 36 HE. R. 945. 

Annotations :—Consd. Dawson v. Hearn (1831), 1 Russ. 

& M. 606. Distd. Re Mabbett, Pitman v. Holborrow, 


11891] 1 Ch. 707. 


Consd. Z’c Robbins, Robbins v. Legge, 
[1906] 2 Ch. 648. 
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D. (a). 


200i. Right to value of annuity.}— 
Where a testator directed his exors. to 
purchaso an irredeemable govt. annuity 
for the benefit of his adult son, payablo 
half-yearly, & declared that it was 
intended as a provision for bis son 


during life & that it should not be com- 
petent for his exors. to pay to him the 
value thereof :—He 
was entitled to require payment to 
him of a sum equivalent to the pur- 
chase money of the annuity, in licu of 
its purchase.---Re ‘THomas (1877), 
V. L. R. (Eq.) 241 —AUS. 

200 ii. ——.] — DEMPSTER’S 


Id: the annuitant 
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201. -.|—DANIELL v. DANIELL (1849), 
reported in 3 De G. & Sm. 337; 64 E.R. 505. 
Annotations :—Mentd. Yeats v. Yeats (1852), 16 Beav. 170; 

Mathews v. Foulsham (1864), 4 New Rep. 500; Re 

ksmery’s Estate, Jones v. Ratcliffe (1876), 34 Tu. ‘I’. 846; 

Newman v. Piercy (1876), 35 L. T. 461; Re Stephenson, 

Donaldson v. Bamber (1896), 66 L. J. Ch. 93. 

202. .|—Testator directed his exors. to 
purchase, in their names, an annuity from govt. 
or any public co., for B. :—Held: B. was entitled 
to have a govt. annuity purchased, &, at his 
option, to take the price in Jieu of the annuity.—- 
Forp v. BATLEY (1853), 17 Beav. 303; 23 L. J. 
Ch. 225; 51 E. R. 1051. 

Annotation :-—Distd. Re Smith, Royal Exchange Assce. v. 

Lice (1923), 1380 L. T. 185. 

203. ——— To be purchased ‘‘ as soon as con- 
venient.’’]——Rte CASTLE, NESBITT v. BAUGH, [1916] 
W. N. 195. 

Annotation :—Distd. Re Smith, Royal Exchange Assce. v. 

Lee (1923), 130 L. T. 185. 

Effect of death of annuitant.|—See Sub- 
sect. 2, 1). (b), post. 

When estate insufficient.;—See Part V., 
Sect. 3, sub-sect. 2, post. 

204. Annuity for joint lives & life of survivor— 
Order directing investment of estate—Right of 
survivor.|—Testator directed his residuary estate 
to be laid out in the purchase of an annuity for the 
joint lives of his wife & daughter, & the life of the 
survivor of them, to be paid to them in cqual 
shares during their joint lives, & on the death of 
either the whole annuity to be paid to the survivor 
for her life. The amount of annuity which the 
residuary estate was sufficient to purchase was 
ascertained, but no annuity was purchased, & by 
an order of the ct. the residuary estate was directed 
to be invested in permanent securities, & the 
income to be paid to the widow & daughter equally 
during their joint lives, & it was declared that the 
difference for the time being between the value of 
the investments, & the price at which such an 
annuity could for the time being be purchased. 
would belong during their joint lives to the widow 
& daughter in equal moicties, & that each of them 
had power to dispose by will of one moicty of so 
much of the capital as, having regard to that 
declaration, should not be required to be retained 
as the price at which such annuity could for the 
time being be purchased. One of the annuitants 
died intestate, & by her death the price at which 
an annuity for the life of the survivor could be 
purchased was much reduced :—Held: the sur- 
vivor was entitled to the whole amount set free by 
such reduction.—THRUPP » GooDRICH (1870), 
39 L. J. Ch. 656; 18 W. RR. 632, Ti. J. 

205. Amount of purchase price or capital value 
—-Price of government annuity.|—Re CASTLE, 
NeEsBITr v. BAUGH, [1916] W. N. 195. 

Annotation :—Distd. Re Smith, Royal Exchange Assee. 1. 

Lee (1923), 130 L. T. 185. 

206. —-—— Not required when discretion 
given to trustees.|—An annuitant is not entitled 
to insist on trustees abandoning a discretion given 
to them by their testator of purchasing a safe 
annuity from some public co., & purchasing a govt. 
annuity instead. The ct. will not force upon 
residuary legatees in such a case the payment of 
the larger sum required to purchase a govt. 

















v. DEMPSTER, [1921] S. C. 332.~-- 


200 iii. ——.] — BRANFORD's TRUS: 
TEES v. POWELL, [1924] S. C. 439.—- 
SCOT. 


1. Ascertainment of sum to be set 
apart. |—PATERSON v. MCMASTER (1865), 


'TRus- 11 Gr. 337.—CAN, 
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Sect. 2.—Annuities: Sub-sect. 2, D. (a) & (b), & E.] 


annuity.—Re SmiTH, RoyaL EXCHANGE ASSUR- 
ee Co. v. LEE (1923), 130 L. 'T. 185; 67 Sol. Jo. 
457. 

Bequest of annuity until convenient to invest.|— 
Sce No. 178, ante. 

Construction of will.|—See WILLS. 





(6) Effect of Death of Annuitant. 


207. Death before purchase of annuity.]-—One 
devises that his exors. shall sell his lands, & invest 
the money in purchasing an annuity for J. S., & 
gives her the residue of his personal estate ; testa- 
tor dies, & the annuitant dies three months after 
the testator; yet the administrator of the annui- 
tant shall compel a sale, & shall have the money 
arising therefrom, & also the rents & profits till 
sale.—YATES v. COMPTON (1725), as reported in 
2 P., Wms. 808 3 24. Ih. R., 743, Ju. C. 

Annotations :—Folld. Palmer v. Craufurd (1819), 3 Swan. 
482; Dawson v. Hearn (1831), 1 Russ. & M. 606. Refd. 
Bayley v. Bishop (1803), 9 Ves. 6; He Mabbett, Pitman v. 
Holborrow, (1891] 1 Ch. 707; Re Robbins, HKobbins v, 
Legge, [1906] 2 Ch. 648. Mentd. Whittaker v. Whittaker 
(1792), 4 Bro. C. C. 31. 

208. |—Legacy of stock to A. to be laid 
out in annuity for her life: A. dicd two days after 
testator & before any alteration of the stock: her 
administrator is entitled to a transfer.—BARNES Vv. 
Row Ley (1797), 3 Ves. 305; 30 E.R. 1024. 
Annotations :—Folld. Palmer 7. Craufurd (1819), 3 Swan. 

482; Dawson v, Hearn (1831), 1) liuss. & M. 606. Distd. 

Hatton v. May (1876), 3 Ch. D. 148. Refd. Bayley v. 

Bishop (1803), 9 Ves. 6; Walters v. Corpe (1851), 15 Jur. 

764; Power v. Hayne (1869), L. RR. & Hq. 862; Jee 

Mabhett, Pitrnan ». Holborrow, [1891] 1 Ch. 7075 de 

Jiobbins, Robbins «7. Legge, (1906] 2 Ch. 648. 


ried -,|—PALMER v. CRAUFURD, No. 200, 
ante. 

210. —— Annuitant consenting to postpone- 
ment of payment.]—Where testator directs a govt. 
annuity of a certain amount to be purchased for 
his wife within a given time, & the wife, at the 
request of the exors., assents to postpone the time 
of purchase, & afterwards dies before it is pur- 
chased, her personal representative will be 
entitled to the sum which would have purchased 
the annuity.— DAWSON v. LIEARN (1831), 1 Russ. & 
M. 606; 90. J. O.S. Ch. 249; 39 BF, ht. 232, L. C. 
Or ‘—Folld. Re Robbins, Robbins v. Legge, [1907] 

« 1. Oo. 


211. .|—Testator by his will directed his 
trustees out of the proceeds of sale & conversion of 
his estate, after payment of his debts, & funeral & 
testamentary expenses, to purchase in the name of 
his wife a Govt. annuity of £400 for her life. The 
wite survived testator, but died sixteen days later, 
before the will was proved or any of the debts were 
paid :—/Teld: the annuity, & the right to take its 
value in cash instead of the annual payment, 
vested in the widow on testator’s death, & there- 
fore her legal personal representatives were entitled 
to such a sum as would, at the date of testator’s 
death, have purchased the annuity.__I’e ROBBINS, 
ROBBINS v. LEGGE, [1907] 2 Ch. 8; 76 L. J. Ch. 
531; 96L. T. 755; 51 Sol. Jo. 445, C. A. 
Annotation :—F¥olld, Re Brunning, Gammon v. Dale, [1909] 

1 Ch. 276. 

212. .|—Testator bequeathed an annuity 
to his sister tor life to commence from his decease 
& to be paid by equal quarterly payments, & 
directed his exors. to provide for the annuity by 
purchasing a govt. annuity. Testator died on 
Sept. 21, 1907, & on Dec. 20, 1907, his exors. made 
the first: quarterly payment of the annuity. The 
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annuitant died on Mar. 16, 1908, before the govt. 
annuity had been purchased :—Held: her legal 
personal representative was entitled to such a sum 
as would have purchased the annuity on Dec. 20, 
1907, that being the date up to which the annuity 
had been paid, with interest on that sum from that 
date at the rate of 4 per cent. per annum.—Ke 
BRUNNING, GAMMON v. DALE, [1909] 1 Ch. 276; 
78.3. Ch. 75; 99 L. T. 918. 

213. .J—An annuitant is entitled only to 
the annuity, & not to the fund which ought to 
have been laid out in the purchase of it.—te 
STRANGE, LAMB v. Bossr Levu (1916), 60 Sol. Jo. 
G10. 

214. Annuity to be purchased after life tenancy 
—Annuitant predeceasing life tenant.]|—Devise to 
the devisor’s wife for life, & from & after her 
decease to trustees, upon trust to sell, & among 
other bequests to lay out £500 in an annuity for 
the life of his son. <A vested interest in the son, 
surviving the devisor ; but dying in the life of the 
wife: the period of enjoyment being deferred 
with reference to the circumstances of the estate, 
not of the legatce.—BAYLEY v. Bisuor (1803), 9 
Ves. 6; 32 KH. R. 501. 

Annotations :—Apld. Palmer v. Craufurd (1819), 3 Swan. 

482; Day v. Day (1853), 1 Eq. Rep. 195. Distd. Power 

v. Hayne (1869), L. R. 8 Eq. 262; Hatton v. May (1876), 

3Ch. D,.148._ Consd. Re Robbins, Robbins v, Legye, [1906] 

2 Ch. 648. Refd. Dawson v. Hearn (1831), 1 Russ. & M. 


6063; Walters v. Corpe (1851), 15 Jur. 764; Be Mabbett, 
Pitman v. Molborrow, (1891) 1 Ch. 707. 


215. |—Where testator gave all his 
residuary real & personal estate to trustees upon 
trust to pay the income to his wife tor life, &, after 
her decease, to sell the whole & stand possessed of 
the proceeds of such sale in sevenths, & as to one- 
seventh, upon trust to lay out & invest the same 
in a govt. annuity for the life of his son C. & to pay 
the same when & as it should become payable, not 
by anticipation, to him for life, for his own use ; 
but declared that if his said son should, cither 
before or after his, testator’s, death, become bpkt. 
or insolvent, or assign, or do any act to affect or 
incumber the said annuity, then il was to go over 
to his, testator’s, three sons, T., B.. & A. C. 
survived testator, but dicd in the lifetime of the 
tenant for life, without, however, having been 
bkpt. or insolvent, or assigned, or done anything 
to alfect or incumber the said annuity :—fleld: 
C. had a vested interest in the annuity, & his 
personal representatives were entitled to his one- 
seventh share of testator’s property, notwith- 
standing he died in the lifetime of the tenant for 
life.-—-Day v. DAY (1853), 1 Drew. 569; 1 Eq. 
Rep. 195; 22 L. J. Ch. 878; 28 L. T. O.S. 216; 
17 Jur. 586; ] W. R. 402; 61 BH, R. 569. 
Annotations :-—N.F, Power v. Hayne (1869), L. R. 8 Kg. 262 3 

Hatton v. May (1876), 3 Ch. D. 118; Re Draper (1888), 

571. J. Ch. 0425 de Strange, Lamb vr. Bossi Leu (1916), 

60 Sol. Jo. 640. 

216. .|—Testator directed his exors., 
after the death of his wife, to invest one-sixth of 
his residuary estate in the purchase of an annuity 
during the life of P., & to pay the annuity into the 
proper hands of P. for his support & maintenance ; 
& in case P. should anticipate, assign, charge, or 
incumber the annuity or become bkpt. or insolvent, 
testator directed that the annuity should go to the 
other residuary legatces. P. died in the lifetime 
of testator’s widow, without having assigned or 
incumbered his annuity, or become bkpt. or 
insolvent :—Held: there was an intestacy as to 
one-sixth of the residuary estate after the death of 
the widow.—PowEnk v. HAYNE (1869), L. R. 8 Eq. 
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262; sub nom. POWER v. HAYNE, BURCHELL v. 

DISNEY, 17 W. R. 783. 

Annotations :—Folld, Hatton v. May (1876), 3 Ch. D. 148; 
Re Draper (1888), 57 L. J. Ch. 942; Jee Strange, Lamb v. 
Bossi Leu (1916), 60 Sol. Jo. 640. 

217. .|—Testator, having an abso- 
lute power of disposition over a fund subject to the 
interest of a tenant for life, directed that at the 
death of the tenant for life £1,000 of the fund 
should be invested in the purchase of a life annuity 
for the benefit of D., & that in the event of in- 
solvency or alienation by D. the annuity fund 
should fall into residuc, & he gave his residuary 
estate to the aforesaid tenant for life :—ZZeld: the 
gift of the annuity fund failed, & the fund fell into 
the residue.—Re DRAPER (1888), 57 L. J. Ch. 942 ; 
58 LL. T. 942 ; 36 W. R. 783. 

Annotation : —Folld, Ie Strange, Lamb v. Bossi Leu (1916), 
60 Sol. Jo. 640. 

Construction of will.|}—Sec Wu..s. 








E. Provision against Payment of Value to 
Annuitant, 

218. Effect of restraint on anticipation.]—Tes- 
tator directed that one-third of his residuary 
estate should be invested in the purchase of an 
annuity for the life of a female, who was single at 
the date of the will & the death of testator, & this 
annuity he gave to her separate use, & inde- 
pendent of any husband she might happen to 
marry, & without power to sell or assign the same 
by anticipation :—Held: she was entitled, if she 
chose, to the fund at once, without having it laid 
out, & this option was not affected by the clause 
against anticipationm—WOODMESTON v. WALKER 
(1831), 2 Russ. & M. 197; 9 L. J. O. S. Ch. 257; 
39 H.R. 3870, L. C. 

Annotations :—Apld. Brown v. Pocock (1833), 2 Russ. & M. 
210. Cnnsd. Hatton v. May (1876), 3 Ch. D. 148. Refd. 
Knight v. Knight (1834), 6 Sim, 121; Massey v. Parker 

(1834), 2 My. & K. 1743; Malcolm v, O’Callughan (1835), 

51. J.Ch. 137; Bradley v. Hughes (1836), Donnelly, 116 ; 
Davies v. Thornycroft. (1836), 6 Sim, 420; Johnson v. 
Freeth (18386), Donnelly, 16; Stiife v. Kveritt (1836), 
61. J. Ch. 188; Scarborough 7. Borman (1810), 4 Jur. 38 : 
Tallett v. Armstrong (1840), 4 My. & Cr. 390; Re Gaffee 
(1850), 1 Mac. & G. 541; Vower v. Hayne (1869), L. RR. 8 
Eq. 262. 

219. -|—A clause against anticipation, 
annexed to a life interest in a trust fund be- 
queathed to a female infant, does not prevent her, 
after she comes of age & before marriage, from 
elfectually assigning her whole interest in the 
legacy.— BROWN v. PococK (18383), 2 Russ. & M. 
2103; Coop. temp. Brough. 70; 4 L. J. Ch. 15; 39 
“i. R. 374, L. C. 

Annotations :—Consd.Tullett v. Armstrong (1840), 4 My. & Cr. 
390. Refd. Massey v. Parkor (1834), 2 My. & K. 174; 
Bradley v. Hughes (1836), 8 Sim. 149; Fe Gatlee (1850), 
1 Mac. & G. 541. entd. Davies v. Thornycroft (1836), 
6 Sim, 420. 

220. .|-—~Bequest of Consols, in trust to 
purchase a life annuity for a lady, to be held for 
her separate use without power of anticipation; & 
in case of her illness or Incapacity, testator gave 
the trustees a discretionary power as to the applica- 
tion of the annuity, for her maintenance, support 
or otherwise for her personal benefit. The legatee 
unmarried :—Held: she was entitled to a transfer 
of the Consols.—Re BRowNe’s Win, (1859), 27 
Beav. 3245; 54 EK. ht. 127. 

221. -|—Testator directed his trustees to 
purchase out of his residuary estate from govt. an 
annuity for M., a single woman, who was not to be 
entitled to elect to receive the price or value of the 
annuity in lieu thereof, & he directed such annuity 
to be paid to her for her separate use, & that if she 
Should at any time sell, assign, incumber, or in 
anywise dispose of or anticipate such annuity, or 
any part thereof, the same should cease & be void, 
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& should sink into the residue :—Held: M. was 
was not entitled to the value of the annuity, but 
the annuity was to be purchased by the trustees, & 
held by them to pay to M. until she should do any 
act of alienation.—HATTON v. MAY (1876), 3 Ch. D. 
148; sub nom. WALTON v. MAY, 24 W. R. 754. 
Annotations :—Expld. Roper v. Roper (1876), 3 Ch. D. 714. 

Folld. Re Strange, Lamb v. Bossi Leu (1916), 60 Sol. Jo. 

ae tia Re Mabbett, Pitman rv. Holborrow, [1891] 

222. Application at discretion of trustees—For 
benefit of annujtant—Right not affected.]—Le 
Browne’s WI11, No. 220, ante. 

223. Declaration negativing right to value— 
Whether sufficient.|—Testatrix directed a govt. 
annuity to be purchased for an annuitant, & 
declared that the annuitant should not be allowed 
to accept the value of the annuity in licu thereof : 
-——-Held: this declaration was inelfectual, & the 
annuitant was entitled to receive the purchase- 
money Instead of the annuity.—STOKKES v. CHEEK 
(1860), 28 Beav. 620; 29 L. J. Ch. 922; 54 HK. R. 
501. 

Annotation :— Apld. Re Mabbett, Pitman v. 

[1891] i Ch. 707. 

224. ——.]— Testator by his will, exe- 
cuted three days before his death, directed his 
ecxors. to purchase an annuity out of a particular 
fund in the name & for the benefit of his house- 
keeper A. B., whether living in his service at the 
time of his death or not. The will contained a 
direction that the annuitant should not take the 
money instead of the annuity:—Held: the 
direction was inopcrative.—Me NUNN’s Trusts 
(1875), L. R. 19 Mg. 831; 44 L. J. Ch. 2553; 23 
W. R, 376. 

225. Accompanied by provision 
against alienation.|—Harron v. May, No. 221, 
ante. 

226. -——-— .|—Testatrix gave a sun 
of £20,000 stock to be laid out by the trustees of 
her will in the purchase of a govt. annuity in the 
name of & for the benefit of her godson for the 
term of his natural life; & directed that the 
annuitant should not be entitled to have the value 
of his annuity in licu thereof, & that if he should 
sell his annuity the same should cease & form 
part of her residuary estate. The trustees pur- 
chased an annuity in the name, & payable during 
the life, of the annuitant, & he entered into a 
contract to sell the same :—/Held: the annuitant 
was absolutely entitled to the annuity, & he could 
make a good title to it to the purchaser.—HUNT- 
FouLston v. FLURBER (1876), 3 Ch. D. 285; 24 
W. RR. 756. 
Annotation: Refd. le 

LI891) 1 Ch.'707. 


227. 


HWolborrow, 





, meaenehmeieeeat od 














Mabbett, Pitman v. Holborrow, 
Accompanied by gift over.]- 
v. ROPER, No. 545, post. 

228, ——— ——— ———-.]—-/vte MABBETT, PITMAN 
v. HOLBORROW, No. 198, ante. 

229. Provision for cessor on assignment—Gift 
over to residuary legatee.|—By a will certain pe- 
cuniary legacies were given to relations, & two 
annuities were given to two ex servants of testatrix, 
who directed that her trustees should provide for 
the annuities by setting aside & appropriating a 
portion of her estate sutficient to answer them by 
the income thereof; that until such appropriation 
the annuities should be paid out. of the residuary 
estate ; & that upon cesser of an annuity a pro- 
portion of the capital so set aside & appropriated 
should sink into & form part of her residuary 
estate. She also declared that neither annuitant 
should be allowed to have the value of the annuity 
in lieu thereof, & that if the annuitant should 
do or suffer any act or thing whereby the 
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Sect. 2.—Annuities: Sub-sect. 2, E.; sub-sect. 3. 
Part III. Sect. 1.) 
annuity should be assigned, charged, or incum- 
bered, the annuity should thenceforth cease to be 
payable. She gave her residuary estate in trust 
for other persons. The estate was sufficient to pay 
all the pecuniary legacies in full & to provide sums 
enough to purchase annuities of the amounts 
given by the will, but was not sufficient to pay the 
legacies in full & to provide the two funds sufficient 
by their income to pay the annuities in full :— 
Held : the declaration as to cesser of the annuity on 
assignment, charge or incumbrance was not repug- 
nant to the previous gift of the annuities, but 
there was a good gift over, on such an event 
happening, to the residuary legatees.—Re DEmpr- 
STER, BORTHWICK v. LOVELL, [1915] 1 Ch. 795; 
84 L. J. Ch. 597; 112 L. T. 1124. 
Construction of will.|—See WILLs. 


SUB-SECT. 3.—-CREATION BY OR UNDER STATUTE. 


230. Annuity raised under local Act—In favour 
of clerk to commissioners.j—-In case against the 
clerk of certain coms. under a local Act, the 
declaration stated, that pltf. advanced to the 
comrs. a sum of money for the purchase of an 
annuity, & that five of the comrs., by a grant made 
according to the form of the statute, did by 
virtue of the Act, grant an annuity out of the rates 
granted, & to arise by virtue of the Act, & that 
afterwards a quarterly payment of the annuity 
became Jue, & that the comrs. had in their hands 
out of the rates granted by the Ac . more than 
sufficient to pay it, & that it) became their duty to 
pay it, but that they did not :—Held: (1) a plea, 
traversing the comrs.’ duty to pay the quarterly 
payment, was bad on special demurrer ; | (2) it was 
not cause of gencral demurrer to the declaration 
that there was no averment that the moncy was 
advanced to the comrs. for the purposes of the 
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Act, or there was no averment that the comrs. had 

sufficient to pay all demands on the rates.— CANH 

y. CHAPMAN (1836), 5 Ad. & El. 647; 2 Har. & W. 

355; 1 Nev. & P. K. B. 104; 6L. J. K. B. 49; 

111 BH. R. 1310. ; 

Annotations :—Generally, Mentd. Bogg v. Pearse (1851), 
10 C. B. 534; Seymour v. Maddox (1851), 16 Q. B. 326 ; 
Addison v. Preston a (1852), 16 Jur. 643; Edwards 
v. Lowndes (1852), 1 E. & B. 81; Moffatt v. Dickson (1853), 
1c lL. R. 2943; Dent v. Basham (1854), 2 W. KR : 
Brown v. London Corpn. (1861), 7 Jur. N. 8. 729: Ik. v. 
Sno Port & Harbour Comrs. (1861), 30 L. J. 


231. —— Right to reduce annuity.|— 
By a local Act, s. 76, it is enacted that ‘‘ it shall be 
lawful for the trustces from time to time to pay & 
allow to any officer or servant of the trustees whose 
services nay, from any other causc than that of 
misconduct, be no longer required by the trustees, 
such annuity or other allowance as, having regard. 
to length of service & all the other circumstances 
of the case, may, in the judgment of the trustces, 
be reasonable & proper,” & to pay the same out of 
moneys in their hands by virtue of their special 
Acts. Under this sect. the trustees, by resolution 
not under seal, granted to their clerk upon his 
resignation of his office, an annuity of £300 a year : 
—Held: the trustees were entitled afterwards to 
reduce the amount of the annuity.— MARCHANT 0. 
LEE CONSERVANCY Boarn (1874), L. R. 9 Exch. 
60; 43 L. J. Ex. 443 801. T. 367, Wx. Ch. 
Annotation :-—Mentd. RR. v. St. George's, Southwark, Vestry 

(1887), 19 Q. B.D. 533. 

For particular purposes.|—Sec TITLES 








passim. 
For church rate.)—See McCcLESIASTICAL 
Law, Vol. X1X., p. 519, No. 3821. 

Compensation to retiring incumbent—On union 
of benefices.|—Scee ECCLESIASTICAL Law, Vol. 
XIX., p. 410, No. 2443. 

Annuities under Savings Bank Acts—Not charge- 
able under Judgments Act, 1838 (c. 110)./—Sce 
EXECUTION, Vol. XXI., p. 650, No. 2887. 

Annuities for raising money for public purposes. | 
—See REVENUE, pp. 308-312, post. 





Part Ill.—Alienation of Rentcharges and Annuities and 
Estates Charged Therewith. 


SEcT. 1.—RENTCHARGES AND ANNUITIES. 

232. Right to assign.!—HUNTINGDON’'S (PRIOR) 
CASE (1482), Y. B. 21 Edw. IV., fo. 83, pl. 88, 

233. Rentcharge out of copyholds.]— 
A rent out of a copyhold aliened by surrender & 
admittance, for a valuable consideration, good in 
equity.—SPINDLAR v. WILFORD (1686), 2 Vern, 163 
23 HK. R. 621, L. C. 

234. —— Annuity for life or years—Out of 
annuity in fee.|—If a grantee of an annuity in fee 
grants an annuity for lives or years; it is good; 
for this is an estate settled, & of continuance ; but 
a grant of the arrears of this annuity is void (per 
CoUR.).—ANON, (1568), as reported in Jenk. 236; 
145 E.R. 165. 
cau ca a »- Refd. Mirchouse rr. Reunell (1832), 8 Bing. 








235. ——- Arrears of annuity.]—Awnon, (1568), 
No. 234, ante. 


PART III. SECT. 1. 


232 i. Fight to assign. —SUMBHOOLOLL 
GIRDHURLOLL v. SURAT (COLLECTOR 
OF) (1860), 8 W. R. 505, P. C.—IND, 


m —— Annuity not raisable out 


of corpus.}—When an annuity is ono 
which, at the time of the petition, 
cannot legally be raised out of the 
corpus of the estate, the comrs. will 
not sell on the petition of the annuitant. 
—Re MORNINGTON (EarL) (1850), 15 








236, Contingent equitable interest.| 
Where one person is entitled to land in the event 
of his surviving another person, an annuity to be 
raised out of the rents & profits of such land can 
be sold under the provisions of Judgments Act, 
1864 (c. 112).—Re CoorEeR (1889), 60 L. T. 95; 
37 W. RB. 3380. 

Annotations :—Reid. Re Harrison & Bottomley, iia Ch. 


465; Woods tv. Harrison (1899), 43 Sol. Jo, 24%. entd, 
Rte Martin & Varlow (1894), 43 W. Jt. 247. 


.|—See CHOSkS IN ACTION, Vol. VIII., pp. 
433-445, 437-440, Nos. 103-109, 124-126, 147-172. 

237. Right to devise—Rentcharge pur autre vie.} 
—GAWEN v. RANTES (1600), Moore, K. B. 625; 


Cro. liz. 804; 72 EK. R. 800. 
Annotation :-- Refd. Took v. Glascock (1669), 1 Saund. 260. 


238. Who may assign—Devisees of rentcharge. | 
—Testator devised his freehold estates to trustees, 
in trust to permit his wife to receive the rents for 
her life, & after her decease upon trust to permit 











L. T. O. S. 374.— IR. 

n. Lor benefit of creditors,\— 
A will provided for the tee tan 
annuity to W. ‘‘ for the maintenance of 
herself & such of her unmarried 
daughtcrs as shall for the time boing 
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his nephew, his heirs & assigns, to hold & enjoy 
the estates & receive the rents & profits, subject 
to the payment of £20 yearly & every year for 
ever to his niece, her exors., administrators & 
assigns; & testator made chargeable his freehold 
estates with the payment of the said sum. The 
annuitant died, & her devisees contracted to sell 
the rentcharge, which was stated to have been 
given to testator’s niece, her heirs, exors., adminis- 
trators & assigns :—Held: the rentcharge might 
be legally distrained for, & the thing contracted to 
be sold was within the words of the contract, & a 
decree was made for specific performance.—RaAM- 
SAY v. THORNGATE (1849), 16 Sim. 575; 18 L. J. 
Oh. 238; 138 L. T. O. S. 633; 60 HE, Rh. 997. 

239. Commissioners for Reduction of 
National Debt.1.—The ct. has jurisdiction under 
Court of Chancery Act, !S41 (c. 5), 5. 4, to restrain 
the Comrs. for the Reduction of the National Debt 
from paying or transferring an annuity payable by 
them.—WaTTS v. WATTS (1871), 40 L. J. Ch. 388 ; 
24L. 7.1203; sub nom. Lap. Watts, 19 W. R. 400. 

240. Grant must not commence in futuro.!— 
Where a new rent is created, though for life, or in 
fee, it may in its creation be limited to take 
effect at any time in futuro, because it has no 
existence till that time comes, & so no suspension 
of any frechold. But it is otherwise, where an 
old rent is granted for life, or in fee, to commence 
in futuro, for there the grant is void because there 
is a rent: in esse, & so the freehold of that rent will 
be suspended, & therefore such grant is void; 
quod fuit concessum per curiam.—OSMERE wv. 
SHEAFE (1693), Carth. 307; 90 EK. RR. 781. 
Annotations :-—Reid. Decharms v. Horwood (1834), 4 Moo. 

& 8.400. Mentd. Stedman vr. Bates (1694), ] Ld. Raym. 

64; Wilkes ». Broadbent (1744), 1 Wils. 633; Doe d. 

Milbourne vw. Simpson (1755), 2 Wils. 22; Roo d. Wilkin- 

son v. Tranman (1757), Willes, 682; Roe d. Berkeley tv. 

York (Archbp.) (1805), 6 Hast, 86. 

241. Whether assignor bound to make out title 
of grantor.|—Qu.: whether upon the sale of an 
annuity, charged upon a real estate, the vendor 
must make out the title of the grantor to the 
estate charged.—RADCLIFFE v. WARRINGTON 
(1806), 12 Ves. 326; 33 EF. hk. 124, L. GC. 

242. Amendment of assignment—-Lands wrongly 
described.|—F ine of a rentcharge amended by sub- 
stituting lands out of which it issued, for the 
premises out of which the fine erroneously de- 
scribed it to issue.—-CARKY v. BEDINGFIELD (1315), 
6 Taunt. 276; 128 H.R. 10-41. 

243. Sale by auction—-Duty of auctioneer —~- 
Description of annuity.]}—CoVERLEY v. BURRELL, 
No. 822, post. 

244. Enforcement of contract for sale—Specific 
performance.|/—'The ct. will decree a specific per- 
formance of a contract for sale of a life annuity, 
though the annuitant be dead at the time of the 
decree. —KENNEY uv. WEXHAM (1822), 6 Madd. 
355; 56 H.R. 1126. 

Annotations :—Distd. Strickland ». Turner (1852), 7 Kxch. 


208, Refd. Counter v. Macpherson (1845), 5 Moo. P. GC. C. 
83; Coles v7. Bristowe (1868), Iu. R. 6 Eq. 149. 











245. -——.]— RAMSAY v. THORNGATE, No. 
2358, arte. 
246. Death of purchaser before completion 





—-Liability of next of kin for purchase-money.|]— 
In Apr. 1808, testator entered into a contract for 
the purchase of a rentcharge issuing out of lease- 
hold property in Mngland. Testator died in Aug. 
1898. At that time the contract had not been 
completed :—Held: the rentcharge was a chattel 





be living with her’ :—J//eld: an | o91.—N.Z. 

ussigninent by W. & her daughters 
of the annuity for the benefit of her 
creditors was valid.—Rc PHARAZYN, 
IZARD v, LLOYD (1905), 25 N. ZL. R 


0. Right to 
of price, 


avoid  sale—-lur 
adequacy of price.}—Mere inadequacy 
unless very gross, 


131 


real, & testator’s next of kin were liable under 

Real Hstate Charges Acts, to discharge the vendor’s 

lien for a rape purchase-money.—Re FRASER, 

LOWTHER v. FRASER, [1904] 1 Ch. 726; 73 L. J. Ch. 

481; 91L.T.48; 52 W.R. 516; 20T. L. R. 414; 

48 Sol. Jo. 383, C. A. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Re Joseph, Pain v. Joseph (1908), 
98 L. T. 392; Re Taylor, Dale v. Dale, [1909] W. N. 58; 
Re Whiting, Ormond v. De Launay, [1913] 2 Ch. 1; Re 
Aynsley, Kyrie v. Turner, [1914] 2 Ch. 422; Ite Wedg- 
wood, Sweet v. Cotton, [1914] 2 Ch. 245; He Smit 
Prada v. Vandroy, {1916] 1 Ch. 5233 He Florence, Lydall 
». Haderdashers’ Co. (1917),87 L.J.Ch.86; Ze Hardyman, 
Teesdale v. McClintock, [1925] Ch. 287. 


246a. From when sale effective—Interest on 
purchase-money.]—TwiG@ v. FIFIELD (1807), 13 
Ves. 517; 33 HE. R. 388, L. C. 

Alen :—Refd. te Clayton, Smith v. Clayton, [1920] 1 

e mle 

247. Recovery of purchase-money — Paid in 
ignorance of death of annuitant.|—L. who resided 
at Sidney, New South Wales, being entitled to an 
annuity for his life, assigned it, in 1847, to certain 
trustees, to dispose of it for his benefit.  Pltf. 
entered into a correspondence by Ietter with the 
trustees, upon the subject of the purchase, & from 
the various letters which passed between the 
parties, it appeared that the terms of the purchase 
were not finally determined upon & settled until 
Feb. 28, 1849. Upon Feb. 6, the annuitant died. 
The purchase-moncy was paid by pltf. in ignorance 
of the fact, & was ultimately received by the extrix. 
of deceased :—Held: as at the time of the pur- 
chase of the annuity it had ceased to exist, pltf. 
was entitled to recover back the whole of the 
purchase-money from the extrix., on the ground 
that the money had been paid without considera- 
tion.—STRICKLAND v TURNER (1852), 7 Exch. 
208; 22 L. J. Ex. 115; 155 KE. lh. 919. 

Annotations :-—-Mentd. Hastie rv. Couturier (1855), 9 Exch, 
102: Persian Lnvestment Corpn. v. Khan (1893), 37 Sol. 
Jo. 340; Huddersfield Banking Co. r. Lister, [1895] 2 Ch. 
273; Turner v. Green, [1895] 2 Ch. 205. 

248. Effect of assignment—Consideration partly 
paid by surety—Annuity not extinguished.| — 
BROWNE ¥v, LEE, No. 775, post. 

249, Priority of assignee—-As against creditor 
of grantor—Annuities charged on annuity.|—D., 
by indenture, in 1799, demised estates in Lreland., 
of which he was seised for life, to trustees for 
ninety-nine years, on trust to pay him an annuity 
of £10,000, & to apply the residue of the rents & 
profits in payment of his debts. He soon after 
received the rents to his own use, excluding a 
receiver appointed by the Ct. of Ch. in England, 
in a suit instituted against him & the trustees for 
carrying the trusts into execution. In 1819 D. 
joined his eldest son B., the tenant in tail, in 
suffering recoveries of the estates, which, by a 
deed executed by them in 182%, were limited to 
trustces, among other trusts, to pay B. two 
annuities during D.’s life, with power to D. to 
charge the estates with £217,000, & power to B. 
to charge them with £100,000. In 18382, B. 
assigned his annuities & charge to W. to secure the 
repayment of moneys advanced. In 1835, W. 
having filed a bill in Ireland against D. & B., & 
others, for enforcing these securities, some of D.’s 
creditors, under the deed of 1799, who, in a suit 
instituted there in 1828, had obtained the benefit 
of the suit pending in England, with the appoint - 
ment of a receiver over the trust estates claimed 
by their answer to W.’s bill, to be first incum- 
brancers on J).’s annuity, to the amount of the 








sufficient ground to set aside the sale 
of an annuity.—VERNER & BoyYTON t. 
WINSTANLEY (1805), 2 Sch. & Lef. 395. 

p. Notice of title of assignor - Duty 


Ko 


in- 


is not 
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Sect. 1.—Rentcharges and annuities. Sect.2. Part 
IV. Sect. 1: Sub-sect. 1, A., B., C. & D.] 


rents received by him in breach of the trusts 
of the deed of 1799; & they filed a bill against 
him for an account, in 1836:—Held: as D.’s 
creditors, in their suits, never sought to attach 
his annuity before he granted the annuities out of 
it to B., but confined their proceedings to the 
carrying of the trusts of the deed of 1799 into 
execution, B. being no party to them, was by the 
deed of 1822 a purchaser for valuable consideration, 
without notice; his two annuities were well 
charged on D.’s annuity of £10,000; & W., as 
B.’s assignee, was a prior incumbrancer on it.— 
HOULDITCH v7. WALLACE (1888), 5 CL. & Fin. 629 ; 
7 E.R. 543. H. L. 

250. Effect of alteration of amount of annuity.] 
—An annuity duly charged on freeholds was by 
deed assigned, & by that dced a further security 
was given by the grantors upon copyholds in 
consideration of an additional sum of money paid 
to the grantors & the sum payable for redemption 
was increased in amount. The assignees of the 
annuity appeared in the memorial to be trustees 
for other persons, but the trust was not disclosed 
on the deed of assignment :—Held: the deed 
of assignment, so far as it affected the copyholds 
& so far as it contained any alteration of the term 
on which the original annuity was granted was void, 
but that it was valid as an assignment of the 
original annuity.—Tipp v. LIsTER (1854), 2 De 
G. M. & G. 874; 2 Eq. Rep. 876; 23 L. T. O.S. 
ae 78 Jur. 543; 2 W. R. 406; 43 E. R. 342, 


Annotations :—Mentd. Hudson rv. Carmichael (1854), Kay, 
613; Re Dutfy’s Trust (1860), 28 Beay. 3 63 Life Assocn. 
of Scotland v. Siddal (1861), 3 De G.F.A& J. 27; Durham 
v. Crackles (1862), 1 New Rep. 165; Knoa rv. Wells (1864), 
2 Hem. & M. 674: Fe Carr’s Trusts (1878), lL. R. 12 Kg. 
609; Taunton tv. Morris (1879), 11 Ch. D. 779. 

251. Action by assignee for arrears of annuity— 
Right of grantor to set off—Sums paid prior to 
notice of assignment.|—A person entitled to an 
annuity under a deed assigned the annuity. The 
assignee filed a bill to recover some arrears of the 
annuity, deft., the covenantor, filed an affidavit 
stating that he had claims against the original 
covenantee more than the amount claimed by the 
bill :—Held: deft. had, by his affidavit, precluded 
himself from raising the point that pltf.’s demand 
was merely legal, & the pltf. was entitled to 
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proceed in equity, but deft. might sct off any sums 
bond fide advanced or paid on account of the 
annuity previous to the notice of assignment.— 
LAWRANCE v. BELL (1866), 14 W. R. 753. 

Assignment pendente lite.|—Sce Action, Vol. I., 
p. 77, No. 626. 

Sale by sheriff.])—See Extcution, Vol. XXI., p. 
480, No. 605. 

Sequestration of annuity.|—Sce EXECUTION, Vol. 
XXI., p. 598, Nos. 1833-1836. 

Attachment of annuity.|—See ExecuTIon, Vol. 
XAT., p. 6385, No. 2159. 


SECT. 2.—LAND CHARGED. 

See Land Charges Act, 1925 (c. 22), s. 10. 

252. Effect of assignment of estate charged.|— 
CORNWALLIS (VISCOUNT) v. SAVAGE & CORN- 
WALLIS (1628), 1 Rep. Ch. 6; 21 H.R. 491. 

253. Liability of purchaser — Without 
notice of charge.|—MAYNARD v. EAST GREENSTED 
(16834), Toth. 160; 21 KE. R. 154; sub nom. East- 
GREENSTED’S CASE, Duke, 64. 

254. Land converted into roadway.|— 
Certain rentcharges were admittedly charged by 
the will of W., dated in 1619, upon certain premises, 
which were subsequently acquired by the Corpn. 
of London subject to these charges, & thrown by 
them into a roadway. The corpn. subsequently 
sold property abutting on the roadway, which now 
formed the premises in question, by auction to T., 
subject to any rentcharges upon the property ; 
& the question arose whether he was liable in 
respect of the rentcharge as owner of the soil of the 
street to the centre, which must be presumed to 
have passed to him on the conveyance of the 
property abutting thereon :—Held: as to the 
presumption of the highway passing ad medium 
filum, T. was liable to pay the rentcharge, the rule 
applied to streets in towns as much as to the 
country; & the presumption was not rebutted by 
the fact that the corpn. had owned the soil beyond 
the medium filun.—Re WHITE’S CHARITIES, 
CHARITY COMRS. v. LONDON CoRPN., [1898] 1 Ch. 
659; 67 J. J. Ch. 4830; 78 L. T. 550; 46 W. R. 
479; 42 Sol. Jo. 429. 

Annotations :-- Refd. lL. & N. W. Ry. v. Westminster Corpn., 

(1902) 1 Ch. 269; London Land Tax Comps. v. C. L. Ry., 

[1913] A. C. 364. 











Part IV.—Rights as Affected by Various Forms of 
Limitation. 


SECT. 1.—COMMENCEMENT AND DURATION OF 
RENTCHARGES AND ANNUITIES. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—RENTCHANRGES. 

A. Rentcharge without Words of Limitation. 

255. Grant by owner in fee simple—Life estate.] 
—~-(1) The law will always have a regard to the 
estate of the grantor, so that such a general grant 
shall not be of longer continuance than the estate 
of the grantor. As if one be scised of land in fee, 


of purchaser to inguire.J-—- Roppy vv. charged — Liability 


WILLIAMS (1845), 3 Jo. & Lat. 1.—IR. 


PART III. SECT. 2. 
q. [ffect of assignment of estate 


Where Jands are devised subject to the 
payment of annuities, such lands will 
be charged in the hands of a purchaser, 
but not. where there is also a charge of 
dcebts.-- MCMILLAN v. MCMILLAN (1874), 


& grants a rent to another out of this land, without 
expressing any certain estate, the grantee shall 
have this for his life (DODDERIDGE, J.). 

(2) & so if tenant in tail grant a rentcharge out 
of his land, without expressing what estate, the 
grantee shall have this for his life, but yet with this 
limitation, to be determined by the death of tenant 
in tail (DODDERIDGE, J.). 

(3) If the King by his letters patents grants a 
rent unto another, without limitation of any estate, 


21 Gr. 594.—CAN, 


PART IV. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 1.—A,. 

2551. Grant by owner in fee simple— 
Life estate.J—He GILLMAN’s EsTate 
(1875), 10 1. R. Iq. 92.—IR. 


of  purchaser.j— 


Part TV.—Ricurts 


this shall be but at will where it is in the King’s 
case, for this shall be taken most beneficial for the 
King (DODDERIDGE, J.). 

(4) If lessee for years grants such a rent, not 
limiting any estate, the grantee here shall not have 
any frechold, because this is derived out of a 
chattel, but he shall have this for so many years as 
the other hath in the land, if the grantee so long 
shall live (DODDERIDGE, J .).—CGouGH v. LIOWARDE 
(1615), 3 Bulst. 121; 81 E.R. 104. 

Annotation :~ Generally, Refd. Doe d. Payne vr. Plyer (1849), 

14Q. LB. 512, 


256. Grant by tenant in tail— Life estate.] — 
GouGH v. HOWARDE, No. 255, arate. 

257. Grant by lessee for years—Chattel interest 
—Until either estate determines.|—GouGH ov. 
TIOWARDE, No. 255, ante. 

258. Grant by Crown— Estate 
CGouacn v. HOWARDE, No. 255, ante. 

259. Effect of Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), s. 28.]— 
Above sect. applics to the devise of an existing 
estate or interest, & not to an estate or interest 
which testator, by his will, creates de novo; & 
therefore a gift by will since the statute, of an 
annuity to A., without words of limitation, but 
which was by the will charged upon real estate, is 
not a devise of a perpetual annuity or rentcharge, 
& is a gift of an annuity for life only, as it would 
have been before the statute.—NICHOLS v. LIAWKES 
(1858), 10 Llare, 312; 22 Tu. J. Ch. 2553; 20 
L. T. O. S. 257; 1 W. R. 124; 68 FB. R. 958 

Construction of wills.| -—See WILLS, 


at will.|] — 


B. Rentcharge granted by Lessee for Years. 


260. Grant for life—-Chattel interest — Until 
either estate determined.|—StT. AuULY’s CASE, No. 
A80, posi. 





261. —--- ~———.|—ButrT’s CasE, No. 6, 
ante. 
262. ——- ——..|—SAFFERY v. ELGOOD, No. 482, 


st. 

263. Grant to stranger—Effect of surrender of 
ssec for years grants a rentcharge 
to a stranger, & after surrenders his term to the 
lessor, the stranger shall have the rent during the 
term.—DAVENrORT’S CASE (1610), 8 Co. Rep. 





144 b; 77 E.R. 698. 
“Annotations :—Refd. Doe d. Beadon v. ie REC SIS), nets & aE 
116; Piggott v. Stratton (1859), De G I 


Harding v. Preece (1882), 9 Q. ‘3. 1). “981.” Menta’ 
Comendam’s Case, Woodley v. Exeter (Bp.) & Mannering 
(1624), Win, 943; Fisher », Wigg (1700), L Ld. Raym. 


622; David v. Sabin, [1893] 1 Ch. 623. 
Grant pur autre vie.|—Sce Nos. 265, 266, pos?. 


Grant without words of limitation.}|—See No. 25 09, 
Construction of wills.]|—Sce Wins. 

C. Rentcharge pur autre vie. 
264, Grantee predeceasing cestui que vie— 


Right of personal representative—Whether ad- 

ministrator entitled.|—If a rent be granted to A. 

his exors., & assigns, during the life of B.,& A. 

dies intestate before erstui que vie, it must deter- 

mine; for his administrator cannot claim it, 

either as assignce or as occupant.—SALTER v. 

BUTLER (1602), Cro. Eliz. 901 ; Moore, kK. B. 664 ; 

Yelv. 10; 78 I. KR. 1124. 

Annotations :—Consd. Holden v. Smallbrooke (1668), Vaugh. 
187; Kendal v. Micfeild (1710), Barn. Ch. 46; Hassell 
d, Hodgson v. Gowthwaite (1744), Willes, 500. Refd. 
Savery v. Dyer (1752), Amb. 139; Bearpark v. Hutchinson 


(1830), 7 Bing. 178. Mentd. Scattergood v. Edge (1699), 
12 Mod. Rep. 278. 


AS AFFECTED BY Various Forms or LIMITATION. 
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265. ——- ——— Executor—Rentcharge payable 
out of leaseholds.|—-A. devises to B. rent out of a 
lease for years determinable on lives, to be paid 
half-yearly, if the cestui que vies lived so long. B. 
dics during their lifetime. Decreed the rent was 
not determined, but should be paid to the exors. 
of B. during the term.—GIFFORD v. CGOLDSEY 
(1687), 2 Vern. 35; 23 EK. R. 632, L. C. 

Annotation :—Consd. Savery a. Dyer (752 ) Amb, 139. 

266. ——__ ———- —— ——.]—-A. devises a 
college lease for twenty-one years to wife for life, 
remainder to his son, she paying £10 per annum 
to his son during her life; the son dies in the life 
of his mother; the rent continues during the life 
of the wife, & shall go to the exor. of the son, & 
the wife is compellable to pay her proportion for 
a renewal of the lease.—Lock v. Lock (1710), 2 
Vern. 666; 23 1. R. 1035. 














267. ——— ——.]—SAVERY v. DyeEn, No. 
41, ante. 
268. .|—A rentcharge pur autre 


vie, if grantee dies living cestui que vie, goes to 
grantee’s ecxor., though not named in the grant.— 
BEARPARK v. ITUTCHINSON (1830), 7 Bing. 178; 4 
Moo. & P. 848; 9L.J.O.8S.C.P.1; 131 E.R. 69. 

269. ——- Descent to heir — Limitation to 
grantee & his heirs.|—WILKINS v. PERRAT (1609), 
Moore, K. B. 876; 72 FE. it. 967. 

270. |—A rentcharge granted 
to aman & his heirs during his life & the lives of 
three others, is good. & it shall descend to the heir 
as occupant.—HowLEs v. POoRE (1611), Cro. Jac. 
282; 1 Bulst. 135; 79 I. WR. 212. 
Annotation :—Mentd. (travenor v. Woodhouse 

Bing. 71. 

Construction of wills.]—Ser WILLS. 











(1824), 2 


D. Other Cases. 

271. Grant by one coparcener in tail to other— 
Rentcharge in tail.|—If a rent is granted to one 
until he has received £20 of it, & the rent is 20s. 
per annum the grantee has not an estate for life, 
but only for twenty years, because it is certain that 
he will receive the money in that time. So if a 
rent is granted to one until S. is of full age, he has 
but an estate for years. But if land of the value 
of 20s. per annum is given to one until he has 
received £20 of the issues of it, & livery is made, 
there he has an estate for life.— ANON. (undated), 
Plowd. Queries, 43, pl. 233; 75 KH. R. 919. 

272. Rent until third party of age—Estate for 
years.|— ANON. (undated), No. 271, ante. 

273. Rent until specified sum reached—No life 
estat re are 
two coparceners of land in tail, & one of them 
grants a rent to the other for equality of partition, 
this rent is in tail, & of the same condition as the 
first is. —ANON. (undated), Plowd. Queries, 50, 
pl. 2738; 75 E.R. 928. 

.tnnotations :---Mentd. een " 

Corbct’s Cuse (1599), 2 And. 

274. Renewal aiter cesser—Rent de novo—Dis- 
tinguished from rent in_ esse.J—A_ rentcharge 
created de novo may cease & revive, but not a rent 
in esse.—ANON. (1527), Jenk. 199; 145 KL. R. 1338. 

275. Rent on death of grantor without issue 
Effect of death with issue—When issue die without 
issue.]|—-A. granted oa B. a rentcharge out of his 
lands to begin when S. died without issue of his 
body. S. dies having i issue, which issue dies with- 
out issue :—Held: the grant shall not take etfect, 
for S. at the time of his death had issue, & there- 
fore from thence the grant shall not begin, & if 





Pia (1o94), 1 And. 309; 
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24.—IJR, 
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Sect. 1.—Commencement and duration of rentcharges 
and annuities: Sub-sect. 1, D.; sub-sect. 2, 
A. (a) do (b), & B. (a).] 

not then, then not at all.— ANON. (1577), 4 Leon. 

33; 741 iE. R. 710. 

276. -——,]—A. granted to B. a 
rentcharge out of his lands to begin when J. died 
without issue of his body. J. died having issue, 
which issue died without issuc. 

The grant shall not take effect, for J. at the time 
of his death had issue (DyER, J.).—ANON. (1581), 
3 Leon. 103; 4 Leon. 232; 74 KE. R. 568. 

277. Grant by tenant in tail—Rent in esse—In 
fee—Distinguished from rent de novo.]—Dis- 
tinction between a grant in fee by tenant in tail 
of a rent. in esse. & such a grant of a rent de novo, 
which is absolutely determined by his death.— 
CASE OF FINEs (1602), 3 Co. Rep. Sta; 76 E.R. 
S24. 

Annotations :-—Refd, Hankey v. Martin (1883), 49 L. T. 560. 
Mentd. stone v. Newman (1630), Cro. Car. 427 ; 
(1641), Mareh, 105; ‘Took ¢. Glascock (1669), 1 Saund. 
260; Hunt ve. Burne (1702), 1 Com, 124; Machell v. Clerk 
(1702), 1 Com. 119: Doe d. Brune rv. Martyn (1828), 2 
Man. & Ry. kK, B. 485; Doe d. Thomas tr. Jones (1831), 
1 Tyr. 506; Crange rv. Tiving (1883), O’Bridg. 107. 

278. Grant to husband & wife as joint tenants— 
Death of husband—Right of wife to arrears.|— 
CAREW «. BINGEN (1624), Benl. 140; 73 EK. kK. 
1010. 

279. Rentcharge limited after estate tail— 
Barred by disentail—-Not preserved by term created 
by tenant in tail.]—I*cotiment to the use of B. in 
tail, remainder to C. in tail, etc., provided that on 
failure of B.’s estate tail, D. shall have a rent out 
of the land; B. creates a term of one thousand 
years, & after levying a fine suffer ng a recovery, 
dies without issue :—Held: the rent was barred 
by the recovery & was not preserved during the 
term.—BENSON v. Hupson (1674), Freem. k. B. 
3623 1 Mod. Rep. 108; T. Raym. 236; 3 Keb. 
274, 287, 2923 2 Lev. 28; 89 E. R. 269. 
Annotations :—Refd. Page «. Hayward (1704), 2 Salk. 570; 

Martin d. Tregonwell v. Strachun (1744), Wrilles, 444. 

Mentd. Ratcliffe’s Case (1719), 1 Stra. 267. 

280. Rentcharge subject to determination on 
insolvency.|—An annuity charged on land was 
made payable to a trustee upon trust to pay the 
same to H. during his life, *‘ unless or until he 
became an insolvent debtor within some Act of 
Parliament then in force, or thereafter to be in 
force, for the relief of insolvent debtors in England 
or Ireland.”” In Mar. 1857, H. was imprisoned 
for debt, & on Mar. 13 the usual vesting order in 
insolvency was obtained :—-Held;: the right of 
H. to receive the annuity ceased from the date of 
the vesting order.—HOWARD v. HOWARD (1858), 
32 L. T.O.8. 120; 4 Jur. N.S.1270; 7W.R. 41. 

281. Rentcharge on reversion— Charged under 
power——-Payment not postponed during life tenancy.| 
—Settlor conveyed freehold property to trustecs, 
upon trust for himself for life ; then upon trust for 
his widow for life; & after the death of the sur- 
vivor of himself & his wife, as he should by will 
appoint; & subject thereto upon trust for his 
widow absolutely. The deed contained powers 
for the trustees during the lives of the tenants for 
life of the freeholds to lease & exchange them. 
Settlor, by his will, exercised the power of appoint- 
ment, & bequeathed an annuity of £100 per annum 
to pltf. to be raised out of his freehold property. 
Testator died, leaving his widow surviving :— 
Held: the payment of the annuity was not to be 
postponed till the death of the tenant for life of 








PART IV. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 2.-— 
A. (a). 


282i. From testator’s death. }—Bequest 


of a weckly sum, the first 
payable to the legatee at the end of a 
week from testator’s death.—ByRNE 
v. HEALY (1828), 2 Mol, 94.—IR. 
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the property, upon the reversionary interest in 
which it was charged; but was immediately 
raisable out of such interest.—PETTINGER U. 
AMBLER (1865), 384 Beav. 542; 55 E. BR. 744; 
sub nom. Perrinckr v. BuNN, 12 L. T. 1838. 
Annotation :—Consd. Re Tucker, Tucker v. Tucker, [1893] 

2 Ch. 323. 

Rentcharge by way of jointure.]|—Sce SETTLE- 
MENTS. 

Rentcharge by way of mortgage.]|—See Monr- 
GAGE, Vol. XXXV., pp. 271, 272, Nos. 285-291. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—ANNUITIES. 
A. Commencement. 
(a) Creation by Will. 

282. From testator’s death.]—The distinction 
between an annuity & a legacy is that the former 
commences from the death & the first payment is 
due atthe end of the year. Alegacy generally does 
not begin to carry interest till the end of the year. 

If an annuity is given, the first payment is paid 
at the end of the year from the death: but if a 
legacy is given for lite, with remainder over, no 
interest is due till the end of two years. It is 
only interest of the legacy; & till the legacy is 
payable, there is no fund to produce interest. I 
remember, when it was not clear in the casc of the 
annuity ; though it is so now certainly (LORD 
ELDON, C.).—GIBSON v. Bott (1802), 7 Ves. 893 
32 E. R. 37, Iu. C. 

Annotations :— Consd. Re Robbins, Robbins v. Legge, [1906] 
2Ch. 648. Refd. Douglas v. Congreve (1836), 1 Keen, 410 ; 
Taylort. Clark (1841), 1 Hare, 161; Caldecott v. Caldecott 
(1842), 1 ¥.& (©. Ch. Cas. $12; Morgan v. Morgan (1851), 
14 Beav. 72. Mentd. Angerstein 7. Martin (1823), Turn. 
& R. 232; Mills v. Mills (1835), 7 Sim. 5015; Meyer v. 
Simonsen (1852), 5 De G. & Sm. 723; Thursby 7. Thursby 
(1875), L. Wt. 19 Eq. 395; Re Woods, Gabellini v. Woods, 
11904) 2 Ch. 4. 

283. ~J}—Where an annuity is given by 
will with a direction that it shall be paid monthly, 
the first payment is to be made at the end of a 
month after testator’s death—IJLovGHTon — v. 
FRANKLIN (1823), 1 Sim. & St. 890; 1 4. J. 
O. 8S. Ch. 281; 57 1. R. 156. 

Annotation :—Consd. Re Robbins, Robbius ve. Legge, {1906] 
2Ch. 648. 

284. J|—Testator charged his estate with 
payment of his debts & of an annuity to his wife 
in lieu of dower. The real estates having been 
sold to pay the debts, & the income of the remain- 
ing proceeds being insufficient to pay the annuity : 
—Held: the annuity being wholly in arrear the 
arrears were to be computed from tcstator’s death. 
-——STAMPER v. PICKERING (1838), 9 Sim. 1763 59 
HK. R. 325. 

Af eon :—Refd. Forbes v. Richardson (1853), 11 Hare, 
oUt. 


285. .|—Testator gave an annuity for life, 
& an annuity for twenty-one years from his death, 
both payable by four cqual quarterly payments 
on the usual quarter days :—WHeld: a proportional 
part only of cach annuity was payable on the first 
quarter day after his deceasc. 

The true construction is that they all com- 
menced from testator’s death (STUART, V.-C.).— 
WILLIAMS v. WILSON (1865), 5 New Rep. 267. 




















286. o|—-PETTINGER v. AMBLER, No. 281, 
ante. 

287. j|—Re RoBBins, ROBBINS v. LEGGE, 
No. 211, ante. 

288. Unless contrary direction in will.]— 





A. devised to trustees to pay debts & then to hold 


ayment is 288 i. ——— Unless contrary direction 
nm wil.J—INGHAM UY DALY (1882), ¥ 


L. H. Ir. 484.—IR. 


Part IV.—-Riguts AS AFFECTED BY VARIOUS ForMs oF LIMITATION. 


till his son should attain twenty-one, then to the 
son, he paying the father of testator £10 per 
quarter. The annuity does not commence till the 
estate of the son comes in esse.—TURNER 2. 
PROBYN (1792), 1 Anst. 66; 145 E. R. 802. 

289. .|—Qu.: where annuities are 
given out of a residue, & no time of payment is 
directed by the will, do the annuities commence 
before the end of one year from testator’s death ? 
Where the time of payment is fixed by the will, as 
in this case, the first quarter day after testator’s 
death the payment must be as directed.—STORER 
v. PRESTAUE (1818), 3 Madd. 167; 56 E. R. 472. 

290. -|—Where testator gives an 
annuity to A. for life, & directs the first payment 
to be made within one month from his, testator’s 
death, the annuity commences from the death of 
testator; & though the first year’s payment is to 
be made at the appointed time, the payment for 
the second year does not become due till the end 
of the year.—IRVIN v. IRONMONGER (1831), 2 Russ. 
& M. 531; 39 E. R. 496. 


Annotation :—Mentd. Middleton v. Middleton (1852), 15 
Boav. 450. 














(b) Creation by Deed. 

Time from which deed operates.|——See DEEDs, 
Vol. XVII., pp. 228-229, Nos. 426-436. 

291. From execution of deed.|—The deed which 
created this annuity was executed in 1718, by 
which an appointment was made of an estate under 
a power by a wife in favour of her husband; & it 
is an appointment of a legal estate, & not of a 
trust, as has been argued; for she appoints the 
trustees who stood seised to her use to stand seised 
to the use of her husband in fee, which is a con- 
veyance of the legal estate; & she by the same 
deed has made this estate liable to these annuities ; 
as to the commencement of which it seems to be 
her intent that they should not commence till after 
her death ; for it seems an extraordinary thing, 
that she who has land at present in her hands, 
without any charge upon it, should make it liable 
to annuities to her relations immediately, when her 
husband & she might have children ; but whatever 
her intent was, as she has not expressed when they 
shall begin, the law will raise a commencement for 
her, viz. from the execution of the deed. As to its 
being argued, that these annuities are to he paid 
three years after her death, those words in the 
appointment are so relative as to be applicable 
only to the gross sums in charity. . . . The present. 
demand is either a rentcharge or a rent seck, & 
more naturally a rent seck, as there is no power 
of distress annexed to it, & it is not an annuity, for 
it is issuing out of land, & nobody’s person charged 
(LORD HARDWICKE, O.).—WESTON v. BOWES 
(1742), 9 Mod. Rep. 309; 88 E. R. 472, L. C. 


B. Duration. 
(a) Whether for Life or Perpetual. 

292. General rule—Life annuity.]—Savrery v. 
Dyer, No. 41, avite. 

293. .]|—Testator directed the invest- 
ment of his property in the funds, & bequeathed 
to A. £50 per year for her & her three children ; 
&, after her decease, the money to be paid to 
each of them, as they attain the age of twenty- 
one; but, if either of them died, to be paid 








PART IV. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 2.-- 
B. (a). 


2921. General rule—Life annuity. |— 
BENWELL v. CLANCY (1837), 2 Jo. Ex. 
ir. 338.—IR. 


292 ii. J FORSTER’S ‘ 
ESTATE (1889), 23 L. KR. Ir. 269.—IR. 


—— ——.]— Re 


t. Limitation to children. |—STEVELLY 


b. ——.]—- COURTENAY v. GALLAGHER 
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to the survivors :—Held:; this gave not a life 
annuity, but such a sum in the funds as would 
produce £50 a year. 

Where there is a simple bequest of an annuity, 
it implies no more than a gift for life, unless there 
is something else in the will to enlarge the gift.— 
POTTER v. BAKER (1851), 13 Beav. 273; 21 L. J. 
Ch. 11; 15 Jur. 1068; 51 E. R. 1053; sub nom. 
PoTreR v. BAKER, BALLARD v. WALLIS, 18 L. T. 
O.S. 115, L. JJ. 

Annotations :—Refd. Nicholls v. Hawkes (1853), 22 L. J. Ch. 

255; Mansergh v. Campbell (1858), 3 De G. & J. 232. 

294. .|}—Testator, by his will, 
gave an annuity in the following terms: I give 
devise & bequeath unto my son E. one clear 
annuity of £100 per annum, for & during his natural 
life, & should he die, a child him surviving, I 
continue the same annuity for such child’s use & 
benefit, to be paid to his or her mother; & after 
inaking other bequests of legacies & annuities, he 
devised & bequeathed the residue of his estate real 
& personal or mixed on trust to keep up his planta- 
tions in the West Indies, in the next place to pay 
satisfy & discharge the several legacies & annuities 
before given & to apply the residue for the benefit 
of his wife & his other children :—Held: (1) the 
daughter of E. was, on the death of her father, 
entitled not to a perpetual annuity but to an 
annuity during her life only ; (2) the direction to 
pay the annuity to the mother did not show that 
the annuity was to be confined to the minority of 
the child of E. a. 

The general rule is, that where an annuity is 
given to a person by will, the will also creating the 
annuity, the annuitant takes it for life only. 

On the principle of antecedent improbability 
adverted to by LorD COTTENHAM in Blewitt v. 
Roberts, No. 305, post, the rule is that an annuity 
given indefinitely is an annuity for life only, & an 
annuitant claiming a perpetual annuity must 
establish an exception in his favour (LORD TRURO, 
C.).— YATES 7. MADDAN (1851). 3 Mac. & G. 532 ; 
217. J. Ch. 24; 16 Jur. 45; 42 E.R. 365, L. C. 
Annotations :—As to (1) Apld. Potter v. Baker oxy 15 


Beav. 489. Folld, Re Grove's Trusts (1859), 1 Giff. 74. 
Refd. Becees v. Harpur, Hedges v. Blick (1858), 3 De G. 
& J. 129. 











295. —— J—C., by his will, directed his 
trustees, out of the produce of his estate, to pay 
the clear yearly sum of £180 to A., & the clear 
yearly sum of £180 to D., daughter of A., during 
the life of A.; &, after her death, to pay £20 in 
addition to the £180 to D. :—Held: the gift to A. 
was a life annuity only.— BAYNES v. RIDGE (1853), 
1 KFq. Rep. 157; 22 L. T. 0.8. 76. 

296. .J—(1) An annuity to A. & the 
heirs of his body since Statute De Donis, 1285 
(c. 1), docs not create an estate tail, an annuity 
not being expressed by the word tenement. 

(2) A gift of an annuity out of personalty without 
words indicating its nature, may give an absolute 
interest, unless there is an intention to the contrary. 

(3) An annuity without words of direction or 
termination is a life annuity, & a direction to invest 
does not alter it. 

(4) A gift of a portion of dividends stands on a 
different footing from a money gift of an annuity 
simpliciter, being a gift of an aliquot part of a 
capital fund. 

Testator gives a particular sum of annual 











(1856), 51. Ch. 2. 154, 356. —IR. 


ra STEVELLY (1854), 7 Ir. Jur. 145.— ia, (roe BARDEN v MEAGHER 
s o2 (1467), 1 I. R. Eq. 246.—IR. 
a. —— Effect of codicil. -~WARREN = ; 
vy. Wriant (1861), 12 I. Ch. R. 401.— d. ——./—-Warp v. Warn, [1903] 
R YG 211.—IR. 
——.)—. Walsh, KENT v, 
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Sect. 1.—Commencement and duration of rentcharges 
and annuities: Sub-sect. 2, B. (a).] 


dividends in trust to pay to three persons an 
annuity of £20 cach during their lives, & he directs 
that the remainder of dividends should be paid to 
A. during his life, & as & when the three persons 
first named should depart this life, the three 
several annuities of £20 each should devolve & be 
paid to A. & two other persons; the eldest taking 
the first of annuities that should fall, & the other 
in like manner by seniority, & after the death of 
the survivor of them, A. & the two persons last 
named, then over:—Held: each annuity con- 
tinued until the death of the survivor of the three 
last named persons.—BIGNOLD v. GILES (1859), 4 
Drew. 343; 28 L. J. Ch. 358; 32 L. T. O. S. 308 ; 
5 Jur. N.S. 843; 7W.R. 195; 62 KH. R. 1338. 











297, ——.]—Re GRovE’s Trusts, No. 
441, post. 
298. .|}— Testator devised & be- 


queathed all his property of every description to 
trustees for the following uses, intents, & purposes, 
viz., he left the sum of £56 per annum to be paid 
quarterly to his wife, H. He gave to A. the sum 
of £50 during her life. He left £800 per annum out 
of the proceeds of an East Indian estate, to be 
appropriated by his trustees to the maintenance 
& education of the cight children of his daughter, 
I., wife of C., provided the children should take 
his name, under forfeiture of the £800 per annum, 
should they decline to do so. If there should be 
an increased profit to £800 per annum, testator 
bequeathed the same as therein mentioned. If 
any of the children should dic, their mother should 
have thé benefit of deceased child or children’s 
share or shares. ‘The trustees sho..ld have the 
power, should any one of the children get into 
debt, to forfcit his share, & divide it with the other 
children. The trustees should have power to sell 
the East Indian estate, should the profits of the 
working not be sufficient to pay the annuities to 
the children; the proceeds of the sale to be 
invested in certain bonds, in the names of the said 
trustees for the benefit of the children. Should 
the profits not reach £800 annually from the work- 
ing or sale of the estate, then the trustees should 
charge the residue of testator’s property to make 
up the said annual sum of £800. Should the sale 
realise more than enough, when invested, to pay 
the sums, the extra proceeds should be invested 
in the aforesaid bonds for the benefit of I., but the 
sum to be paid to her from the said investment 
should not exceed £500 annually :—Held: the 
annuity to testator’s widow was for life only ;_ but 
the annuities to the children of I. were perpetual.— 
Hicks v. Itoss (1872), J. It. 14 Eq. 141; 41 
L. J. Ch. 677; 20 L. T. 470. 

299. ——.] — Testatrix bequeathed an 
annuity payable out of the rental of certain 
hereditaments to her sister C. for life, with re- 
mainder for life to certain persons, & on their 
deaths testatrix directed her exors. to pay the 
annuity out of the said rental to the surviving 
children of B. :—Held: the children of B. took the 
annuity for their lives only. 

As a general rule there can be no doubt that the 
gift of an annuity to A. is a gift of the annuity 
during the life of A. & nothing more. ... There are 
cases in which the ct. has come to the conclusion 
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that the gift is not really that of an annuity, but 
the gift to a person of the income arising from a 
particular fund without limit, & there the ct. holds 
that the unlimited gift of the income is a gift of 
the corpus from which the income arises... . It 
seems to me impossible to say that this is an 
appropriation of the fund unless I am prepared to 
hold that every charge of an annuity on any 
property & every gift of an annuity & of any 
property is an appropriation of the fund to meet 
the annuity so as to be a gift of the fund (Fry, J.). 
—BLIGHT v. HARTNOLL (1881), 19 Ch. D. 294 ; 
51 L. J. Ch. 162; sub nom. Re Buiaut, BLIGHT v. 
HARTNOLL, 45 L. T. 524; 30 W. R. 518. 

Annotations :—Consd. Ie Morgan, Morgan v. Morgan, [1893] 

3 Ch. 222. Refd. 2e Evans, Thomas v. Thomas (1908), 77 

L. J. Ch. 583 ; Townsend v. Ascroft, [1917] 2 Ch. 14. 

300. -.|—Testator directed his trustees 
to appropriate & invest, in their own names, 
a sufficient portion of his estate to pay certain 
annuities, one of which was of £500 a year. Upon 
the question whether such annuity was per- 
petual or for life:—Held: as testator had not 
specified any particular portion of his property 
to be taken for the purpose of answering annuities, 
the annuity in qucstion was for the life of the 
party only. 

A gift of an annuity to A. B. is a gift during the 
life of the party & nothing more. If in the gift a 
certain property is pointed out to ensure the 
annuity, that is a gift of the thing indicated 
(Bacon, V.-C.).—Re TABER, ARNOLD v. KAYESS 
ee 51 L. J. Ch. 721; 46 L. T. 805; 30 W. R. 

g: 


a —— ——.]—Re DOANE (1893), 10 T. L. R. 
302. -|—Bequest of an annuity of 
£150 a year to be secured to C. held to be an 
annuity for life only.—Re STRATHEDEN & CAMP- 
BELL (LORD), COOPER v. STRATHEDEN & CAMPBELL 
(Lorp) (1893), 9 T. L. R. 4553; 387 Sol. Jo. 495. 

303. -|—Although an annuity primd 
facie is given for the life of the annuitant, if 
another term for payment is pointed out that 
term is not inserted by way of restriction to the 
period of the annuitant’s life, but is in substitution 
for that period. 

Where the only interest that testator gave to 
his wife was restricted to her widowhood & the 
benefits other than those in respect of income 
given to the children did not cease until the wife 
died or remarried :—Held: testator had suffi- 
ciently indicated an intention that the annuities 
given by the will to his children should continue 
during the widowhood of testator’s wife, & should 
not ccase on the death of the annuitant.—Re 
CANNON, CANNON v. CANNON (1915), 114 I. T. 
231; 32 T. L. R. 513 60 Sol. Jo. 438. 

304. Gift of interest of fund—Without limi- 
tation.,—An unlimited bequest of the interest 
of stock, passes the principal also.—STRETCI! v. 
WATKINS (1816), 1 Madd. 252; 56 KE. R. 94. 
anaalon :—Distd. Blewitt v. Roberts (1841), Cr. & Ph. 


305, —— .|—Testator bequeathed to his 
wife £600 per annum for her life, to be paid 
quarterly, & after her death the annuity to be 
equally divided between six persons, whom he 
named, or the survivors or survivor of them. Ile 
also gave to each of these six persons £100 per 

















POWER (1906), 9 Nfad. L. R. 205.— vv. LAMBERT (1840), 2 Dr. & Wal. 608. 1. Gift by deed—With remainder to 
NFLD. — IR. children.) — M‘KINNON v. M'INNES 
f. Living at death of annuitant. | h, “ For cver.”"}—Asnton v.ADAMBON — (1877), 3 V. L. It, (10q.) 253,—AUS, 





—SULLIVAN v. GALBRAITH (1870), 4 
I. R. Eq. 582.— IR. 


g. With power of disposition.]J—BURKE lL Rh. 543.—N.Z. 


(1841), 1 Dr. & War. 198.—IR. 
k. Limitation of residue to annuttants. | 
—GOSS 0, SUCKLING (1910), 30 N. Z. 





m. Joint annuity—Limitation 
to survivor.]—COLEMAN v. HILL (1885), 
10 O. R. 172.—CAN. 
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annum during their lives, to be paid quarterly, 
with power to leave their respective annuities at 
their deaths to any persons they might marry, or 
any children they might leave, but in case of any 
of them dying without exercising such power, then 
to the survivors or survivor :—J[eld: the gifts 
over of the annuitics of £600 & £100 respectively 
were not gifts of so much stock in the 3 per cent. 
as would produce those annuitics, but gifts of 
annuities for the respective lives only of the 
persons, to whom they were limited, as tenants 
in common. 

Giving the interest of personalty without limita- 
tion passes the whole interest, unless there are 
words to confine it to a life interest... . An 
annuity may be perpetual, or for life, or 
period of years (LORD COTTENHAM, C.).—BLEWITY 
v. ROBERYS (1841), Cr. & Ph. 274; 41 E.R. 495; 
sub nom. BLEWITT v1. ROBERTS, BLEWITT v. 
STAUFFERS, 10 lL. J. Ch. 342; 5 Jur. 979, L. C. 
Annotations :—Expld, Stokes 7. Heron (1845), 12 Cl. & Fin. 

161. td. Yutes v. Maddan (1851), 3 Mac. & G._532. 

Apld. Baynes ». Ridge (1853), 1 Eq. Rep. 157. Distd. 

Ford v. Batley (1853), 23 L. J. Ch. 225 5; Hedges ve. Harpur, 

Hedges v. Blick (1858), 3 Je G. & J. 129; Mansergh «v. 

Campbell (1858), 8 De G. & J. 232; Bent v. Cullen (1871), 

6Ch. App. 235. Apld. Blight v. Hartnoll (1881), 19 Ch. D. 

294. Consd. Re Morgan, Morgan v. Morgan (1893), 69 

L. T. 407; Townsend v. Ascroft, [1917] 2 Ch. 14. Refd. 

Kerr v. Middlesex Hospital (1852), 2 De G. M. & G. 576; 

Nicholls +. Hawkes (1853), 22 L. J. Ch. 25535 Hill «r. 

Kattey (1862), 2 John. & H. 634; Re Kvans, Thomas rv. 


Thomas (1908), 77 I. J. Ch. 583. Mentd. Rogers «. 
Towsey (1845), 2 Holt, Faq. 270. 





306. —— ~|—BIGNOLD v, GILES, No. 296, 
anle. 
307. ——,.] — Where a sum of money 





1s so bequeathed for payment of an annuity, as 
that the whole of the principal is dedicated to the 
annuity, the interest of the annuitant in the 
bequest is an absolute one; & he or his repre- 
sentatives will be entitled to be paid the whole of 
the sum.—WaAKEWAM vo. Merrick (1867), 87 
L. J. Ch. 45; 171. T. 1843 16 W. BR. 73. 

_ 308, .| — Testator hequeathed to 
his wife £50 a year, which he directed his exors. 
to pay to her out of the interest, dividends, & 
produce arising from all his personal property 
during her life or widowhood, & after her decease 
or next marriage he bequeathed the said £50 unto 
é& amongst his two daughters, 8S. & A., & his grand- 
daughter M., equally between them or the sur- 
vivors of them :—JIeld : the gift was of a perpetual 
annuity, & S. having dicd in the lifetime of 
testator, that A. & M., who survived the widow, 
were each entitled to a moicty of such a sum of 
money as at her death would be sufficient to pur- 
chase so much 8 per cent. Bank Annuities as would 
produce the yearly sum of £50. 

[The] gift of the income of a fund to a particular 
person or persons is a gift of the whole fund (Lorn 
IATHERLEY, C.).—BENT v. CULLEN (1871), 6 Ch. 
App. 283; 40 L. J. Ch. 250; 19 W. KR. 368, L. C. 


Annotations :-—Apld. Evans v. Walket (1876), 8 Ch. D. 211. 
Distd. Re Wight, Blight » Hartnoll (1881), 45 L. IT. 524. 
Dbtd. Jte Morgan, Morgan v. Morgan, (1893 3 Ch. 222. 














309. |—Buicnr +. JIARTNOLL, No. 
299, ante. 
310. ; .|\—Testator gave all his real 








& personal property upon trust to pay out of 
the interest & rents arising from the same the 
folowing sums of money; JI give to my wife 
£250 per annum... to H. or to his descendants, 
£250 per year; also to P. or his descendants, 
£250 per year; to Mrs. A. or her descendants, 
£250 per year; to Mrs. S. £50 per year; to Mrs. 
D., 10s. per week. ... With regard to the residue 
of the interest & rents after the above payments 
have been made, testator gave it in tenths & 
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twentieths for certain charitable purposes in 
England & the United States:— Held: the 


annuitants took their annuities for life only; & 
as to H., P., & A., with substitutionary gifts to the 
respective descendants, if any, living at testator’s 
death, of such of them as should not survive 
testator.—Re MORGAN, MORGAN v. MORGAN, [18935 | 
3 Ch. 222; 62 L. J. Ch. 7893; 69 TT. 4073 37 
Sol. Jo. 581, C. A. 
Annotation :—Mentd. Re Bawden, Bawden v. Cresswell, 
Navona Provincial Bank te. Cresswell (1893), 63 L. J. Ch. 


ade 





311. -—— Conditional on bankruptcy or aliena- 
tion.|—Testator gave his residuary personal estate 
to trustees upon trust to invest £10,000 in Con- 
sols, & to retain so much thereof as would 
realise the clear yearly income of £150, & to pay 
the dividends to I11., until he should become 
bkpt., or his interest should by assignment, charge, 
or any other means whatsoever become vested in 
any other person, in which case the trust for his 
benefit was to cease; & subject to the aforesaid 
trust the sum of £10,000 was to become part of 
the residue. LL. died without becoming bkpt. or 
assigning his interest :—J/eld: the gift of income 
to H. was not perpetual, but. ceased with his life.— 
KANKS v. BRAITHWAITE (18638), 1 New Rep. 306 ; 
32. 0. Ch. 198; 8 L. T. 8035 9 Jur. N.S. 294 5 
11 W. RR, 298, 

312. Conditional gift in fee simple.|—Be- 
quest of an annuity to A. & B., & to the sur- 
vivor for life; & if A. should have any children 
then to be equally divided between them ; but if 
A. should die without lawful issue, then to A. & 
his heirs for ever :—Held: the children of A. took 
absolute interests in a perpetual annuity.— 
ROBINSON 0. unr (1841), 4 Beav. 450; 49 E.R. 
413. 
Annotation : 


ude ode 


313. Bequest subject to life interest— Limitation 
to children— Effect of codicil.|---TWEEDALE  v. 
TWEEDALE, No. 469, post. 

314, —— _- ——.J—-(1) A will disposing 
only of personalty contained these words: My 
will is, that whatever I die possessed of, or in any 
way entitled to, together with whatever property 
my wife may be any way entitled to, shall produce 
to my wife an annuity of £100 yer annum, to each 
of my daughters £100 per annum for themselves & 
their children, & to my wife’s mother an addition 
{to any property she may possess so as to make up 
to her during her life an annuity of L100 per annum, 
said annuities, after the decease of my wife & her 
mother, to be equally divided among my threc 
children, William, Mary, & Julia Louisa; all the 
rest, & residue of my property & possessions I give 
& bequeath to my son William. At the date of 
the will & of testators death, his daughters had 
no children:—Held: all the annuities thus 
created were perpetual annuities. 

(2) Where a will clearly establishes a perpetual 
annuity, the estate in the annuity cannot be 
restricted, by a codicil, to a life estate, unless the 
expressions there used are clear & undoubted. 

Testator’s daughter M. diced. & after her death 
he made a codicil to his will, dividing her annuity 
between his two surviving children, but in other 
respects confirming the will, His wife's mother 
having died, he made a second codicil in these 
words : & in case my son William shall die without 
leaving issue male lawfully begotten, my will is 
that, after the decease of my wife & my daughter 
J.L., my remaining property shall then be divided 
between two relations named in the codicil, & 
their children :—Held : these codicils did not alter 
the nature of the annuities given by the will to 


Consd. Yates vr. Maddan (1851), 3 Mac. & G. 
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Sect. 1.—Commencement and duration of rentcharges 
and annuities: Sub-sect. 2, B. (a) & (b).] 


Julia Louisa.—Stokrs v. Heron (1845), 12 Cl. & 
Fin. 161; 9 Jur. 563; 8 BE. R. 1361, H. L. 


Annotations :——As to WD Distd. Yates ¢v. Maddan (1851), 3 
Mac. & G. 532. Apld. Kerr +. Middlesex Hospital (1852), 
2 De G. M. & G. 576. Consd. Hedges v. Harpur, Hedges 
v. Blick (1858), 3 De G. & J. 129; Mansergh v. Campbell 
(1858), 3 De G. & J. 232. Distd. Re Grove’s Trusts (1859), 
33 L. T. 0.8. 365; Lett ». Randall (1860), 2 De G. F. & J. 
388. Apld. Hillv. Rattey (1862), 2 John. & H. 634; Bent 
uv, Cullen (1871), 6 Ch. App. 235; Evans v. Walker (1876), 
3 Ch. D. 211. Consd. 7ie Taber, Arnold 7. Kayess (1882), 
61 L. J. Ch. 721. Refd. Nicholls v. Hawkes (1853), 22 
L. J. Ch. 255; Re Boddington, Boddington v. Clairat 
(1884), 60 L. T. 761 ; Coward v. Larkinan (1888), 60 L. T. 
1; Ke Morgan, Morgan v. Morgan (1893), 69 L. 'T. 407. 
Generally, Mentd. Viers v. Piers (1849), 13 Jur. 569; 
Audsley v. Horn (1849), 1 De G. F. & J. 2263; Re Hutebin- 
son, Alexander v. Jolley (1886), 55 L. J. Ch. 574; Capes 
tv. Dalton (1902), 86 L. T. 129. 








315. .|—POoTTER v. BAKER, No. 298, 
ante. 
316. .|}—Bequest to M., a married 








woman, of an annuity “for her life & the issue 
from her body lawfully begotten on failure of 
which to revert to my heirs,” with a request that 
K. & C. would act as trustees for M. so that the 
annuity might be secured for her sole use & 
benefit :—Held: (1) M. took an interest for life 
only with a gift in the nature of a remainder to her 
Issue; (2) according to the true construction of 
the devise the life interest of M. was merely 
equitable & the interest of the issue legal, & there- 
fore M. could not have taken an estate tail even 
if the devise had been of real estate; & also, 
admitting the annuity to partake of the nature of 
real estate, it did not follow that in construing the 
will it ought to be treated as real es: ite, for it was 
in fact personal estate with peculiar incidents 
belonging to it in that charactcr.—Re WyNCH’S 
Trusts, Ex p. WYNCH (1854). 5 De G. M. & G. 
183; 2 Eq. Rep. 1025; 23 I. J. Ch. 980; 23 
I. T. O. S. 259; 18 Jur. 659; 2 W. R. 5703 48 
E.R. 842,L. 0. & L. IJ. 


Annotations :—As to (1) Apld. Goldney v. Crabb (1854), 19 
Beauv. $38: Surridge rv. Clarkson (J866), 14 W. R. 979, 
Consd. He Barker’s Trusts (1883), 52. J. Ch. 565. Reid. 
Fe Banks’ ‘Trusts, kr p. Hovil) (1855), 2 K. & J. 387: 
Law v. Thorp (1858), 27 L. J. Ch. 6493) Re Andrew's Will 
(1859), 27 Beav. 608 ; Williams 7. Lewis (1859), 6 H. L. 
Cas. 1013; Juckson v. Calvert (1860), 1 John. & H. 235: Re 
Jeaffreson’s Trusts (1866), L. R. 2 Eq. 2763 Herrick v. 
Iranklin (1868), L. R. 6 Eq. 598, 








317. ——~.]—HAGGAR v. NEATLY, No. 
190, ante. 
318. | — Testator bequeathed to 


each of his five daughters £400 per annum, to be 
payable half-yearly during the term of their 
natural lives, & after their respective decease, he 
gave the same to their children respectively, share 
& share alike, such children not to be entitled to 
more than their deceased parent’s share, & in case 
any or elther of his said daughters should die 
without issue, he directed such annuity to cease & 
to fall into the residue of his estate :—Held: (1) 
the annuities were perpetual annuities; (2) the 
daughters did not take absolute interests, but life 
interests only in the annuitics—IIEDGES v. 
HARPUR, HEDGES v. BLick (1858), 8 De G. & J. 
129; 27 L. J. Ch. 742; 82 L. T. O. 8S. 673 4 Jur. 
N.S. 1209; 6 W. R. 8423; 44 1B. 2. 1218, 1. JJ. 
Annotations :—As to (1) Distd. Lett +. Ra 30), $ 
ee ery Generally, | Refd. Hill Stee seb. 3 
Ht ae on eae entd. Births, Kenyon v. Hirks (1899), 
319. -|] — Testator devised & be- 
queathed to trustees, their heirs, exors. & ad- 
ministrators, all & singular his freehold, leasehold 
& copyhold estates, & also all his personal estate, 
of what nature or kind soever the same might be, 
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upon trust to pay & make up to his wife £1,200 
per annum, including any sums of money to which 
might be entitled under her late father’s will, by 
equal quarterly payments, for & during the term 
of her natural life; & directed that from & after 
the decease of his wife the said sum of £1,200 so to 
be paid to her should go & be equally divided unto 
& amongst all & every testator’s children who 
should be then living, share & share alike :— 
Held : the gift was not of a perpetual annuity, but 
was limited to the lives of testator’s widow 

children.—Lerr v. RANDALL (1860), 2 De G. F. & 
J. 388; 380 L. J. Ch. 110; 38 LL. T. 455; 6 Jur. 
N.S. 1359; 9 W. R. 180; 45 E. RB. 671, L. C. 

Annotations :—Refd. Hill v. Rattey (1862), 2 John. & H. 

634; Blight v. Hartnoll (1881), 19 Ch. D. 2945 &e 

Morgan, Morgan v. Morgan (1893), 69 lL. T. 407. Mentd. 

Ramsay v. Shelmerdine (1865), L. R. 1 Jeq. 129. 

320. Right of last taker.] — Testator 
directed his property to be invested in the funds, 
for the best advantage of those he should after 
name; & he bequeathed £50 a year to A. for life, 
&, after her decease, then that the £50 a year should 
go, half to B. & the other half to C. :—-Held: the 
annuity was perpetual, & B. & C. were entitled to 
such a sum in the funds as would produce £50 a 
year.— POTTER v. BAKER (1852), 15 Beav. 489 ; 
o1 E.R. 627. 

Annotation :-— Consd. Munsergh v. Campbell (1858), 3 De 

G. & J. 232. 





321. ~.|] — Testator gave to B. an 
annuity of £50 per annum for her life, & after her 
decease to the children she might have, born in 
wedlock, equally to be divided between them 
during their lives, & after the decease of the sur- 
vivor, to go to his nephew & his two nicces equally 
between them. B. having died without issue :— 
Held: (1) the gift to the nephew & nieces was not 
void for remoteness; (2) they took the capital 
from whence the annuity proceeded absolutely, 
in equal shares as tenants in common. 

I, therefore, understand the law to be, that when 
there is a gift of an annuity to one for life, or to 
several for lives, & then a gift afterwards to another 
person without any restriction, that means that 
the last taker is to have the capital from which 
the annuity was produced; consequently this 
annuity being given to the nephew & two nieces 
generally, without any words of restriction, they 
take the capital absolutely (Mains, V.-C.).— 
EvANS v.“ WALKER (1876), 3 Ch. D. 2113; 25 
W. RK. 7. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Refd. Re Harvey, Peek v. Savory 

(1888), 39 Ch. J). 2893; Wainwright v. Miller, [1897] 
55; Fe Ashforth, Sibley _v. Ashforth, {1905]1 Ch. 
535. As to (2) N.F, Blight v. Hartnoll (1881), 19 Ch. D. 

. Refd. Re Morgan, Morgan v. Morgan (1893), 69 

L. TV. 407. 

322. Annuities to be provided from _ particu- 
lar property.|—Testator by his will gave certain 
annuities in the following terms: I desire that 
my exors. shall purchase annuities for each of my 
two sisters, B. & F., of £100 a year each, the said 
annuities to be purchased in the Rritish Funds. 
After giving other annuities simpliciter & legacies, 
testator added, I direct my landed property at O. 
to be sold, & the produce to go to the carrying out 
of the aforesaid annuities & legacies; & should 
the produce of the sale not be found sufficient for 
that purpose, I desire that the remainder shal) be 
made up from my personal property: & he 
directed the remainder of his personal property 
after the above annuitics & all legacies have been 
paid & effected, to be laid out in the purchase of 
an annual income in the 3 per cent. Consols for 
the benefit of a hospital :—Held: the annuities to 
B. & F. were perpetual annuities.—KERR v. 
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MIDDLESEX HOSPITAL (1852), 2 De G. M. & G. 
576; 22 L. J. Ch. 355; 20 L. T. 0.8. 160; 17 Jur. 
49; 1W. R. 93; 42 E.R. 996,L.C. & L. JS. 
Annotations :—Apld. Lett v. Randall, Lett v. Dormer (1855), 

3 Sm. & G, 83. (See (1860), 2 De G. ¥. & J..388.) Folld. 

ltoss v. Borer ete 2 John. & H. 469. Refd. Nichols v. 

Hawkes (1853), 10 Hare, 342; Pawson v. Pawson (1854), 

23 L. J. Ch. 954; Re Grove’s Trusts (1859), 33 L. T. OWS. 

365; fe Taber, Arnold v. Kayess (1882), 51 L. J. Ch. 721 | 

Re Stratheden & Cumpbell, Cowper v. Stratheden & 

Campbell (1893), 37 Sol. Jo. 495. 

323. -|—HIcks v. Ross, No. 298, ante. 

324. What amounts to appropriation.!-— 
BLIGHT v. HARTNOLL, No. 299, ante. 

325. ——.|—/te TABER, ARNOLD v. KAYESS, 
No. 300, ante. 

326. .|—/te DOANE (1893), 10 T. L. R. 100. 

327. Direction postponing sale.J|—A bequest 
to F. of £60 a year out of the 4 per cent. bank 
stock, followed by a direction that it was not to 
be sold till after the death of F. & his wife, nor 
until his youngest child should attain twenty-one, 
is in point of duration a perpetual annuity. 
Semble: it is an absolute gift to F.—PAWSON v. 
Pawson (1854), 19 Beav. 146; 23 L. J. Ch. 954 ; 
2W. R. 321; 52 EB. R. 304. 

328. Charge on property devised in fee simple.| 
— Testator bequeathed an annuity or clear 
yearly rentcharge or sum of £300 to A. for life, & 
after her death to her children equally, to be 
applied for the support, maintenance, & education 
of the children until the youngest should attain 
twenty-one, when he directed that the said annuity 
should be sold by the children, & that the proceeds 
should be equally divided among them; & he 
charged all his frechold estates with the annuity : 
—Held: the annuity was perpetual. 

I am unable, however, from the mere charge of 
an annuity on property devised in fee simple, to 
collect an intention that the duration of the annuity 
should correspond with the limits of the estate 
charged (LORD CHELMSFORD, U.).—MANSERGH v. 
CAMPBELL (1858), 8 De G. & J. 232; 28 LL. J. Ch. 
613; 32 L. T. O. 8. 168; 4 Jur. N. S. 1207; 7 
W. RR. 72; 44 1. R. 1257, L. C. 

A ge ‘- Refd. Lett ¢. Randall (1860), 2 De G. FL & J. 














329. Gift out of residue.]|—Bequest as follows: 
I give & bequeath to i. all my property, real 
& personal, except £500 a year, which I! give 
& bequeath unto R.:—Held: (1) R. was en- 
titled to so much of testatov’s residuary estate 
as would produce £500 a year in perpetuity 3 (2) 
R. was entitled to so much of a sum of new 3 per 
cents., part of testator’s estate remaining un- 
applied, as would produce the £500 a year, since 
he had a right to the best security to be obtained.— 
HILL v. RAatTTeY (1862), 2 John. & H. 634; 70 
Ki. R. 1212; sub nom. Un v. Ports, 31 L. J. Ch. 
380; 51. T. 787; 8 Jur. N.S. 555; 10 W. R. 489. 
Annotations :—As to 2) Distd. Hicks v. Ross, [1891] 3 Ch. 

499, Generally, Mentd. Re 'vredwell, Jaffray v. Tredwell 

(No. 2) (189]), 65 L. I. 742, 

330. Direction to executor to purchase govern- 
ment stock.]— Direction to exor. to purchase 
an annuity in govt. securities, to the amount of 
£50 a year, for A.:—Held: the annuity was 
perpetual.—Ross v. BorrrR (1862), 2 John. & H. 
469; 31 L. J. Ch. 709; 6L. T. 5143; 8 Jur. N.S. 
1058; 10 W. QR. 644; 70 i. R. 1143. 

331. Gift of residue in proportion to annuities.) 
—-SHEEPSHANKS v. WILLIAMS (1831), 10 Sim. 461, 
n.; 59K. R. 694. 


sation :—Apld. Tweedale v. Tweedale (1840), 10 Sim. 


332. Term for payment pointed out.] — Re 
CANNON, CANNON v. CANNON, No. 303, ante. 
Construction of wills.|—See WILLS. 
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833. Covenant on marriage—By father of in- 
tended husband—To continue if wife survive 
husband—For purposes of settlement.|—By a 
marriage settlement, property of the wife was 
settled upon the usual trusts for the wife for life, 
with remainder to the husband for life, with re- 
mainder to the children of the marriage. By 
arts. of agreement of even date, which recited the 
settlement, the father of the husband agreed to 
pay £350 every year during the life of his son, & 
in case the wife should survive the husband, then 
to continue the yearly payment to the trustees of 
the settlement for the purposes thereof :—Held : 
this created a liability on the part of the father to 
pay a perpetual annuity of £350; & a sum of 
£11,666 Consols which had been set apart out of 
the father’s estate to answer the annuity, was 
ordered, on the death of the son leaving his wife 
surviving, to be transferred to the trustee of the 
settlement to be held upon the trusts thereof.— 
DAWSON v. ROBINSON (1871), 25 L. T. 486. 

334. To annuitant & heirs of his body — No 
estate tail..—-BIGNOLD v. GILES, No. 296, ante. 

335. Fee conditional.) — Re RivEetTT-Car- 
NAC’S WILL, No. 53, ale. 

336. Grant under power of appointment—Per- 
petual annuity.]|—Testator gave to his daughter 
an annuity of £30 for her life, with a general power 
of leaving it bv her will. The annuity was charged 
upon testator’s real estates. The daughter 
married, & by her will exercised the general power 
of appointment by giving ‘‘ the said annuity of 
£30” to her daughter absolutely :—Held: the 
appointee was entitled to a perpetual annuity of 
£30.—TOWNSEND v. ASCROFT, [1917] 2 Ch. 14; 
86 J. J. Ch. 517; 116 Ju. T. 680; 61 Sol. Jo. 
507. 





(b) Pur autre vie. 
337. General rule—Annuity continues notwith- 


standing death of annultant.|—StT. NICHOLAS vt. 
Harris (1641), 1 Rep. Ch. 149; 21 FE. 1. 534. 


338. —-—-~ —~-.]—SAVERY v. DyrER, No. 41, 
ante. 
339. -—-- ~.J—Testator also bequeathed to 


his son an annuity of £10 from the period of his 
majority to the death or second marriage of 
testator’s wife. The son attained twenty-one, 
& died before the widow :—Held: the legal 
personal representative of the son was entitled 
to the annuity until the death or second marriage 
of the widow. 

It has never been doubted that a gift of an 
annuity for a term or pur autre vie is a gift to the 
annuitant & his personal representatives during 
the term on the life of the cesfui que vie (JAMES, 
L.J.).-—Re Orb, DICKINSON v. DICKINSON (1879), 
i at D. 22; 41 L. T. 18; 28 W. R. 141, 
Annotations ;:—Folld. Re Cannon, Cannon v. Cannon (1915), 

114 L. T. 231. Mentd. Re Portal & Lamb (188), 27 

Ch. D. 600; Cave v. Harris (1887), 57 L. J. Ch. 62. 

340. -.|}— Payment ‘during the 
widowhood of my said wife . . . out of the income 
of my trust” of ‘‘ the following yearly sums of 
money; ...tomy said daughter, H.,£100 ” gives 
an annuity to K., which continues to be payable 
after her death to her legal personal representative 
during the widowhood of testator’s widow.— fe 
DRAYTON, FRANCIS v. DRAYTON (1012), 56 Sol. Jo. 
253. 

841, -——- ———-.|—_fre 
CANNON, No. 308, ane. 

Construction of wills.}—Svce WIL15. 











CANNON, CANNON U. 
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Sect. 1.—Commencement and duration of rentcharges 
and annuities: Sub-sect. 2, B. (c), (d) & (e).] 


(c) Annuily to Trustee or Executor virtute offic. 


342. Trustee—So long as he continue to execute 
office—-Determines on payment over of fund.|— 
Testatrix gave her property to trustees to convert 
& pay the income to her niece for life, & then to her 
children at twenty-one or inarriage, & she gave an 
annuity to W., one of the trustees, ‘‘so long as 
he should continue to execute the office of 
trustee under her will.’”’ An administration suit 
was instituted :—Held: the annuity continued to 
be payable until the fund was actually paid over.— 
HULL v. CHRISTIAN (1868), 18 L. T. 50. 

343. |—A gift of an annuity 
to a trustee, so long as he should continue to 
execute the office of trustee :—Held: to determine 
on the cesser of active trusts by the payment of the 
whole of the trust property to a person absolutely 
entitled, without a devolution of the oftice of 
trustee or any other person.—HULL v. CHRISTIAN 
(1874), L. R. 17 Eq. 546; 438 L. J. Ch. 8613; 22 
W.R. 611. 

Executor.]|—Sce Exrcutors, Vol. XXIII., p. 
443, Nos. 5131, 5132. 

Construction of wills.|—See WILLS. 











(dq) Annuities for Maintenance and Education. 


Maintenance of infants, generally.|—Sce INFANTS, 
Vol. XXVIII., pp. 216 e¢ seq. 

344. Agreement to pay annuity to tutor— 
Whether for tutor’s life.|—A. engages B. as pre- 
ceptor & travelling tutor to his son, & verbally 
agrees to pay him an annuity of £200 per ann. 
The annuity is paid during the cuntinuance, & 
after the determination of the tutorship, & down 
to the last quarter day anterior to A.’s death. b. 
then files his bill against the representatives of A. 
insisting, that this annuity was agreed to be paid 
to him for his own lite, & praying satisfaction for 
the arrears & growing payments of it. But for 
want of sufficient evidence of such an agreement, 
the bill was dismissed; & the order of dismission 
affirmed upon an appeal.--- JAMESON v. SKIPWITH 
(1780), 1 Bro. Parl. Cas. 3763; 1 E.R. 682, 1. 0.. 

345. Provision for minors—Whether confined 
to minority.|—Testator directed the interest of a 
sum of money to be applied for the inaintenance & 
education of his infant nephew, but made no 
disposition of the principal :-—Held: the nephew 
was entitled to the interest, during his lfe.-~— 
SOAMES tv. MARTIN (1839), 10 Sim. 287; 59 K. R 
624 3 sub nom. SOMES v. MARTIN, 8 L. J. Ch. 367 
3 Jur. 1144. 

Annotations :-N.F. Gardiner «. Barber (1854), 2 Eq. Rep 

&X8. Folld. Frewen v. Hainilton (1877), 47 La. Jd. Ch. 391 


Wilkins ce. Jodrell (1879), 13 Ch. D. 564. Refd. Thorp » 
oe Cave 2 Mare, 607; Williams v. Papworth, [1900] 





C. oG 
346. ~-——-.]— YATES vt. MADDAN, No. 294, 
ante. 
347, —— --—-.]—GARDINER v. BanBen, No. 
519, post. 
348, —- —-~—.]—By a marriage settlement 


property was vested in trustecs upon trust, after 
the death of the wife, to pay the rents & profits 
to the husband for life, or until he married again, & 
in case he married again & there was issue of the 
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RENTCHARGES AND ANNUITIES. 


intended marriage, then to pay him one-half of 
the rents & profits, & out of the other half to levy 
& raise for the maintenance & education of one 
child one-fourth, of two or three children one- 
third, & of four or more children the whole income 
of such other half, & subject thereto to pay the 
whole income thereof to the husband for his life, 
& if there should be no issue, then to pay the whole 
of the rents & profits to the husband. The 
husband married again, & at the date of the decrec 
there were four children of the first marriage, two 
daughters & one son, who had attained twenty-one, 
one son under age, & a child of a deceased 
daughter :—Held: the trust for maintenance & 
education did not cease upon the children attaining 
twenty-one, but the four children were entitled 
equally to one-half of the rents & profits during the 
life of their father, the daughters were equally 
entitled in the event of their marrying, & that the 
word ‘‘ issue ’’ was restricted to the first generation, 
&, therefore, the child of a deceased daughter took 
no interest.—FREWEN v. HAMILTON (1877), 47 
L. J. Ch. 391. 








349, ——.J—WInkIns v. JODRELL, No. 
352, post 
350. Children take joint interest—Sur- 


vivorship.|— WILKINS v. JODRELL, No. 352, post. 
; ~-|—Where a rentcharge or 
annuity is held by trustees to be applied by them 
for the maintenance & education of children or the 
survivor :—-Held : the children take a joint interest 
therein, but that the shares of the minors are to 
be applied as directed. 

Nor is a provision for the maintenance of adults 
anything more than a provision for their benefit. 
... The children take a joint interest in the 
annuity, but the shares of minors are to he applied 
for their maintenance & education (ORD 
MACNAUGHTEN).—WILLIAMS Vv. PAPWORTH, [1900] 
A. ©. 563; 69 L. J. P.C. 129; 88 L. T. 184, P. C. 

352. Annuity given to mother first—Con- 
tinuation ‘‘ in event of her death ’’—Not provision 
against lapse of annuity.|—Testator by his will gave 
to a@ woman an annuity of £100, & directed as 
follows: ‘‘in the event of her death the annuity 
is to be continued to her children for their main- 
tenance, & education, & I have to request” G. 
‘to see it carried into execution.’’? ‘The woman 
survived testator & received the annuity up to her 
death, at which time all her six children had 
attained twenty-one :—Held: (1) the words ‘in 
the event of her death ’’ could not be construed as 
only providing against a lapse of the annuity, & 
the annuity took effect in favour of the children ; 
(2) the annuity was not confined to the minorities 
of the children, but was payable to them during 
their joint lives & to the survivors & survivor of 
them during their & his life, the children for the 
time being entitled as joint tenants.—WILKINS v. 
JODRELL (1879), 18 Ch. D. 564; 49 L. J. Ch. 26 ; 
41 L. T. G49; 28 W. RR. 224. 

Annotations :—As to (2) Consd. Williams v, Papworth, [1900] 
Refd. /ee Booth, Booth v. Booth, [1891] 2 Ch. 


A.C. 563. 

353. Provision for adult—Absolute gift for 
general benefit.]|—'T'estator directed his trustecs to 
pay an annuity to his brother, until he should 
attempt to charge it, or some other person should 
claim it, & then to apply it for his support & 














PART IV. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 2.— 
B. (c). 


n. EHzxecutor—For administration of 
estate — Determination on cessor of 
trusts.J}—HENRION v. BONHAM (1844), 
Drury femp. Sug. 476.—IR. ~* 








oO. —_—_- -J—Testator gave 
to onetof his exors. & trustecs an 


annuity for his trouble in the executor- 
ship, so long as he should continue in 
the administration thereof :—Held : in 
puch cases the annuity is co-existent 
with the duties or trusts for the ful- 
filment of which it is given, & the 
willingness of the annuitant to per- 
form them.—M‘DrERMotT ». O’CONOR 
(1876), 10]. R. Kg. 352.— IR. 


PART IV. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 2.— 
B. (d). 


p. Provision for minors—Whether 
terminable on ability to eurn living.)— 
HOLMES v. TAGGART (1862), 1 N.S. W. 
S.C. lt. (Eq.) 27.—AUS. 


q. Gift to mother—Conditional on 
education of children.J]—Re 


Parr 1V.—Riqauts AS AFFECTED BY VARIOUS ForMS or LIMITATION. 


maintenance. The annuitant having become 

insolvent :—Held: his assignees were entitled to 

the annuity.— YOUNGHUSBAND v. GISBORNE (1846), 

15 L. J. Ch. 355; 7L. T. O. S. 221; 10 Jur. 419, 

Tn C. 

Annotations :—Distd. Re Coleman, Nenry +. Strong (1888), 
39 Ch. D. 443. Refd. Watkins ». Watkins, [1896] P. 222; 
Re Fitzgerald, Surman v. Fitzgerald, [1903] 1 Ch. 933; 
Re Kvans, Public Trustee v. Kvans, [1920] 2 Ch. 304. 
354. .|}—WILLIAMS v. PAPWORTH, 

No. 351, ante. 

355. Gift by father of illegitimate child— 
Settled on husband of mother—Proviso for cesser 
if child not maintained—Annuity continues after 
death of child.|—The reputed father of an illegiti- 
mate child executed a deed upon the marriage of 
the mother, by which he granted to a trustee an 
annuity of £26 per annum, to be paid to the husband 
for his life, & then to the child for her life ; with 
a proviso, that if the husband did not provide 
proper maintenance & education for the child, 
the annuity was to be no longer payable to him, 
but was to be applied for the benefit of the child. 
The child died in the lifetime of the husband : 
Held: the annuity did not cease on the death of 
the child.— Dopp v. Cary (1843), 13 J. J. Ch. 108 ; 
2L. T.0.S. 245, 1. C. 

Gift to mother—During joint lives of mother & 
children—Death of child in lifetime of mother.]— 
See Bonns, Vol. VII., p. 188, No. 280. 











(c) Duration iced by Reference to Marriage or 
Co-Habitation. 


356. Annuity in marriage articles—Duration 
depends on general tenor of articles.]|—DkATII 
v. DENNts (1687), 1 Lut. 459; 125 Ih. Wt. 241. 

357. Gift to husband & wife—‘‘ To daughter or 
her husband ’’—Continuation for joint lives—& to 
survivor tor life..—Hook v. Swain (1663), 1 Keb. 
566 3 1 Lev. 102; 1 Sid. 151; 83 1, Wk. 1110. 

3858. —-— ‘*‘ During their two lives ’’—Cesser 
on death of either.,—A. bond to pay an annuity to 
aman & his wife during their two lives becomes 
extinct on the death of either of them.—SLATER tv. 
CAREW (1674), 1 Mod. Rep. 187; 86 KE. R. 818. 

359, ——— ‘‘ Live together ’’—Construction.|— 
GATLAND v. CIIATFIELD (1699), 1 Lut. 555; 125 
i. RR. 292. 

360. Voluntary covenant—Covenant not carried 
beyond express limitation.|—A. possessed of an 
Mxchequer annuity for nincty-six years by marriage 
arts. covenants to pay it to the wife... then 
to the survivor of husband & wife for life... 
& after to the children of the marriage, & if no 
child, then to be for the benefit of A. Llusband & 
wife die leaving a child who soon after dies. 

A. ct. of equity must not carry the covenant, being 
a free gift, beyond the letter (per CUR.).—BASSE 1. 
GREY (1715), Gilb. Ch. 97; 2 Vern. 692; 1 Tq. 
Cas. Abr. 863; 28 EF. RR. 1049. 

361. Gift to widow—During widowhood.|— 
Scott v. TYLER (1788), 2 Bro. C. C. 431; 2 Dick. 
712; 29 KK. R. 241. 

Annotations -—Consd. Newton v. Marsden (1862), 2 John. & 


H. 356. Refd. Stackpole v. Beaumont (1796), 3 Ves. 89 ; 
Lloyd » Branton (1817), 3 Mer. 108; Morley v. Rennold- 
son, Morley v. Linkson (1843), 2 Hare, 570; Graham v. 
Drummond, [1896] 1 Ch. 968; 2 Nourse, Hampton v. 
Nourse, {1899) 1 Ch. 63; Re Hewett, Kldridge vo. Des, 
11918) 1 Ch. 458. Mentd. Pearce v. Loman (1796), 3 Ves. 
1353 Hill » Simpson (1802), 7 Ves. 152; M‘Leod v. 
Drummond (1810), 17 Ves. 152; Clarke v. Parker (1812), 


GUNN (DECEASED) (1912), 32 N. Z. 
L. ht. 153.—N.Z,. 


PART IV. SECT, 1, SUB-SECT. 2.— a 
- (0). 


361i. Gift to widow--During widow- 


hood. J—-A. bequest of an anuuity to a 
Widow, “so long as she shall continue 
single & unmarried”? will fail if the 
marry in testator’s Lifetime, 
though with his knowledge, unless some 
general intent in the 
testator, thut the widow should have 
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19 Ves. 1; Wilson v. Moore (1831), 1 My. & K. 337; 
Godfrey ». Hughes (1847), 5 Notes of Cases, 4993 Vano v. 
Rigden (1870), 5 Ch. App. 663; Bollairs v. Bellairs (1874), 
lL. RK. 18 Kq. 510; Re Whiting’s Settlmt., Whiting v. De 
Ttutzen, [1905] 1 Ch. 96; Zee Chaplin & Staffordshire 
Potteries Waterworks Co.’s Contract, [1922] 2 Ch. 824; 
Re Kemnal & Still’s Contract, [1923] 1 Ch. 293. 


362. Gift -to single woman—Condition subse- 
quent—Marriage with consent of trustees.|—A 
mother by her will says, that if her daughter marry 
with the consent of trustees, or the major part of 
them, & signified in writing, before such marriage 
had, then I give to her, & not otherwise, £800 & 
directed M. to pay her £30 yearly whilst she con- 
tinued sole, by £15 each May Day, & All Saints 
Day, & charged all her real estate with debts of all 
kinds & legacies. The daughter after the death of 
the mother married pltf. without the consent of the 
trfistees, & died soon after, but before her death 
the trustees declared their consent & approbation 
in writing. Lord Chancellor directed pltf. should 
be paid the arrears of the £30 pro rata till the 
marriage 3; & in case the personal estate should 
be exhausted by payment of debts, so much of the 
real estate to be sold as will pay the £800 & arrears 
of the annuity. 

In our law, where the condition is precedent, the 
legatary takes nothing till the condition is per- 
formed, & consequently has no right to come & 
demand the legacy; but it is otherwise where 
the condition is subsequent, for in that case the 
legatary has a right, & the ct. will decree him the 
legacy ; but this difference only holds where the 
legacy is a charge on the real assets, & therefore, 
if this had been merely a personal legacy, should 
have been of opinion that as the marriage without 
consent would not have precluded M. of her right 
to this legacy in the Ecclesiastical Ct., no more 
would it have done so here (LORD HARDWICKE, C.). 
—RKYNISH v. Marvin (1746), 3 Atk, 3303; 26 
E.R. 991. I. C. 30 sub nom, RYENISIT ev. MARTIN, 
1 Wils. 130. 

_tnnotations :— Apld. Re Berens (1888), 41. L.R. 473. Consd. 
Re Nourse, Hampton v. Nourse, [1899] 1 Ch. 63. Refd. 
Re Moore, Tratford vt. Maconochie (1888), 39 Ch. D. 116. 
Mentd. Pearce v. Loman (1796), 3 Ves. 135; Sheppard vt. 
Wilson (1845), 4 Hare, 392. 

363. Reduction on miarriage.|—A cove- 
nant to pay to E. during her life, subject to the 
proviso thereinafter contained, an annuity of 
£40; the proviso being, that in case EK. should at 
any time thereafter happen to marry, the annuity 
should thenceforth be reduced to £20 only, which 
sum should in such case be paid & payable to E. 
from the time of her marriage for the remainder 
of her life :—Held : to be, in effect, a covenant to 
pay an annuity of £10 until marriage, & afterwards 
an annuity of £20 onlv: the proviso for reducing 
the annuity being part of the original gift itself, 
& not operating as a condition subsequent so as to 
be void as in restraint of marriage.—WEBB 2. 

IRACKE, Lv p. ELBOROUGH (1848), 2 Ph. 701; 18 

lL. J. Ch. 18; 12 Jur. 9875 41 E.R. 1114, L. ¢. 

-lnnotations :-—Consd. Corbett v. Corbett (1888), 14. P. 1. 7. 
Apld. fee Hewitt, Wldridge v. Iles, [1918] 1 Ch. 458. Refd. 
Re Moore, TraifYord v. Maconochie (1888), 39 Ch. D. 116. 
Mentd. He Machu (1882), 21 Ch. D. 838; Re Dugdale, 
Dugdale v. Dugdale (1888), 38 Ch. D. 176. 

364. —Testator gave to an un- 
married woman with whom he cohabited an 
annuity of £500 for life without any condition as to 
marriage. By codicil made in anticipation of the 
birth of a son, subsequently born, he revoked that 











the annuity notwithstanding her 
marriage, can be inferred from the 
terms of the bequest.—WeEst v. KERR 
(1853), 23 .L. T. O. 8S. 24.—-IR, 

Yr, ———- —— ZJnerease conditional on 
birth of child to testator,J—BATEMAN 
v. BATEMAN (1870), 17 Gr. 227.—CAN. 


mind of the 
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Sect. 1.—Commencement and duration of rentcharges 
and annuities: Sub-sect. 2, B. (e) & (f), & C 
Sect. 2: Sub-sect. 1.] 


annuity & gave her an annuity of £1,200 for life, 

& declared that if she should marry after his death 

She should be paid an annuity of £800 in lieu of the 

£1,200 & directed his trustees after her marriage 

to apply a sum of £400 a year or part thereof for 
the maintenance & advancement of his son till 
twenty-one, & on his attaining twenty-one to pay 
him any accumulated balance & thereafter to pay 
him an annuity of £400 till her death. He devised 
his rea] estate for the benefit of his son & charged 
all his estate with payment of the annuities. By 

a codicil made after the birth of the son he repeated 

the provisions of the earlier codicil rede : 

the effect of the gift was an annuity of £1,200 only 
until marriage with a gift over of £400 of it on 

Marriage & residuary annuity of £800 for life.— 

Re HEWETT, ELDRIDGE v. InKs, [1918] 1 Ch. 458; 

87 L. J. Ch. 209; 118 L. 'T. 524. 

Annotation :— Mentd. Re Wilkinson, Page vr. Public Trustee, 
[1926] Ch. 842. 

365. Cesser on marriage.|—A bequest of 
an annuity to a single woman during the term of 
her natural life, “if she shall so long remain sole 
& unmarried ’’:—Held: to be a limitation as 
distinguished from a condition, & the annuity 
ceased upon the marriage of the legatec. 

It must be agreed on all hands that by the 
English law, it is competent for a man to give to 
a single woman an annuity until she shall die or be 
married, whichever of these two events shall first 
happen (KNIGHT Bruce, L.J.).—IIEATH v. LEw1s 
(1853), 3 De G. M. & G. 954; 1 Eq. Rep. 55; 
22 L. J. Che 7215 213..T.0.8.185; 17 Jur. 4438 ; 
1W. RK. 814; 43 E.R. 374, L. JJ. 

Annotations :—Refd. Jones v. Jones (1876), 24 W. Tt. 274; 
Re Moore, Trafford v. Maconochie (1888), 39 Ch. 1, 116, 
Mentd. Evans v. Rosser (1864), 2 Hem. & M. 190. 

366. Gift to married woman—Condition to live 
apart.|—Bequest of an allowance to a Jeme covert 
on condition she lived apart from her husband, held 
the condition contra bonos mores & void.—BROWN 
v. PECK (1758), 1 Iden, 140; 28 Ts. R. 637. 
Annotations :— Consd. Cartwright r. Cartwright (1853), 3 

De G.M. & G. 9823 Bean 1. Griffiths (1855), 1 Jur. N.S. 

1045 ; Jee Moore, Traftord v. Maconochie (1888), 39 Ch. D. 

116. Refd. Powys v. Mansficld (1836), 6 Sim. 528; Davys 

v Boucher (1839), 3 Y. & C. Ex. 397; Yonge . Furse 

(1857), 3 Jur. N. S. 603; Ze Lovell, Sparks v. Southall, 

{1920] 1 Ch. 122. 

367. ~.|—Testator bequeathed an 
annuity to his daughter, a married woman, “ in 
case she shall be living apart from her husband, & 
should continue so to do,” during the lifetime of his 
widow, with a direction, that if at any time the 
annuitant should cohabit with her husband, the 
annuity should cease. By the same will he 
bequeathed a share in the residue, upon trust to 
pay the income to the same daughter during such 
time as she should continue to live apart from her 
said husband ; but should she at any time cohabit 
with him, testator directed that during such time 
the income should be paid between other legatees. 
The will also contained a trust for children of the 
daughter by any other husband. At the date of 
the will the daughter & her husband were living 
apart, but before & at the date of testator’s death, 
they were reconciled, & living together, & so con- 
tinued to live :—Held: the daughter was entitled 
to the bequests.—WkREN v. BRADLEY (1848), 2 





365i. Giftto single woman—Cesser on 
ere ha }--Re NEWCOMEN (1865), 16 
I. ° ts 315.— IR. 
f 365 fi. ——— ———.]—_ Re M‘ LOUGHLIN’s 


JeSTATE (1878), 1 L. 2. Ir, 421.—IR. 


death.}—WaATSHON . 
POWELL (1863), 141. Ch. R. 38.—IR. . 
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De G. & Sm. 49; 17L. J. Ch. 172; 10 L. T. O.8:; 


488; 12 Jur. 168; 64 E. RB. 23. 
Annotations :-—Distd. Re Moore, Trafford ». Maconochie 
(1888), 39 Ch. D. 116. Refd. Yonge v. Furse (1857), 3 


Jur. N.S. 603. 

368. .|—Testator directed his trustec 
to pay to his sister M. ‘‘ during such time as she 
may live apart from her husband, before my son 
attains the age of twenty-one years, the sum of 
£2 10s. per week for her maintenance whilst so 
living apart from her husband.’ M. & her hus- 
band were marricd some years before the date of 
the will, & never lived apart till some time after 
the death of testator. Testator’s son was living 
& an infant :~Held: the bequest to M. was not 
to be construed as a gift to her during the joint lives 
of herself & her husband until the son attained 
twenty-one, upon a condition, which might have 
been rejected as against the policy of the law, that 
she & her husband should not live togetber, but 
as a limited gift of weekly payments to be made 
during a period the commencement & duration of 
which were fixed in a way which the law does not 
allow, & the gift was void. 

Testator did not like the husband, & his apparent 
object was to induce the wife to live separate from 
him. If so, the gift was for a purpose which is 
contrary to the law of England, for that law does 
not allow provisions made in contemplation of a 
future separation between husband & wife. 
According to English law if a condition subsequent 
which is to defeat an estate, is against the policy 
of the Jaw, the gift is absolute, but if the illegal 
condition is precedent there is no gift (CoTTON, 
L.J.).—Re Moore, TRAFFORD v. MACHONOCHIE 
(1888), 89 Ch. D. 116; 571. J. Ch. 9386; 59 L. T. 
G81; 37W. KR. 83; 47. lL. R. 591, C. A. 
Annotations :— Consd. Corbett v. Corbett (1888), 14 P. D. 75 

Re Hope Johnstone, Hope Johnstone v. Hope Johnstone, 

[1904] 1 Ch. 470; Ae Wagstaff, Wagstaff v. Jalland, 

11907] 2 Ch. 35. Distd. Re Charleton, Bracey v. Sherwin 

(1911), 55 Sol, Jo. 330. Refd. Re Wilkinson, Daye 

Public Trustee, [1926] Ch. 842. 

.j—See, generally, HUSBAND & WIFE, 
Vol. XXVII., pp. 82, 83, 222, 223, Nos. 646-649, 
1929-1941. 

369. Annuity to woman for her separate use & 
free from anticipation—Marriage of covenantor & 
annuitant—Suspension of annuity..—A man hy 
deed covenants to pay a woman an annuity for 
her life, payable half-yearly, for her separate 
use, & free from anticipation. ‘The covenantor 
afterwards marries the annuitant, & dies leaving 
her surviving:—Held: the annuity is not 
extinguished, but only suspended by the marriage, 
& the widow is entitled to recover arrears accrued 
subsequent to the death of her husband.—FItTz- 
GERALD wv. FITZGERALD (1868), L. R. 2 P. C. 83; 
5 Moo. P. C. C. N.S. 180; 37 LL. J. P.O. 445 16 
KB. R. 481, P. C. 

a :-~—Refd. Re Price, Price v. Price (1879), 11 Ch. b. 

Promise on marriage of daughter.|—Secc Nos 
371, 372, post. 

Gift to wife after death of husband.|——Sve 
Bonps, Vol. VII., p. 188, No. 281. 

Construction of wills.]|—See WILLS. 














(f) Other Cases. 


370. Gift for twenty-one years if grantors or 
survivor so long live—Death of beneficiaries during 
term— Whether administrator entitled to annuity for 
remainder of term.|—A. & L. by deed, reciting that 


; = _  _ bimitation 
or condition subsequent.}\—Re K1na’s 
eo (1892), 29 EB. R. Ir. 401.—- 


Parr LV.—Rieuts AS AFFECTED BY VARIOUS FoRMS OF LIMITATION. 


CU. had left them estates in strict settlement, with 
remainder over on failure of issue male, to D., 
out of their regard to D., & considering that C. 
had made no other provision for him, agreed with 
D., his exors. & administrators, to pay him an 
annuity for twenty-one years, if A. & B., or the 
survivor of them should so long live; & in case of 
the death of D. within the term, to his child or 
children, if any, in such proportions as D. should 
appoint, or in default of appointment, to all of 
them equally; & if there should be no child, 
to his then wife, so long as she should remain a 
widow. JD. covenanted with A. & B., their exors., 
etc., that in case he or his heirs should come into 
possession of the said estates under the will of C., 
then that he, D., his heirs, cxors., or administrators, 
should pay to the exors. or administrators of A. & 
B., or the survivors of them, all sums of money 
received by him, his children, or wife, for & on 
account of the annuity. D., his wife & child, died 
within the term, & it was held that the deed did not 
operate as the grant of an annuity for the term of 
twenty-one years absolutely, but that it was 
determinable by the death of the grantce, his 
children & wife, & therefore that D.’s administrator 
was not entitled to claim payment of the annuity.— 
BARFORD v. STUCKEY (1824), 3 B. & ©. 308; 5 
Dow. & Ry. K.B.118; 31. 3.0.8. K. B. 1; 107 
EK. R. 748. 

371. Promise on marriage of child—Joint lives 
of grantor & child.|—e Curtis, Hap. ANNANDALE 
(1834), 2 Mont. & A.19; 4 Deac. & Ch. 511, Ct. of 
Annotations : -Folld. Re Lindrea, Lindrea v. Fletcher (1913), 

109 L. 'T. 623, Refd. Mudge v. Rowan (1868), L. R. 3 

iéxch. 85. 

372. -|—Where a father, on the day 
before his daughter’s marriage, wrote to her 
intended husband & said ‘‘ My dear B., when you 
marry my daughter I. 1 agree to give £150 a year, 
& I hope a bit more,” & the marriage took place & 
the £150 per annwmn was paid :—Held: such a 
document was sufficient to satisfy Stat. Mrauds, 
but was only a contract on the part of the father 
to pay to the daughter an allowance of £150 a 
year during the joint lives of the father & the 
daughter.—Re Linprea, LINDREA v. FLETCIIER 
(1913), 109 L. T. 623; 58 Sol. Jo. 47, 

Annuities until remarriage or death of cestui 
que vie.|— See Nos. 339-341, ante. 








C. Forfeiture and Extinction, 
See Part VII., post. 


Siecr. 2.—RIGHTS AS TO PROPERTY CHARGED— 
CAPITAL OR INCOME. 
SuB-sEcT. 1.—SimpLte Girt ForLOWwED BY 
RESIDUARY GIFT. 


873. Charge on corpus.|—An annuity devised 
& charged on that part of testator’s estate which 
should remain unsold after debts, etc., paid: The 
lands were sold, & some of the purchase-money 
remained after the debts, etc., were paid: decreed 
that the surplus purchase-money, & the rents of 
what is unsold, shall both he applied to discharge 
this annuity.—CoLEMAN v. COLEMAN (1680), Cas. 
temp. Finch, 459; 23 K. RR. 249, L. C. 

374 .|—Testator gives to his wife an 
annuity of £100 & the sum of £1,000, which he 
considers will, with the property which she 
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is entitled to after his death, make up to her an 
income of £2,500 a year; in fact those gifts, make 
up her income only to £1,800 a year ; she is entitled 
to have the deficiency supplied out of his residuary 
estate. —TREVOR v. TREVOR (1828), 5 Luss. 24; 
6L. J. O.S. Ch. 182; 38 E. R. 936. 


Annotations :-—Mentd. Fowler v. Cohon (1856), 4 W. TR. 412 ; 
Gummoe v. Howes (1856), 3 Jur. N. 8. 176. 


375. .|—A sum of money, in the 5 per 
cents., set apart to answer an annuity, was reduced 
to 34 per cents., & the dividends having become 
insufficient to pay the annuity, the ct. made a 
prospective order for the sale, from time to time, 
of a sufficient part of the capital to meet the accru- 
ing payments of the annuity.—SwaLLow uv. 
SWALLow (1831), 1 Beav. 482, n.; 48 E. BR. 1008. 
Annotation :—Folld. Hodge v. Lewin (1839), 1 Beav. 431. 





376, ——.]—STAMPER v. PICKERING, No. 284, 
anle. 
377. J—The dividends of a sum in ct. 





being insufficient for the payment of an annuity 
charged upon it, a prospective order was made, 
for the sale, from time to time, of so much of the 
corpus as would, together with the dividends, be 
necessary for raising the amount of the annuity.— 
HODGE v. LEWIN (1839), 1 Beav. 431; 48 E. KR. 
1007. 

378. ——.]—TAYLOR v. ‘TAYLOR, No. 538, post. 








379. -|\—WROUGHTON v. COLQUHOUN, No. 
540, post. 
380. J—Where there is a clear gift by 


will of a life interest & the reversion, & the estate 
proves insufficient, the tenant for life & reversioner 
must proportionately bear the loss. Semble: 
where there is a gift of an annuity & of the residue, 
the annuity must be paid in full to the extent of 
the property.—CROLY v. WELD (1853), 3 De G. 
M.’& G. 99383 1 Kq. Rep. 13813 22 7. J. Ch. 916 ; 
43 BE. R. 389, L. Jd. 

381. .|—Testator, after bequeathing two 
pecuniary legacies, bequcathed three ‘ clear” 
annuities for the lives of the annuitants. He then 
bequeathed his residuary estate in trust to pay a 
clear annuity of £1,000 to his widow, & upon trust, 
after payment of the four annuities, to pay the 
residue of the income during the life of the widow 
to A. The capital of the residue, after the widow's 
death, was to be held as to £5,000, upon such trusts 
as the widow should appoint, & subject to her 
appointment the £5,000 was to be held in trust for 
B. for life, & after her death to fall into the general 
residue ; & subject to such disposition as aforesaid, 
& as to the residue of testator’s estate & effects 
after the widow’s death, & subject as to the £5,000 
& the interest thereof as aforesaid, upon trust to 
pay certain legacies amounting to £18,000, with an 
ultimate residuary gift to H.; & there was a 
direction that, upon the death of the several 
annuitants, the funds on which the annuities were 
secured should follow the ultimate destination of 
the residue :—Held: (1) the two first mentioned 
pecuniary legacies & three annuities had priority 
over every other gift; (2) the annuities were 
charged on the capital of the residuc, but A. was 
entitled to retain the surplus income paid to her 
in one year, & to receive the surplus for another, 
although the income was in the subsequent years 
insufficient to answer the annuities; (3) on the 
death of an annuitant in the lifetime of the widow 
the ultimate residuary legatee did not become at 
once entitled to the fund set apart to answer the 
annuity ; (4) after the widow’s death the £5,000, 





2, SUB-SECT. 1. 


on corpus.}~—CoAtTs’ TRUSTEES v. Coars (1903), 5 F. (Ct. of Sess.) 401; 40 Sc. L. R. 330; 10S. L. ‘ty 
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ancome: Sub-sects. 1 & 2, A 


would have no priority over the other reversionary 
legacies; (6) the reversionary legatees were not 
entitled "to have any surplus income during the 
widow’s life set apart to secure payment of their 
legacies. HAYNES v. HAYNES (1853), 3 De G. M. 
& G. 590; 43 E.R. 232, L. JJ. 


Annotations :—Generally, Mentd. Wilks ». Groom (1856), 


27 L. T. O. S. 2703 Banks ». pralthwaite (1862), 32 L. J. 
Ch. 35 3; Ze Coles’ Will (1869), L B60 ua . 271; Re Currie, 


Bjorkman v, Kimberley (1888), 57 L. J. Ch. 743; Re 
Saunders, Saunders v. Gore, [1898] 1 Ch. 17. 


382. .|—A devise of real estate charged 
with a gross or annual sum simply operates as a 
charge on the corpus, & not on the rents.— 
THORNBER tv. WILSON (1858), as reported in 28 
L. J. Ch. 145; 32 L. T.O.S. 115; 7 W. 1. 24. 


Annotations :—Mentd. Re Delany, Conoley v. Quick, [1902] 
2 Ch. 642: Re Garrard, Gordon v. Craigie, (1907) 1 Ch. 
382 ; Fe Davidson, Minty v. Bourne, [1909] 1 Ch. 567. 


383. j—Life annuity bequeathed by will 
held payable out of the corpus of the estate.— 
Howartit v. ROTHWELL (1862), 30 Beav. 516; 
31L. J. Ch. 449; 8 Jur. N.S. 69; 10 W. R. 268; 
51 ie. Wt. 989. 

384. |—Testator gave an annuity to his 
wife of £1,000. & other annuities to other persons, 
to be paid out of the income arising from certain 
shares & a plantation in the Island of Ceylon. 
There was also a trust to invest the residue of the 
yearly income arising from his shares & other his 
real & personal estate, & to invest the surplus for 
the benefit of all his children, to be transferred & 
paid as therein directed, but subject nevertheless 
& charged & chargeable with the payment of the 
annuities thereinbefore directed to bi paid :— 
Held; the annuity to the wife & the other annuities 
were charges on the corpus of testator’s estate. 
Potts v. SMITH (1868), 18 L. TT. 207. 

385. j—Re GRANT, WALKER vv. MAR- 
TINEAU, No. 683, posi. 

386. j—Testator bequcathed a pecuniary 
legacy & a hfe annuity to his widow, & gave all 
his real & personal estate to trustees, upon trust, 
subject to the payment of the legacy & annuity, 
to pay the rents & income to his daughter for 
life, & he directed that, after her death, the estate 
should be held in trust for his grandchild. Ie 
empowered his trustees to continue his business 
of a brick manufacturer, & to increase or diminish 




















the real or personal estate employed therein at his | 


death :—Held: the annuity was a first charge 
upon the corpus of the real & personal estate.— 
Re WEBB, LEEDIAM v. PATCHETT? (1590), 63 L. T. 
545, 

387. |—Re TUCKER, TUCKER v. TUCKER, 
No. 920, post. 

388. Fund set aside by trustees—Subsequent 
diminution of income.|—An investment at Cal- 
cutta in the co.’s bonds, for securing an annuity 
for life, undcr a will, docs not discharge testator’s 
estate, if the co. lower their interest. GORDON v. 
BOWDEN (1822), 6 Madd. 312; 56 E.R. 1121. 

389. —— |—Testator gave the yearly 
sum of £2,000 sterling to his wife for her life, &, 
after her decease, to his trustees, upon the same 
trusts as after declared concerning the yearly 
sum of £3,000. He then gave to his trustees the 
yearly sum of £3,000 sterling _ to issue out of a 
suflicient sum of stock in the 5 per cents., to be 
invested in the names of his trustees for that 
purpose, in trust for his daughter for life, &, after 








her decease, for her children. The trustees 
invested £100, 000 5 per cents., to answer the two 
years sums. ‘The stock was afterwards converted 


into 4 per cents., whereby the dividends became 
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insufficient to pay the yearly sums:—Held: the 
legatees were not entitled to have the deficiency 
supplied out of testator’s residuary estate.— 
KENDALL v. RUSSELL (1830), 3 Sim. 424; 8 L. J. 

O.S. Ch. 108; 57 £. R. 1084. 

890. .|—Testator bequeathed an 
annuity to his wife for life, & his residuary estate 
to his children. The exors. set apart a fund to 
answer the annuity. Some of the children settled 
their shares in this fund, by specific description, 
& they afterwards incumbered tlhe shares in the 
other residuary estate. By the reduction of the 
interest of the fund set apart, the capital of it was 
resorted to for payment of the annuity :—Held: 
the persons claiming under the settlements were 
not entitled, as against the incumbrancers of the 
residue, to have the annuity fund made good out 








of the residuary estate.—WEDDERBURN  v. 
WEDDERBURN (1858), 25 Beav. 1138; 53 EE. lh. 
579. 


391. Fund set aside by order of court—Subse- 
quent diminution of income.|—Testator having 
directed an annuity to be paid out of his personal 
estate, a sum of 5 per cent. stock was, in the course 
of the cause, ordered to be set apart to answer 
the annuity. This fund having become insufficient 
for the purpose, by the conversion of the 5 per 
cents. into 4 per cents., the deficiency was 
directed to be supplied out of another fund, to 
which other persons interested in the residue had 
been declared to be entitled.—-DAVIES v. WATTIER 
(1823), 1 Sim. & St. 463; 57 H.R. 184. 

Annotations :—Consd, Kendall ». Russell (1830), 3 Sim. 424. 
Refd. Arundell », Arundcll aoe Coop. temp. Brough. 
139; Innes v. Mitchcll (1846), 1 Vh. 710; Stelfox vw. 
Surden (1859), John. 234. 

392. .—Whcere an annuity is payable 
out of the clear residuary estate of testator the 
ct. has jurisdiction to set apart a sufficient sum to 
answer the annuity; & to pay the remainder of 
the residue to the residuary legatees. This juris- 
diction will be exercised in a proper case notwith- 
standing the opposition of the annuitant. The 
annuitant has nevertheless the right to resort if 
it becomes necessary, to the corpus of the fund set 
apart.—HARBIN v. MASTERMAN, [1896] 1 Ch. 351 : 
69 L. J. Ch. 1953 73 L. T. 501; 44 W. RR. 421: 
12 T. L. R. 105: 40 Sol. Jo. 129, CoA, 


Annotutions :—Apld. Re Earle, Tucker » Donne (1928), 151 
L. 7.383. Refd. dte vans & Bettell’s Contract, [1910] 2 Ch. 


438. 

393. Subsequent direction by testator to set 
apart fund.|—Testator gave an annuity of £250 
to his widow, & directed that a competent part of 
his money should be invested, to the intent that 
the widow might reccive the annuity ‘ out of the 
interest, dividends, proceeds, & produce ” thereof ; 
& he gave the moneys to secure, but subject to, 
the annuity. & his residuary personal estate to 
pltfs.:—Held: the annuity was a charge on the 
capital; & the assets being deficient, the exors. 
had properly paid the annuity out of the capital.— 
MINER 2 BALDWIN (1853), 1 Sm. & G. 522; 17 
Jur. 823; 65 H.R. 229. 

Whether deficiency payable out of corpus.|— 
See Part V., Sect. 3, sub-sect. 2 A., post. 

394, '__Testator by his will gave a life 
annuity which he directed to be issuing out of his 
real estate until a nephew attained twenty-one, & 
thenceforth out of his personal estate. Lle 
directed the real estate to be sold by trustees, who 
were also exors. of the will, on the nephew attainin< 
twenty-one, & the proceeds to be held upon the 
trusts thereinafter declared. He also directed the 
trustees to sell his personal estate & out of the 
proceeds to pay his debts, funeral & testamentary 
expenses & legacies, & to invest the residue, with 
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the surplus rents & profits of the real estate until 
it was sold, & the proceeds of it after the sale, & 
stand possessed of the investments upon trust to 
set apart thereout a fund for payment of the 
annuity, & on its determination to apply the fund, 
set apart to answer it, in the same manner as was 
therein directed with respect to the residue of the 
personal estate, & he gave the residue of the trust 
fund to his nephew. An insufficient fund was set 
apart to answer the annuity, of which there were 
consequently arrears at the annuitant’s death :— 
Held: (1) the legacies were payable out of the 
proceeds of the real as well as of the personal 
estate; (2) the annuity was also payable out of 
the mixed fund ; (3) the arrears of it were payable 
out of the fund set apart to answer it.—BRIGHT v. 
LARCHER (1858), 3 De G. & J. 148; 44 BE. RR. 1225, 
L. JJ.; subsequent proceedings (1859), 4 De G. & 
J. 608, L. JJ. : 
Annotations :— As to @ Apld. Perkins v. Cooke (1862), 2 
John. & H. 393. _Folld. Brayne v. Roos (1866), 15 W. R 


195. Generally, Reid. Field v. Pockett. (No.1) (1861), 
29 Boav. 568; Gee v. Mahood (1878), 47 L. J. Ch. 641. 


395. |—Where an annuity is, by will, 
expressly charged on the corpus of an estate, subse- 
quent words tending to show that testator con- 
templated that it should abate in the event of the 
income of the property being insufficient :—Held : 
not to deprive the annuitant of the right to have 
the corpus applied towards making good any 
deficiency of income to meet the annuity.— 
PEARSON v. HELLIWELL (1874), L. Rh. 18 Eq. 411; 
311. T. 159; 22 W. R. 839. 

896. .|] — Re Mason, 
SON, No. 406, post. 

397. .|—Where there is in a will an 
absolute gift of an annuity, the fact that this is 
followed by a direction to set apart a fund to 
answer the annuity out of the income thereof 
does not exonerate the capital of the estate from 
the lability to have the amount necessary for 
payment of the annuity made up thereout from 
time to time in case of insufficiency of income. 
Re TAYLOR, ILLSLEY v. RANDALL (1884), 53 L. J. 
Ch. 1161; 50L. T. 717; 33 W. RK. 13. 





Mason v. ROBIN- 











SUB-SECT. 2.—DIRECTION TO TRUSTEKS OF 
GENERAL HSTATE. 
A. To Pay Annuity out of Income. 

398. Charge on corpus./—Annuities given by a 
will out of the interest, dividends, or proceeds of 
testator’s estate :—Held: to be chargeable upon 
the corpus.—EMERY v. BOND (1851), 17 L. T. O.S. 
270. 

399. .|—Testator was in 1792 possessed of 
. freehold lands, & of an equitable fee in a copyhold 
estate. He made a will, by which he subjected 
the whole of his real estate in aid of his personality, 
to the payment of his debts, & subject thereto, he 
gave all his ‘‘ messuages, tenements, lands, here- 
ditaments, & premises, with the buildings, mines, 
ctc.,”’ thereon & therein, over which he had a 
disposing power, to trustees, for five hundred 
years, out of the rents, etc., or by assignment, etc., 
of the term, to raise money to pay his debts, 
legacies, &, after payment thereof, to apply the 
rents, etc., or the remainder of the estate, to the 
use of his grandson C., on his attaining twenty- 
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398i. Charge on corpus.]—A bequest 
of annuities out of ‘‘ the net income or 


word ‘“p 


insufficient to pay the same, since the 
roceeds ”’ 
unless it is clear that a more restricted 
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three, & to raise £1,000 to pay to his other grand- 
son R., on his attaining twenty-three, & in order 
that these two grandsons might be properly 
educated, testator directed that the sum of £200, 
until C. should attain twenty-three & £100 after- 
wards, & till R. should attain twenty-three, should 
be raised for that purpose. By the custom of the 
manor the copyholds which testator possessed 
would descend to his customary heir or heirs, the 
tenure being gavelkind. Testator had not made 
any surrender of them to the use of the will. 

When he died in 1799, his only daughter, the 

mother of C. & R., was his customary heir, & on 

her death, they became her customary heirs. 

The annuities created for the maintenance of the 

grandsons had fallen into arrear :—Held: (1) they 

were charged on the real estate itself, & not merely 
on the annual rents & profits; (2) the annuities 

did not carry interest.—ToRRE v. BROWNE (1855), 

5 H. L. Cas. 555; 24 L. J. Ch. 757; 26 L. T. O.S. 

129; 10 FE. R. 1017, H. L.; affg. S. C. sub nom. 

DAVIS v. BROWNE (1851), 14 Beav. 127. 

Annotations :—.A1s to (2) Consd. Booth v. Coulton (1861), 
2 Giff. 514. Apld. Kdwards v. Warden (1876), ] App. Cas. 
281; Wheatley v. Duvies (1876), 35 L. T. 306; Re Hiscoe, 
Hiscoe v. Waite (1902), 71 L. J. Ch. 347. 

400. .|—Testator by his will gave to a 
daughter on her marriage a sum of stock producing 
an income of £210, & further out of his general 
dividends the sum of about £190 annually, making 
in all £400 per annum. He also referred to the 
settlements of two married daughters, & directed 
that the income of the property settled upon them 
by him at their respective marriages should be 
increased out of the same general dividends to 
£400 annually to cach:—Held: the provision 
amounted to a gift of corpus, & the trustees of the 
respective settlements were entitled to receive as 
corpus, out of testator’s estate, sums sufficient, 
in cach instance, to produce the supplementary 
income.—IMNGELHARDYT v. ENGELHARDT (1878), 
oy R. 853. 

1 








Annuity & residuary bequest.|— 
Testator, after reciting that the income of his 
wife, in case she survived him, would consist, in 
part, of the rent of a leasehold estate, which he had 
settled on her, directed his trustees, in case the 
lease should expire in her lifetime, to pay to her, 
out of the dividends & interest arising from a 
suflicient part of his personal estate, at their 
discretion, so much per annum as would be an 
equivalent for the rent lost thereby ; & he gave 
his residuary personal estate to the trustees, in 
trust to invest it in the usual sccurities, & to 
accumulate the income until the lease should expire 
in his wife’s lifetime, & then, during the remainder 
of her life, to pay her the income of the accumulated 
fund, &, after her death, to stand possessed of the 
capital for his grandchildren. The lease expired 
in the wife’s lifetime; but the income of the 
residuary fund was not equivalent to the rent lost : 
—Held: the wife was entitled to have the defi- 
ciency of her income made good out of the capital 
of the residuary fund.—Boyp v. BUCKLE (1840), 
10 Sim. 595; 59 KH. R. 746. 
Annotations :—Distd. Miller v. Huddlestone (1851), 3 Mac. 
ohn. & H. 


& G. 513. Dbtd. Perkins v. Cooke (1862), 2 J 
393. Consd. Harbin v. Masterman (1895), 73 L. T. 591. 
402. .]—Testator, subject & charged 








with the payment of his annuities, devised his real 


61. R. Hq. 239.—IR. 
ii. ——.]—Re WEsT’s ESTATE, 


included corpus 398 iii. 
[1898] 1 1. R. 75.—IR. 





as meaning is intended.— BEAL v. EASTERN ’ ‘ 
process of property directed tobe nost Go. (id), 14 HL Re dah 4 le apameans Taras 
corpus subject to the payment of said : R. (Ct. of Sess.) 1133; 28 Sc. L. R. 
annuities if the income therefrom is 398 ii. ——.]—-BELL v. BELL (1872), 869.—SCOT. 
L 


J.— VOL. XXXIX. 
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estate to trustees, as to part for his wife for life, & 
then, in the first place, out of the rents, to pay the 
annuities, & subject to the life estate of his wife & 
the annuities to A. for life, etc. :—Held: the real 
estates were liable to be sold for payment of the 
arrears of the annuities.—PICARD v. MITCHELL 
(1851), 14 Beav. 103; 51 E.R. 225. 

Annotation :—Consd. Re Tucker, Tuckor v, Tucker, [1893] 

2 Ch, 323, 

403. Residuary bequest subject to 
annuity.|—Leaseholds were bequeathed, upon 
trust, out of the rents & profits, to pay an annuity 
of £52 for the life of the annuitant, &, ‘‘ subject 
& without prejudice to the annuity,’’ were 
bequeathed upon other trusts, but without any 
trust for sale. They were purchased by a railway 
co. under the provisions of Lands Clauses Con- 
solidation Act, 1845 (c. 18), & the proceeds paid 
into ct.; but the income was insufficient to 
keep down the annuity :—Held: portions of the 
corpus ought to be sold from time to time to 
satisfy the growing payments.—Re LONDON, 
BRIGHTON & SoutuH Coast Ry. Co., La p. WIL- 
KINSON (1849), 3 De G. & Sm. 638; 19 L. J. Ch. 
pees 141. T. O. S.171; 14 Jur. 301; 64 E.R. 
Annotations :—Apld, Re Howarth, Howarth v. Mukinson, 

[1909] 2 Ch, 19. Refd. fe Boden, Boden v. Boden, (1907 | 


404. -.|—Testator directed his 
trustees out of the income of his residuary real & 
personal estate to pay an annuity of £290, & after 
the decease of the annuitant to permi: the fund 
out of which the annuity should arise to fall into 
his general residuary personal estate, & the will 
contained gifts over of the residuary real & personal 
estate. The income of testator’s estate being 
insufficient for payment of the annuity :—Held: 
the deficiency ought to be made good out of the 
corpus.—PERKINS v. COOKE (1862), 2 John. & FI. 
393; 381 L. J. Ch. 823; 8 Jur. N. S. 1150; 70 
E. R. 1110. 
ed :—Refd. Birch v. Sherratt (1867), 2 


405. -.|—Testator directed his 
trustees to convert & invest his property, 
‘with & out of the interest, dividends, & annual 
proceeds thereof, levy & raise the annual sum of 
£100,’ & pay it to his mother for life, ‘‘ & from & 
after the payment of the annual sum of £100, & 
subject thereto,’’ he declared that the trustees 
should stand possessed of his trust moneys, stocks, 
funds, & securities, upon the trusts thereinafter 
mentioned. The income of the whole estate being 
insufficient to pay the annuity :—Held: the 
deficiency must be paid out of the corpus.— 
Bircu v. SHERRATT (1867), 2 Ch. App. 644; 36 
e - Ch. 925; 17 L. T. 1538; 16 W. R. 30, 

e é 


Annotations :—Distd. Michel] 1. Wilton (1875), L. R. 20 Eq. 
269. Consd. Gee v. Mahood (1878), 9 Ch. D. 151: He 
Tucker, Tucker v. ‘Tucker, [1893] 2’ Ch. 323, | Distd. Re 
Boden, Boden v. Boden, [1907] 1 Ch. 132. Consd. Re 
Howarth, Howarth v. Makinson, [1909] 1 Ch. 485; Fe 
Toulcott’s Settlmt., Wood v. Boulcott (1911), 104 L. T. 
205. Apld. Re Watkins’ Settlmt., Wills ». Spence, [1911] 
1 Ch. 1. efd. Rawson v. M‘Causland (1873), 22 W, Tt. 
145; Hambro v. Hambro (1894), 63 L. J. Ch. 627; Te 
Jordison, Raine v. Jordison, (1922] 1 Ch. 440. 


406. --|—Testator bequeathed 
life annuities to various persons, & then bequeathed 
his general personal estate to trustees, ‘‘ upon 
trust out of the income thereof to pay & keep 
down ”’ the annuities, &, ‘‘ subject thereto,”’ upon 
trusts for his son & daughters:—Held: the 


Ch. App. 
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annuities were chargeable on the corpus.—Le 
Mason, MASON v. ROBINSON (1878), 8 Ch. D. 411 ; 
47 L. J. Ch. 660; 26 W. R. 734. 

Ariatatons :—Apld. Re Taylor, Illsley v. Randall (1884), 


L. J. Ch. 1161. Consd. Re Tucker, Tucker v. Tucker, 
(1893] 2 Ch, 323; Re Howarth, Howarth v. Makinson, 


{1909] 1 Ch. 485. 

407. J—Testator, by his will, 
gave his real & the residue of his personal estate. 
to his brother upon trust for sale & conversion, 
& to hold the proceeds “‘ upon trust to pay out 
of the income thereof the sums following, that is 
to say’ one clear annuity to each of three defts. 
for her separate use without power of anticipation, 
& ‘subject to the aforesaid. annuities ’’ testator 
directed that the fund should be held upon trust 
for his brother absolutely. 

The income had recently proved insufficient for 
the payment in full of the annuities :—Held: 
having regard to the terms of the gift over the 
annuities were a charge upon the corpus.—Zte 
HowanrTH, Howartit v. MAKINSON, [1909] 2 Ch. 
19; 78 L. J. Ch. 687; 100 L. T. 865; 53 Sol. Jo. 
519, C. A. 

Annotations :—Distd. Me _ Boulcott's 
Boulcott (1911), 104 L. Te. 205. ) 
Settlnt., Wills «. Spence, [1911] 1 Ch. 1. 
Young, Brown v. Hodgson, [1912] 2 Ch. 479. 
Re Jordison, Raine v. Jordison, [1922] 1 Ch. 410. 

408. .|—By a marriage settle- 
ment certain property was conveyed by the 
husband to trustees upon trust, after his death, 
out of the income of the trust premises to pay a 
clear annual sum of a given amount to his widow 
for life & ‘ subject thereto’? upon certain trusts 
over :—Held: the words ‘subject thereto ”’ 
meant subject to the annuity, & consequently 
the annuity was a charge on the corpus.—Re 
WATKINS’ SETTLEMENT, WILLS v. SPENCH, [1911] 
1Ch.1; 80L. J. Ch, 102; 103 L. T. 7493; 55 Sol. 
Jo. 68, C. A. 

409. .|—Testator gave his real 
& personal estate to trustees upon trust for sale 
& investment, & to hold the investments in trust 
out of the income thereof, to pay two annuitics 
to the annuitants for their respective lives, & upon 
further trust to accumulate the residue of the 
income until the youngest child of J. should 
attain the age of twenty-one years, or until the 
expiration of twenty-one years from testator’s 
death, whichever should first happen, & after the 
attainment of the age aforesaid by the youngest 
child of J. or the expiration of the term, which 
should first happen, testator directed his trustees 
to hold the trust fund, & accumulations, ‘' subject 
nevertheless to the said annuities,’”’ in trust for 
the children of J. then living & the children of 
any deceased children per stirpes. The will also 
empowered the trustees to apply the income of the 
share of a child or grandchild of J. in the trust 
fund, or the accumulations thereof, ‘“ subject to 
& after payment of the annuities,” for or 
towards the maintenance of the child or grandchild 
&, ‘“‘ subject to providing for the annuities,’ to 
raise a part of the expectant, presumptive or vested 
share of a child or grandchild in the trust fund 
& the accumulations, & to pay or apply the 
same for his benefit:—Held: notwithstanding 
the direction to accumulate the residue of the 
income the annuities were a charge upon the 
corpus. 

Qu. : whether there is any difference between a 
charge on corpus & a continuing charge on income. 
—Re YOUNG, BROWN v. Hopason, [1912] 2 Ch. 
479; 81 1L. J. Ch. 817; 107 L. T. 380. 


Annotation :—Refd. Re Turner, Klaftenberger v. Groom- 
bridge, [1917] 1 Ch. 422. 
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Part 1V.—Ricuts As AFFECTED BY VARIOUS ForRMS oF LIMITATION. 


410. Charge on income.|—PHILIPPS v. PHILIPPS, 
No. 934, post. 

411. .|—By a trust deed the trustees were 
empowered, by sale or mtge. of the trust estates, 
to pay specified debts, & secondly, the mtges. on 
the trust estates, with a direction, ‘‘ out of the rents 
or any other moneys held by them upon the trusts 
of the deed,’ to pay an annuity to A. until the 
mtges. should be paid off :—Held: upon the 
import of the whole instrument, ‘‘ other moneys ”’ 
had reference to those ejusdem generis, & the 
annuity was payable out of income only.— 
OLIFFORD v. ARUNDELL (1860), 1 De G. FF. & J. 
307; 45 H. R. 378, L. C. 

412. ‘ — Testator devised lands, with 
power of distress & entry, to trustees, upon trust. 
to pay out of the rents & profits of the same an 
annuity to B. A suit was instituted to administer 
the estate, to which, B. was made a party, who 
afterwards sold his annuity, with the arrears, 
to C. Upon C. filing his bill praying for payment 
of the annuity, & the arrears, by sale or mtge. of 
the estate :—Held: there was not a charge on the 
corpus of the estate.-—LAMBERT v. TURNER 
(1862), as reported in 7 L. T. 521; 8 Jur. N.S. 
1223; 11 W. R. 51. 

413. .|—Testator devised his real estate 
to trustees upon trust in the first place out of the 
rents, issues & profits to pay life annuities; ‘‘ &, 
subject to the trusts aforesaid ”’ to pay the residue 
of the rents, issues & profits to his four grandsons 
for life, & as any of them died he devised his 
one-fourth of the real estates to their children in 
tail :—Held: the annuities were not charged on 
the corpus of the estate.—SIIEPPARD v. SHEPPARD 
(1863), 32 Beav. 194; 55 BE. R. 76. 

414, .J|—An annuity given by will held not 
to be a charge on corpus, it appearing on the 
whole will that testator, when he made the gift 
of the annuity, was dealing with income only, of 
which he considered there would be a surplus, & 
that he had made a subsequent gift of the cntire 
corpus.—-SALVIN v. WESTON (1866), 35 L. J. Ch. 
552; 12 Jur. N.S. 700; 14 W. BR. 757. 

415. -|—Testator gave all his residuary 
real & personal estate to trustees upon trust for 
sale & conversion & investment, & to hold the 
same ‘* In case I shall leave any child living at my 
decease then upon trust to pay to my wife during 
her life & so long as any child of mine shall be 
living such a sum out of the income of my resi- 
duary trust funds as with the income which my 
wife shall from time to time receive under or by 
virtue of the settlement made on our marriage 
shall make up the total annual income of £8,000. 
But in case 1] shall leave no child surviving me or 
leaving such, every such child shall die in the lifetime 
of my wife then upon trust to pay to her during 
her life such further sum as with the income to 
be derived from the settlement shall make up the 
annual sum of £10,000, & 1 direct that the annual 
sums of £8,000 or £10,000 as the case may be shall 
be deemed to commence & be payable as from my 
death & subject to the trusts aforesaid in trust 
to divide my residuary trust funds unto & equally 
between all & every my children ’”’ who shall 
attain twenty-one or marry. ‘‘ But in case J shall 
leave no child surviving me who shall take a 
vested interest in my residuary trust funds then 
subject to the trusts aforesaid I give & bequeath 
the same to my nephew II.’”’ There was no child 
of the marriage, & the income of testator’s resi- 
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duary estate was insufficient to pay the annuity : 
—Held: the direction to pay out of income, though 
expressed only in the case of the £8,000 annuity, 
applied also to the £10,000 annuity, & this direc- 
tion charged the annuity only on income during 
the widow’s life, & did not create either a charge 
on the corpus or a continuing charge on the 
income.—Re BoprN, BODEN v. BODEN, [1907] 
1 Ch. 182; 76L. J. Ch. 100; 95 L. T. 741, C. A. 


Annotations :—Consd. Pe Howarth, Howarth v. Makinson, 
[1909] 2 Ch. 19. Folld. Ze Boulcott’s SettIimt., Wood v. 
Boulcott. (1911), 104 L. T. 205. Oonsd. Re Young, Brown 
v. Hodgson, [1912] 2 Ch. 479; He Rose, Rose v. Rose 
(1915), 85 L. J. Ch. 22. Refd. Re Bigge, Granville v. 
Moore, [1907] 1 Ch. 714; te Watkins’ Settlmt., Wills 
v. Spence, (1911) 1 Ch. 1. Mentd. Re Joseph, Pain v. 
Joseph, [1908] 2 Ch. 507. 


416. -|—There is no rule of construction 
that a direction to pay an annuity out of the 
income of a residuary estate, without any words 
limiting the direction to current income, creates a 
continuing charge upon income. The intention 
to create such a charge must be found in the will. 

B. by will gave her residuary estate to trustees 
upon trust to realise & invest, & out of the income 
thereof to pay certain annuities, & subject thereto 
to pay the income to T. for her life, & after her 
death to raise out of the capital thereof certain 
legacies &, ‘‘ subject to the trusts aforesaid,’’ to 
hold the trust premises & the income thereof in 
trust for certain named persons in cqual shares. 
The income of testatrix’s estate was insufficient to 
pay the annuities in full :—/Teld: the annuities 
were not charged upon the corpus, & were not a 
continuing charge upon the income, but only on 
the current income, & must fail so far as the cur- 
rent income was insufficient to meet them.— 
Re BIGGER, GRANVILLE v. Moone, [1907] 1] Ch. 714; 
76 1. J. Ch. 413; 96 L. T. 903; 51 Sol. Jo. 410. 
Annotations :-—-Distd. Re Howarth, Howarth v, Makinson, 

[1909] 1 Ch. 485. Overd. Re Watkins’ Settlnt., Wills 

». Spence, [1911] 1 Ch. 1. Refd. Re Strict, Vivers v. 

Holman (1922), 67 Sol, Jo. 79. 

417. .|—By a scttlement scttlor conveyed 
property, which was partly reversionary, to trus- 
tees, who were to pay, subject to his mother’s life 
interest, the rents & other income to himself & 
his assigns during his life. It included a proviso 
that if scttlor died leaving a widow surviving him 
the trustees should from & after the death of the 
tenant for life of the reversionary property & after 
settlor’s death & until his widow should remarry, 
pay the annual income up to the amount of £100 
per annum by equal half-ycarly payments, such 
payments to commence at the expiration of six 
calendar months from the death or second marriage 
of settlor’s mother & the death of settlor if his 
widow should be still alive & unmarried, & if she 
should marry again or die on any other day than 
one of the half-yearly days for payment then 
immediately after such death or marriage pay to 
such widow or her exors. so much of the annuity 
as shall be proportionate to the period which shall 
have elapsed of the then current year. The 
settlement then proceeded: ‘'& it is hereby 
agreed & declared that subject to the trusts & 
provisions hereinbefore expressed the said trustees 
hereof shall stand seised & possessed of the 
premises hereinbefore expressed to be conveyed 
upon trust for such children of the settlor as should 
attain twenty-one years or marry in equal shares.”’ 
There was no child of the marriage, & the income 
of the settlement funds was insufficient to keep 
down the annuity, & two questions were raised 
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yncome: Sub-sect. 2, A. & B.) 





by the summons: (a) was the annuity charged on 
corpus; & (b) if not, was there a continuing 
charge on the income ?—Held: (1) the annuity 
was not charged on corpus; (2) it was in the 
contemplation of settlor that on the death of the 
widow there would be a revesting of the property, 
& the trustees should stand possessed of it, subject 
to the payment of the annuity during her life on a 
different set of trusts ; on this point it was similar 
to Re Boden, Boden v. Boden, No. 415, ante, & there- 
fore, the annuity did not create a continuing charge 
on the income. — Re BouLcortr’s SETTLEMENT, 
ae Bovucott (1911), 104 L. T. 205; 55 Sol. 
o. 313. 

418. Continuing charge.}—Where certain 
annuities & an annual allowance were directed 
to be raised out of the annual rents & profits of 
an estate, & paid & applied for the uses of the 
daughters of testator, & the surplus of the rents 
& profits to be accumulated for twenty-one years, 
or until sums of £40,000 & £100,000 should be 
raised & invested, when the annuities & allowance 
should cease: it was held that the annuities & 
allowance were not charges on the corpus of the 
estate; but that the arrears of such annuities & 
allowance, which the rents & profits during the 
twenty-one years had been insufficient to pay, 
ought to be raised & paid out of the rents & 
profits accruing after the expiration of the twenty- 
one years.—FORBES v. RICHARDSON (1853), 11 
Hare, 354; 21 L. T. O.S. 86; 1W.R, 230; 68 
K. R. 13812. 

419. ——.]—Testator gave hs real & 
personal estate to trustees in trust to pay his 
debts & legacies, & then out of the annual profits 
of the residue. to pay three life annuities, &, 
‘‘ subject as aforesaid,’ to stand possessed of the 
residue, upon trust to apply the income for the 
benefit of G. for life, & after his death the testator 
gave the residue to P. The income of the residue 
proved insufficient to pay the three annuities in 
full, & the trustees paid them rateably till Nov. 
1868, when one of the annuitants died with an 
arrear owing to him; the tenant for life being still 
living :—Held: the annuities were a continuing 
charge on the rents & profits, & the rents & 
profits since Nov. 1868, must be applied first in 
payment of the arrears of the three annuities pari 
passu, & then in payment of the two subsisting 
annuities.—BOooTtH v. COULTON (1870), 5 Ch. App. 
684; 39 L. J. Ch. 622; 18 W. RR. 877, L. J. 
Annotations :—Consd. Ite Mason, Mason v. Robinson (1878), 








& Ch. D. 411; He Boden, Boden vw, Boden, [1907] 1 Ch. 
Hi oe Re Howarth, Howarth v. Makinson, [1909] 
th. 485. 


Apld. Re Boulcott’s Settlmt., Wood v. Boulcott 
(1911), 104 L. T. 205. nsd. Re Rose, Rose v. Rose 
(1915), 85 L. J. Ch. 22. Refd. A.-G. v. Glossop (1906), 

76]. J. K. B. 199. 

420. .|—Testator gave all the residue 
of his real & personal estate to trustees for a term 
of eleven years from his decease, upon trust to pay 
out of the rents, interest, dividends, & procecds, 
certain life annuities; & he directed that the 
residue of the rents, etc., should, during the term, 
be accumulated for the benefit of the person who 
should become entitled to the residue of his per- 
sonal estate at the expiration of the term; & after 
the determination of the term he devised his real 
estate, subject to & charged with the payment of 
the annuities for the residue of the lives, with 
powers of distress & entry for the recovery of the 
same, as if the same had been secured by a lease 
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for years, unto the trustees, in strict settlement :— 

Held: the arrears & the annuities were not 

charged upon the corpus, but upon the income, & 

must be paid out of the income & future income, 

so far as any might be required.—TAYLOR v. 

TAYLOR, Re TAYLOR’S Estate Act (1874), L. R. 

17 Eq. 824; 43 L. J. Ch. 314: 80 L. T. 493 22 

W. R. 349. 

Annotations :-—Distd. Horton v. Hall (1874), L. R. 17 Eq. 
437. Dbtd. Re Tucker, Tucker v. Tucker, [1893] 2 Ch. 
323; Hambro v. Hambro, [1894] 2 Ch. 564. F. 2? 
Young, Brown v. Hodgson, [1912] 2 Ch. 479. 

bound to follow Ie IZowurth, [1909] 2 Ch. 19, & to 

treat payor v. Taylor as overruled by that case (PARKER, 

J.). Refd. Kelsey v. Kelsey (1874), 22 W. R. 4383; Pear- 

son v, Hélliwell (1874), L. R. 18 Eq, 411. 


421. -——- —-—.]—Testator devised his real 
estate & bequeathed his residuary personal estate 
on trust, in the first place, out of the rents & 
profits thereof to pay his widow the clear annual 
sum of £300 during her life, & to pay the remainder 
of such rents & profits to his sister during her life, 
& after her decease, as to the trust estate, in trust 
for all the children of his sister as tenants in com- 
mon. The rents & profits were insufficient to pay 
in full the annuity to the widow :—Held: the 
widow was not entitled to a continuing charge 
upon the rents & profits after her own death until 
the arrears of her annuity should be satisfied, but 
only to the rents & profits during her life.— 
WorMaAnbD v. MuzEEN (1881), 50 I. J. Ch. 776; 
45]. T.315; 29 W. RR. 795, C. A. 

Annotations :—Consd. Re Bigee, Granville v. Moore, [1907] 


Te 
TIT am 


J Ch. 714. Dbtd. Re Wowarth, Howarth v. Makinson, 
[1909] 1 Ch. 485. 
422. .|—Testator gave an annuity to 








his widow, which he directed should be paid in 
full, & subject to that & other annuities he directed 
the income of his estate to be accumulated for the 
benefit of his children attaining twenty-three, the 
accumulations of income to be ‘ subject to such 
payments thereout as aforesaid,’’ & declared that 
no portion of capital or corpus should be made over 
to his children so as to prejudice or affect the duc 
payment of the annual sums hereinbefore be- 
queathed :—Held: the widow’s annuity was a 
continuing charge on the income of the estate, & 
the arrears thercof must be made up after the 
widow’s death.—le liosr, Rosre v. Rost (1915), 
85 L. J. Ch. 22; 11S]. T. 142. 


B. To Sel Apart Fund for Payment. 

423. Charge on corpus—Bestowal of annuity 
testator’s main object.|—Testator having directed 
his exors. to lay out in what govt. security they 
pleased, as much moncy as would produce a 
certain annual interest, & having given that annual 
interest to his wife during her life, in case she did 
not marry again, the exors. invested in the 5 per 
cents. a sum which yielded dividends cxactly 
equal to the specified income; those dividends 
being afterwards diminished by the conversion of 
the 5 per cents. into 4 per cents., the widow was 
held entitled to have the deficiency made good, 
either by the sale from time to time of portions of 
the appropriated stock, or out of any other part 
of the residue which could be made available.— 
May v. BENNETT (1826), 1 Russ. 370; 38 E. ht. 
144. 

Annotations :—Distd. Kendall v. ltussell (1830), 3 Sim. 424. 
Apld. Arundel) v. Arundell (1833), Coop. temn. Brough. 
139. Distd. Innes v. Mitchell (1846), 1 Ph. 710. Apld. 
Wright v. Callender (1852), 2 De G. M. & _G. 652. Folld. 
Mills ». Drewitt (1855), 20 Beav. 632. Distd. Hindle ». 
Taylor (1855), 20 Beav. 109; Baker v. Baker (1858), 
6 H. L. Cas. 616. Apld. Brayne v. Rees (1866), 15 L. T. 
349; Carmichael v. Gee (1880), 5 App. Cas, 588. 


PART IV. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 2.—B. 
d. Charge on corpus.}—LBlkown v. ABLorr (1908), 5 C. L. It. 487.— AUS. 


Part TV.—Riants as AFFECTED PY VARIOUS Forms or LIMITATION, 


424, —— |—Testator directed his cxors. 
to stand possessed of his personal cstate, upon 
trust to invest a sufficient portion thereof in the 
funds to produce an annuity of £2 per week, to 
be paid to one of his sons, & that after his son’s 
decease the sum to be so invested should fall into 
the residue. He directed his exors., as soon as his 
youngest child should attain twenty- one, to 
divide his remaining estate amongst all his children, 
except the annuitant, equally, & directed that, 
upon the decease of the annuitant, the sum 
invested to produce his annuity should be divided 
in like manner among all testator’s other children 
who should then be living, & the issue of such as 
should be dead, share & share alike. The income 
of the residuary estate was insufficient to pay the 
annuity :—Held: the annuitant was entitled to 
have the deficiency made up out of the capital, 
but not to have the annuity valued & the amount 
of the valuation paid to him.—Wricut v. CAL- 





LENDER (1852), 2 De G. M. & G. 65235 21 Ta. J. Ch. 
787; 19 L. T. O.S. 3083 16 Jur. 6473 42 HL WR. 
1027, L. JJ. 


‘Annotations :—Apld. Croly v. Weld a): 3 De G. M, & G. 
993; Miner v. Baldwin (1853), 1 Sm. & G. Folld. 
Ingleman v. Worthington (1855), 25 L. ¢ Ch. or Distd. 
Hindle v. Taylor (1855), 20 Beav. 109; Baker »v. Baker 
(1858), 6 H. L. Cas. 616. Apld. Upton v. Vanner (1861), 
1 Drew. & Sm. 594: Brayne », Fees (1866), 15 L. T. 349. 


Consd. Michell v. Wilton (1875 5), L. R. 20 Hq. 269. ‘Apld. 
Carmichael v. Gee (1880), 5 App. Cas. 588; Re Cottrell, 
Buckland v. Bedingfield (1910) 79 DL. J. Ch. 189. Refd. 


Hickman v, Upsall (1860), 6 Jur. N. S, 361 
Borthwick v. Lovell, [1915] 1 Ch. 795. 


425. .|—Testator directed his trus- 
tees to invest so much money as would be sufficient 
to produce an annuity of £20 per annum, & to pay 
the annual sum of £120 to his widow until certain 
property to which he would be entitled should fall 
into possession, when his trustees were to invest 
s0 much money as would, with the money before 
directed to be invested, pr roduce an annual] income 
of £250, & to pay the sum of £250 to his widow for 
her life, & after her deccase in trust to call in the 
sum of £1,000, part of the money so directed to be 
invested, & pay that sum to such persons as the 
widow should a ppoint, or, in default of appoint- 
ment, to her next of kin. Testator then gave other 
legacies & bequeathed the residue of his property. 
The income of testator’s estate proved to be in- 
sufficient for the payment of the annuity to his 
widow, & the arrears would exhaust the whole 
estate :—Held: the arrears of the annuity were 
the first charge upon the estate, in priority over 
the legacy of £1,000 & the other gencral legacies.— 
INGLEMAN v. WorritnuTon (1855),25 L. J. Ch. 463 
26]. T. 0.8. 253; 1 Jur. N.S. 1062; 4 W. BR. 61. 

426, —— j~—Te stator directed the in- 
vestment in the funds ot sufficient to produce £40 
a year, & the dividends to be paid to his wife for 
life, & he bequeathed his gencral residue & the 
fund invested, after her death, to other persons. 
An investment was made in 5 per cents., which 
were reduced & produced less than £10 :—I/eld : 
(1) the widow was entitled to have the deficiency 
made good out of the corpus of the fund. 

The widow had received lIess than £40 for 
thirty-three years :—Held: (2) there had been 
no laches or acquiescence, the question now 
relating to the respective rights of parties to an 
existing trust fund.—MILtis v7. DrEwirt (1855), 20 
Beav. 632; 25 L. T. O. S. 293; 1 Jur. N.S. 816 ; 
3.W. KR. 626; 52 BE. R. 748. 


Annotations :—.48 to (1) Distd. Earle v. Rollingham, (1857), 
24 Beav. 445. Refd. Re Baker’s Estate (1855), 7 
M. & G. 681; Phillips v. pun ee jtetey: 7L. T. whe 
Gee v. Mahood (1878), 47 L. J. Ch. 6 


427, .]—Testator gave to his trustees 
& exors. a debt of £1,000, due & owing to him from 


Re Dempster, 
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his son T. together with all securities for the same, 
authorising them to allow the principal to remain 
outstanding at their discretion ; & he directed his 
trustees to invest the same when called in, & stand 
possessed of ‘‘ the said debt & of the interest to 
accrue due thereon, & also of the said stocks, 
funds & securities,” upon trust to pay to pltf. an 
annuity of £30 for her life. He also directed his 
trustees to pay to his daughter M. three-fourth 
parts ‘ of the residue of the interest or dividends 
to be received from the said debt, or the invest- 
ment thereof.’ In a codicil to his will, he spoke 
of the same sum of money as “‘ the said debt”? :— 
Held: the annuity was not merely payable out 
of the interest of the debt, but was a charge upon 
the capital, & upon the stock, funds & securities 
in which it might be invested ; & a sufficient 
portion of the same was ordered to be set apart to 
satisfy the annuity. —ITICKMAN v. UPSALI (1860), 








2 Giff. 124; 21.1. 80; 6 Jur. N.S. 367; 8 W.R. 
350 ; 66 ion R. 53. 

4.28. .|—GRATRIX v. CHAMBERS (1860), 
2 Giff, 8321; 7 Jur N.S. 960; 66 H.R. 134. 


Annotation :—Retd, Re pinclate, Allen v. Sinclair, Hodgkins 
wv. Sinclair, [1897] 1 Ch. 

429. cee devised his real & 
personal estate to trustees, of whom his wife was 
one, upon trust for conversion & to invest in govt. 
or real securities, & that his trustees should stand 
possessed of the trust premises to pay his wife an 
annuity of £100 clear of all deductions whatsoever, 
& directed the trustees to appropriate & set apart 
a fund for securing such annuity, &, after the death 
of his wife, directed the trustees to pay & divide 
or transfer the money hereinbefore appropriated & 
directed to be set apart among his, testator’s, 
children. Part of testator’s property consisted of 
£2,500 4 per cent. stock, which at his death, & for 
some time after, produced £100 a year ; this fund 
was sct apart by the trustees for securing payment 
of the widow’s annuity, but, owing to successive 
reductions of the interest of the stock by Parlia- 
ment, there was, at the widow’s death, a con- 
siderable arrcar to make up the deficiency between 
the £100 a year & the reduced income of the fund 
which had for many years been received by the 
widow :—Held: on the construction of the will 
the widow would have been entitled to have the 
deficiency made good out of the corpus; but she 
having forborne to assert her claim for so long a 
period during her lifetime, & having been aware 
of the dealings of several of her children, in respect 
of their shares, with persons who were acting on 
the belief that they were shares in a certain definite 
amount of stock, without giving any intimation 
of her intention to claim such arrears out of the 
corpus, the representatives ofthe widow could not, 
as against the partics who so dealt for value, 
with the knowledge of the widow, assert the claim, 
to which she would otherwise have been entitled, 
to have the arrears of the annuity made good out 
of the corpus.— UPTON v. VANNER (1861), L Drew. 
& Sm. 594; 5 L. T. 480; 8 Jur. N.S. 405; 10 
W.R. 99; 62 E.R. 505. 

430. .|—Testator directed a sale of 
his estate & a sufficient sum to be laid out in the 
funds to produce annuities for his nieces, & he 
gave his residue to his wife for life :—Held: the 
surplus income after paying the annuities which 
accrued prior to the sale & investment being made, 
was Hable to make up the fund necessary to pro- 
duce the annuities, & it did not belong to the 
widow.—-ANDERSON v. ANDERSON (1863), 33 Beav. 
223; 55 EB. R. 353. 

431. ]—Testator bequeathed all the 
residue of his estate & effects to three persons, 
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their heirs, exors. & administrators, upon trust to 
receive the rents & after paying certain specified 
outgoings, to pay an annuity of £130 to his son 
E., & another annuity of £80 to each of his sons, 
R., J., & S. for their respective lives. Testator 
directed that out of the surplus, if any, of the 
yearly rent, issues & profits of said residue, after 
such deductions & payments as aforesaid, £100 
a year should be retained to provide for repairs. 
He directed that when certain houses were put 
into complete repair, & after providing for the 
payment of the said annuities, then the residue 
should go & be divided amongst the persons 
therein mentioned ; & in two other portions of his 
will he spoke of ‘‘ so much of his estate & effects 
as might be set apart for the payment of the said 
annuities ’? :—Held: inasmuch as there was to be 
no distribution of the estate till the annuities were 
paid, the same were a charge upon the corpus; & 
as the rents were insufficient, a sale was decreed.— 
PROWETT v. PROWETT (1864), 10 L. T. 564; 12 
W. R. 819. 

432. .|—By his marriage settlement, 
a husband assigned certain securities to trustees, 
on trust thereout to pay £500 to his wife during 
her widowhood, & subject thereto for himself. 
He also covenanted that, in case the securities 
did not produce £500 a year, he would transfer a 
sufficient capital sum to make it up. By his will 
he gave his residuary cstate to his wife for her 
life, with rémainders over. The sccurities did not 
produce £500 a year:—Held: she ws entitled 
to have the reversion sold, & the proceeds invested, 
& the income applied to make up the £500 a year.— 
HARRINGTON (COUNTESS) v. ATHERTON (1864), 2 
DeG. J. & Sm. 352; 5New Rep.1; 11 L. 7.291; 10 
Jur. N.S.1088; 13 W.R. 62; 4618.4. 411, L. JJ. 

4 -}— Testator directed his trus- 
tees to convert the residue of his real & personal 
estate, & to invest s0 much money as would pro- 
duce £200 a year, & to pay it to his wife during her 
life, & he gave the residue, not wanted for that 
purpose, to other persons. The widow survived 
five years, & the deficiency of the income of the 
residue to pay her annuity amounted to nearly 
£700 :—Held: the deficiency was payable out of 
the corpus.—Prrcy v. Percy (1866), 35 Beav. 
295; 55 EB. R. 909. 

434. .]}—Where an annuity is charged 
upon a fund or an estate & the dividends arising 
from the fund, or the income from the estate, prove 
insufficient to meet the annuity, the annuitant is 
entitled to have the deficiency paid out of the fund, 
or so much of the estate sold as would be sufficient 
to mect the deficiency, unless the grant of the 
annuity can be construed as showing a contrary 
intention.—BRAYNE v. ReEEs (1866), 15 L. T. 
349; 15 W. RR. 195. 

435. .|—Testatrix having made deft. 
her sole residuary legatee & extrix., by a codicil 
gave an annuity of £100 a year to two ladies upon 
trust that they should apply the same for the 
benefit of a ladies’ college, & the education of 
women therein, as they should think best. She 
also directed her extrix., & out of her pure per- 
sonalty, to purchase such an amount of stock as 


























4891. Charge on income — Where 
corpus intended to remain intact. |—Re 
IRWIN (1912), 21 O. W. lt. 5623; 4 
D. L. R, 803.—CAN, 





e. Gift over on death of an- 
nuitant.}—Where the fund set apart 
to provide the annuity is given, on the 


death of the annuitant, over, & does estate—Jight 


not fall into the residue, the annuitant 
is entitled only to the income that the 
fund produces.—TRuUsTEES, EXECUTORS 
& AGENCY Co. v. Dimock (1892), 18 
V. L. R. 729.—AUS 


f. Annuity charged on real & personal 
of annuitant to have 
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would be sufficient ‘‘ by means of the dividends 
thereof ’’ to satisfy the annuity, & until such pur- 
chase, she directed the annuity to be paid ‘ out 
of the income ”’ of her pure personalty, & on the 
determination of the annuity, the stock to sink 
into her general personal estate. The pure per- 
sonalty being insufficient to provide the sum of 
stock required :—Held: the annuity was a charge 
on the corpus of} the fund.—ManrtTIn v. BosTOCK 
(1870), 23 L. T. 216. 

436. .|—Testator appointed his wife 
& two other persons his trustees & exors., he em- 
powered his trustees to make grants of his real 
estate in fee, or otherwise to sell his real & 
personal estate, & to stand possessed of the money 
arising therefrom in trust to invest the same, & 
set apart a sufficient portion of such investments 
as will produce the annuity of £1,200 ‘‘ which I 
bequeath to my wife for her life,’’ payable on the 
usual quarter days, ‘‘ the first payment to be made 
on the first of such days as shall happen after my 
decease, such annuity, in case of my wife’s second 
marriage, to be reduced to the annual sum of 
£150,’ & subject to such investment to set apart 
£5,000 for his daughter Z. ‘‘ As to the entire 
residue of my trust estate, & as to that part sct 
apart in favour of my wife, & as to such part 
thereof as shall be no longer required to be set 
apart in consequence of her sccond marriage,’’ in 
trust for three grandchildren :—Held: this was 
the bequest of an annuity & of an annuity not so 
restricted as to make it payable exclusively out of 
the income of a particular fund arising during the 
widow’s lifetime. While the property remained 
unconverted, as might be the case during the 
whole of her life, the annuity was a charge on the 
whole income of the estate. The fund not being 
sufficient to produce the £1,200 a year, the de- 
ficiency was to be made good out of the corpus.— 
CARMICHAEL v. GEE (1880), 5 App. Cas. 588; 49 
L. J. Ch. 829; 438 LT. 227; 29 W. R. 203, H. L. ; 
affg. S. C. sub nom. GEE v. Maroon (1879), 11 Ch. 
D. 891, C. A. 

Annotation :—Expld. Re Campbell, [1902] 1 K. B. 113. 

437. -}— Bonus shares declared on 
investment set aside to form an appropriated fund 
belong to such appropriated fund & do not fall 
into residue when testator directs the formation 
of an appropriated fund to answer annuities. 
Such annuities are a continuing charge on the 
fund, & not only a charge from year to year on the 
income of the fund.—He Strict, VIVERS v. HOL- 
MAN (1922), 67 Sol. Jo. 79. 

438. Charge on income.|]—An annuity held pay- 
able out of the interest only of a fund, & not out 
of the corpus, & to fail upon a deficiency of the 
income.— EARLE v. BELLINGHAM (No. 1) (1857), 24 
Beav. 445; 53 EB. R. 429. 


Annotations :—Distd. Phillips v. Gutteridge (1862), 3 De 
G. J. & Sm. 332. Refd. Birch v. Sherratt (1867), 2 Ch. 

















Where corpus intended to remain 
intact.|—Ite TYLER’s TRusTs, No. 510, post. 

440. ——.|— BAKER v. BAKER, No. 511, post. 

441. .}—G. directed his trustees to 
purchase a house, & to allow M. to reside therein, & 
to have the use thereof for her sole & separate use, 
& after her decease it was to go to her children 
equally. Testator further requested his trustees, 
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after buying the house, to invest in govt. securities 
sufficient money to produce £40 per annum, & to 
pay the same quarterly for M.’s sole & separate 
use, without power of anticipation :—Held: M. 
was entitled to an annuity for her life only, & she 
was not entitled to have the corpus of the fund 
transferred to her.—Re GROVE’s TRusTS (1859), 1 
Giff. 74; 28 L. J. Ch. 586; 83 L. T. O. S. 865; 5 
Jur. N.S. 855; 7 W. R. 522; 65 BH. R. 831. 

442. -]— Testator directed his trus- 
tees to invest a sum sufficient to pay £50 per 
annum to H. & on her marriage or death to divide 
the stocks, etc., from which the £50 should have 
been produced equally amongst his nephews & 
nieces. The interest on the estate was insufficient 
to produce £50 per annum :—Held: on the con- 
struction of the will the deficiency could not be 
supplied out of the corpus.—TARBOTTOM v. HARLE 
(1863), 11 W. R. 680. 

Annotations :—Refd. Michell ». Wilton (1875), la. R. 20 Eq. 

269; Gee v. Mahood (1879), 48 L. J. Ch. 657. 

443. .]— Testator gave all his pro- 
perty to trustees upon trust to pay the income to 
his wife for the maintenance of herself & his 
children until the youngest attained twenty-one, 
when the trustees were to invest a “ sufficient 
sum ’’ to secure an annuity of £50, which was to 
be paid to his wife ‘‘ as the dividends were re- 
ceived’? & ‘‘ subject thereto’ the trustecs were 
to ‘‘ divide the whole of his trust estate ’? amongst 
his eight children. Upon testator’s youngest child 
attaining twenty-one, the income of the entire 
property was insufficient to meet the annuity :— 
Held: the deficiency was not payable out of the 
corpus.—MICHEIL v. WILTON (1875), L. lt. 20 Eq. 
269; 44 L. J. Ch. 490; 23 W. R. 789. 

444, ——— Corpus devised to annuitant—Subject 
to sale by trustees..—S. by his will gave pltf. an 
annuity of £200 for the benefit of H. By a codicil 
he appointed one-fourth share of certain real 
estate, part of which was liable to be sold, to H., 
& appointed the same share to pltf. & another, 
upon trust to apply the rents or the money when 
the estate was sold towards the payment of H.’s 
annuity, & on the death of HE. he gave her share 
of the real estate over :—Held: the annuity was 
charged in the first instance on the income of E.’s 
share in the real estate, & then on testator’s 
residuary personal estate in priority to the corpus 
of E.’s share.—-SkIRRow v. SKIRROW (1869), 17 
W. R. 759. 














C. To Pay from Income of Specific Property Set 
Apart. 


445. Charge on corpus—Sale of estate charged—- 
Investment in government stock—Conversion.]— 
A jointress, having a rentcharge secured in the 
usual way by a trust term, concurred in selling & 
conveying the estate exonerated therefrom, a part 
of the purchase-money being laid out in the Navy 
5 per cents., the dividends of which she by deed 
declared she accepted in full discharge or satisfac- 
tion of such rentcharge. The income of this 
investment having, by the successive conversion 
of the Navy 5 per cents. into 4 per cents. & 33 per 
cents., become less than the amount of the rent- 
charge, it was held that the jointress was entitled 
to have the deficiency supplied out of the corpus 
of the stock.—ARUNDELL v. ARUNDELL (18338), 1 
aT a 316; Coop. temp. Brough. 1389; 47 E. R. 

0, L. C. 
Arrtasion :—Consd. Mortimer v. Picton (1834), 33 L. J. Ch. 
» QO. 
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446. Property given over subject to 
annuity.]|—Testatrix directed her trustees to levy 
& raise, out of the interest, dividends & annual 
produce of certain trust funds, an annual sum of 
£100, & pay the same to P. during his life; & 
‘“ subject & without prejudice to the payment of 
the annuity,’’ to pay the income of the trust funds 
to F. for life, & after his decease, ‘‘ subject & 
without prejudice, as aforesaid’’ to stand pos- 
sessed of the trust funds for other persons. The 
income of the fund was insufficient to pay the 
annuity :—Held: such arrears were a charge upon 
the corpus of the trust property, & the tenant for 
life was only bound to keep down the interest of 
such arrears.—PLAYFAIR Vv. COOPER, PRINCE v. 
Cooper (1853), 17 Beav. 187; 1 Eq. Rep. 137; 23 
L. J. Ch. 341, 343; 21 L. T. O. S. 177; 1 W. R. 
376; 51 EB. R. 1004. 

Annotations :—Apld. Re Croxon, Ferrers v. Croxtou, [1915 


2 Ch. 290. Refd. Wheatley v. Davies (1876), 35 L. T. 
306. Mentd. Edgar v. Reynolds (1855), 4 Jur. N. 8. 399 ; 


e 


Obece v. Bishop (1859), 1 De G. F. & J. 137 

447. .} — Testator directed his trus- 
tees, out of the proceeds of the sale of his estate, 
to appropriate £15,000, & to invest the same, & 
pay the income thereof to his wife for her life, & 
after her death he gave the £15,000 in trust for 
his children equally, & the residue of his estate 
amongst his children in unequal proportions. The 
widow & the trustees entered into a written agree- 
ment to appropriate certain railway preference 
stock & other securities of the value at the time of 
the appropriation of about £15,000 to represent 
this fund. At the death of the widow the securities 
comprised in this agreement had considerably 
fallen in value :—Held: the residuary cstate must 
make good the deficiency in the fund thus set 
apart.— STEWART v. SANDERSON (1870), L. R. 10 
Hq. 26; 39 L. J. Ch. 387; 22 L. T.10; 18 W. R. 
278. 

448, ——— Property given over after payment 
of antecedent trusts.|—Testator gave leascholds to 
trustees upon trust to receive the rents & profits & 
to pay the annual sum of £60 to H. for life, & after 
the death of H. to raise by sale or intge. the sum of 
£400 for the children of H., & after the death of H. 
& the raising & payment of the £400, to assign the 
said leaseholds, or such part thereof as should 
remain undisposed of, unto T. absolutely. The 
income proving insufficicnt to satisfy the annuity, 
it was held that it was chargeable upon the corpus. 
—PHILLIPS v. GUTTERINDGE (1862), 3 Do G. J. & 
Sin. 832; 1 New Rep. 33 321. 3. Ch. 1; 71. T. 
402; 8 Jur. N.S. 1196; 11 W. 1.12; 466. 2. 
664, L. C. 

Annotations emi oan Brayno v. Rees (1866), 15 W. R. 195; 
Pearson v. Holllwell (1874), L. R. 18 Eq. 411 ; Re Howarth, 
Howarth v. Makinson, [1909] 2 Ch. 19. Refd. Iambro 
v. Hambro (1894), 63 L. J. Ch. 627 ; Re Boden, Boden v. 
Boden, [1907] 1 Ch. 132. 

449. Charge on income — Income of specified 
leaseholds.|—Testator bequeathed two lcaschold 
houses to trustees, in trust, out of the rents, to pay 
£50 a year to his daughter-in-law so long as she 
should remain his son’s widow, & to invest the 
surplus in stock, to be held in trust for his wife for 
life, remainder for his grand-daughters; & after 
his death, in case his daughter-in-law should be 
then married, or after her decease or second 
marriage, whenever the lattcr event might happen, 
to sell the houses & invest the proceeds in stock, 
to be held in trust for his wife for life, remainder 
for his grand-daughters. The daughter-in-law con- 
tinued single, & the trustees paid her the £50 a 
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year out of the rents, & disposed of the surplus in 
the manner directed, until the lease of the houses 
expired :—Held: after the death of testator’s 
widow, the stock purchased with the surplus 
rents, was not subject to the payment of the 
annuity, notwithstanding the lease had expired.— 
DARBON v. RIcKARDS (1845), 14 Sim. 537; 14 
L. J. Ch. 344; 9 Jur. 364; 60 EB. R. 466. 

er cen :—Consd. Forbes v. Richardson (1853), 11 Hare, 


450, Gift over after annuitant’s 
death.)—Testator by a codicil to his will directed 
his exor. to pay 15s. per week to his widow, so long 
as two leasehold houses should be let, & if one or 
both should become vacant, he left it to the dis- 
cretion of his exor., to sell the houses & invest the 
proceeds for the purpose of paying such weckly 
allowance, or in proportion according to the 
amount the houses might produce; & he revoked 
a gift in his will of the profits of the houses to his 
widow, having considered that the 15s. per weck 
Was quite sufficient to maintain her & make her 
comfortable ; & his will contained a gift over of 
his property. Testator’s property, including the 
houses, having been sold & realised, produced a 
fund insufficient to pay 15s. weekly to the widow : 
—Held: such allowance could not be made good 
out of the capital—HAWKE v. Kemp (1843), 7 
Jur, 294. : 

451. Subject to distress or sale.]— 
Life annuities bequeathed by will, to be issuing & 
payable ouf of leaseholds & personalty with power 
to recover them when in arrear ‘“‘ by listress or 
sale,’ in like manner as rack rents are recovered by 
law :—Held: to be charged on the income & not 
on the corpus.—ADDECOTT v. ADDECOTT (1861), 
29 Beav. 460; 54 EB. R. 706. 

Annotation :—Refd. Lambert «. Turner (1862), 7 L. T. 521. 

452, Gift over ‘‘ subject as aforesaid.’*]— 
Testator directed his trustees to stand possessed 
of £20,000 &, as to one-fourth part thereof, in a 
certain event ‘‘ upon such trusts as were therein- 
after declared touching the sum of £20,000, 3} per 
cent. Consolidated Annuities thereinafter be- 
queathed in trust for his son, his wife & children ” : 
he afterwards directed two other trustees to stand 
possessed of £20,000, 33 per cent. Consolidated 
Annuities, & to pay the annual produce of the 
sum of £20,000 stock in a different event, upon 
trust for his son for life, & after his deceasc, in 
trust, during the widowhood of E. his wife to pay 
pay her an annuity of £200 ” :—Held: (1) E. took 
one annuity only of £200; (2) annuity not pay- 
able out of corpus.—HINDLE v. TAYLOR (1855), 5 
DeG.M. & G.577; 25L. J. Ch. 78; 26 L.1T. O.S. 
81; 1 Jur. N.S. 1029; 4 W. R. 62,1. C. 


Annotations :—As to (1) Apld. Boyd v. Boyd (1863), 2 New 
tep..486. Folld. Leigh v. Leigh (1870), 22 ad 837. 

. Cooper v. Macdonald (1873), L. R. 16 Eq. 258. 

Trew v. Perpetual Trustee Co., [1895] A. C. 264. 

_« Re Beaumont, Bradshaw v. Packer, [1913] 1 Ch. 325: 

Jte Wood, Wodehouse v. Wood, [1913] 2 Ch. 274; Re 
Arnell, Re Edwards, Prickett v. Prickett, [1924] 1 Ch. 473, 
Goeally, Mentd. Zte Bristol, Grey v. Grey, [1897] 1 Ch. 


453. New trust arising on annuitant’s 
death.)—Direction to invest £10,000 4 per cent. 
stock, in the name of trustees, & to pay thereout 
annuities to various persons, amounting in the 
whole to £400 a year; & that the trustees should 
hold the stock & the dividends thereof, subject to 
the annuities upon trust, as to so much of the 
dividends as from time to time should fall in by 
the determination of the annuitics, until one-half 
of the dividends should have so fallen in, to invest 
the same & the resulting income thereof, in order 
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to increase the capital of the fund by accumula- 
tion ; & so soon as one-half of the dividends should 
have so fallen in, to apply such moiety of the 
dividends, & also such further parts of the same 
as should from time to time fall in by the deter- 
mination of the annuities respectively, & the whole 
of the dividends, when all the annuities should 
have ceased, to certain charitable uses. The 
£10,000 4 per cent. stock was invested according 
to the will, & was subsequently converted into 
3% per cents., & the trustees thereupon reduced 
the payments to the annuitants by one-eighth, the 
dividends having become to that extent insufficient 
to answer the annuities. The death of some of the 
annuitants afterwards released a part of the 
dividends, & the sums so falling in were accumu- 
lated. In an information to establish the charity : 
—Held: the annuitants were not entitled to be 
paid their annuities in full, either out of the 
capital, or out of the released dividends, but the 
reduction of the stock would operate to produce 
a proportionate reduction in the several annuities, 
& in the fund applicable to the charity.—A.-G. v. 
PouLDEN (1844), 3 Hare, 555; 3 L. T. O. S. 99; 
8 Jur. 611; 67 EB. R. 501. 


Annotations :-—Distd. Mills v. Drewitt (1855), 20 Beav. 632. 
Refd. Bridgnorth Corpn. v. Collins (1847), 15 Sim. 538 ; 
Re Cattell, Cattell v. Cattell, {1907] 1 Ch. 567. 


454. .|—Testator gave freehold & 
leaschold estates to trustees, upon trust, to receive 
the rents from time to time as they became pay: 
able, & thereout to pay to his wife an annuity 
during her life, & after her decease upon trust to 
convey to other persons absolutely. ‘The rents 
were inadequate to satisfy the annuity :—Held: 
the annuity must abate, & it was not charged upon 
the corpus of the estates.—FOSTER v. SMITH (1846), 
] Ph. 629 ; 15 I. J. Ch. 183 3 4] E. R. 772, L. C. 
Annotations :—Distd. Wroughton ». Colquhoun (1846), 1 

De G. & Sm. 36; Playfair ». Cooper, Prince v. Cooper 

(1853), 17 Beav. 187. Consd. Forbes v. Richardson (1853), 

11 Hare, 354; Mills v. Drewitt (1855), 20 Beav._ 632. 

Distd. Torre v. Browne (1855), 5 H. L. Cas. 556. Folld. 

Karle v. Bellingham (1857), 24 Beav. 445. Distd. Phillips 

v. Gutteridge (1862),3 De G._J. & Sm. 332; Brayne v. 

Rees (1866), 15 L. T. 349. _Consd. 7te Boden, Boden v. 

Boden, [1907] 1 Ch. 132; Re Boulcott’s Settlmt., Wood 

% Boulcott (1911), 104 L. T. 205. Refd. Re L. B. & S.C. 

Ry., Hz p, Wilkinson (1849), 3 Do G. & Sm. 633; Stelfox 

v. Sugden (1859), John. 234; Hickman v. Upsall (1860), 

6 Jur. N.S. 367; Lambert v. Turner (1862), 7 lL. T. 52] ; 

Taylor v. Taylor (1874), 30 L. T.49 ; Gee v. Mahood (1878), 

9 Ch, D. 151; Re Tucker, Tucker v. Tucker, [1893] 2 Ch. 

323; He Rose, ltose v. Rose (1915), 85 L. J. Ch. 22. 

455. .}— Testator, by his will, be- 
queathed the residue of his real & personal estate 
to his widow & three other persons as trustees, on 
trust to sell & invest in govt. securitics, & out of 
the dividends to pay an annuity of £500 to his 
daughter for life, an annuity of £100 to W. for 
life, & on his death an annuity of £50 to the son 
of W. for life, & the remainder of the dividends 
to testator’s widow for her life: testator directed 
that, after the death of the widow, if the daughter 
should be then living & should have no child then 
living, the trustees should pay her a further 
annuity of £500, that if testator’s daughter should 
have a child living at the death of the widow the 
two annuities of £500 should cease, & the trustees 
raise & invest £20,000 & pay the dividends to the 
daughter for her life with remainder to her children, 
that the trustees should also pay £5,000 to such 
person or persons as the widow should by will 
appoint, & that the widow should also have power 
to dispose of £1,000, either by gift in her lifetime 
or by will, among her three co-trustees in such 
proportions as she should think fit; & testator 
named certain persons as residuary legatees., 
There being a deficiency of assets to pay the two 
annuities of £500, & also the legacies of £5,000 & 
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£1,000 :—Held: the annuities were not payable 

out of the corpus of testator’s estate.—-MILLER v. 

HUDDLESTONE (1851), 3 Mac. & G. 518; 21 

L. J.Ch.1; 18 L. T. O. 8.147; 15 Jur. 10433 42 

K. R. 358, L. C. 

Annotations :—Consd. Street v. Street (1863), 2 New Rep. 56. 
Distd. Carmichael v. Gee (1880), 5 App. Cas. 588; Re 
Taylor, lsley v, Randall (1884), 50 L. T. 717. Refd. 
Byam v. Sutton (1854), 19 Beav. 556; Birch v. Sherratt 
(1867), 2 Ch. App. 644; Rawson v. M‘Causland (1873), 
aa R. 145; Stokes v. Bridgman (1878), 47 L. J. Ch. 
456. Gift over of surplus income during 

life of annuftant.|—Annuity given by will to one 

for life out of the intcrest, dividends & annual pro- 
ceeds of a given fund, although without restriction 
as to time, & followed by a gift over after the 
annuitant’s decease of ‘‘ the residuc ”’ of the fund : 

—Held: not a charge upon the corpus; chicfly 

upon the ground that the will contained a gift over 

of surplus income during the life of the annuitant. 

—STELFOX v. SUGDEN (1859), John. 234; 70 

K. R. 410. 

Annotations :-—Distd. Howarth v. Rothwell (1862), 8 Jur. 
N. S. 69: Prowett v. Prowett (1864), 10 L. T. 564. 
Consd. Wormald v. Muzeen (1881), 17 Ch. D. 167. Refd. 
Salvin ct. Weston (1866), 35 L. J. Ch. 552; Ke Mason, 
Mason v. Robinson (1878), 8 Ch. D. 411; Re Bigge, Gran- 
ville v. Moore, {1907} 1 Ch. 714. 

457. .}— Testator bequeathed onc- 
sixth share of his residuary estate to trustees upon 
trust out of the income thereof to pay to his 
widow during her life an annuity of £1,000 a year, 
& ‘‘ subject thereto to permit the same share & 
the income thereof’? to devolve under trusts 
therein declared or referred to in favour of testa- 
tor’s son & daughter & their issue respectively :— 
Held: according to the true construction of the 
will. so long as the annuity was being paid in full 
the trustees had no power to retain surplus income 
of a past year for the purpose of making good a 
possible deficiency in a future year.—fe PuLart, 
Sykes v. Dawson, [1916] 2 Ch. 563; 86 L. J. Ch. 
114; 115 L. T. 524; 61 Sol. Jo. 10. 

Annotations :-—Consd. Re Earle, Tucker v. Donne (1923), 
feans 1 Refd. Re Strict, Vivers v. Holman (1922), 











Srct. 3.—CUMULATIVE AND SUBSTITUTIONAL 
ANNUITIES. 
Sun-skcrT, 1.—GRANTS IN SAME INSTRUMENT. 


Satisfaction generally.|—See Kquiry, Vol. XX., 
pp. 449 et seq. 

458. Annuities of same amount — Substitu- 
tional.|—Two annuitics of equal amount in the 
same will to the same person :—Held: not 
accumulative.—HOLFoRD v. Woop (1798), 4 Ves. 


76; 31 E. R. 40. 
Annotation :-—Mentd. Pratt v. Sladden (1807), 14 Ves. 193, 


459. ——.]—-Testator, by his will, gave 
all his property to his wife, absolutely. By a subse- 
quent incomplete testamentary paper, he gave all 
his property to his wife & two other persons, in 
trust, to sell & pay the interest of the procceds to 
his wife for her life, &, after her decease, to dispose 
of the principal to the purposes after mentioned. 
Testator then gave several legacies & annuities, & 
directed that, after the death & failure of issue of 
one of the annuitants, the annuity should be paid 
to his residuary legatee, but he did not name any, 
In another testamentary paper testator gave 
legacies & annuities to the legatees & annuitants 
named in the former paper, & also to other per- 
sons :—Held: the legacies given by the second & 
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third papers were single & not cumulative.— 
BRINE v. FERRIER (1835), 7 Sim. 549; 58 E.R. 
948. 

460. Annuities of different amounts—Substitu- 
tional.|— Gift of residue to pay income to widow 
for life, subject to the payment thereout of an 
annuity of £10 to A. for his life. After the decease 
of his widow, a disposition was made of the pro- 
perty, & amongst other gifts there was one of the 
dividends of £1,000 stock to A. for life :—Held: 
the annuity to A. ceased upon the death of the 
widow, & A. then took the dividends on the 
£1,000 in substitution.—ADNAM v. CoLkE (1843), 6 
Beav. 353; 49 KE. R. 862. 
nnn :—Mentd. Trimmer v. Danby (1856), 25 L. J. Ch. 


461. ———.| — Bequest of ‘an annuity of 
£800 to testator’s wife, followed by a bequest, 
among others, of an annuity of £200 to testator’s 
daughter, & a subsequent direction, in the same 
instrument, that, at the death of testator’s wife, 
the daughter was to have £400 a year :—Held: the 
annuity of £400 given to the daughter was in sub- 
stitution for, & not in addition to, the prior 
annuity of £200 given to the same legatee.— 
YOCKNEY v. ILANSARD (1844), 3 are, 620; 8 Jur. 





822; 67 EL WR. 527, 
462. — -.J]—Testator, after devising a real 
estate to his natural son T., bequeathed as 


follows: ‘TI give & bequeath unto my sister E., 
to be paid out of the rents & profits of the lands, 
the sum of £250 per annum, & to live free from rent 
in the house I now occupy in II., with the land & 
buildings I now occupy, containing about 9 
Lancashire acres, with the use of my household 
furniture, plate, linen, bovuks, wines, spirits, 
carriages & horses, cows, hay, & farming utensils, 
& stock, for her sole use during her natural life, or 
so long as she shall remain unmarried; in cither 
events, then to go to 'T’.; but should she marry, 
then my will & mind is, that my exors. shall pay 
her £100 per annum, for her own use, during her 
natural life, out of the rents & profits of my estate.”’ 
The sister married in testator’s lifetime :—Held : 
that the consumable articles did not go to T., but 
fell into the residue; & the annuities of £250 per 
annum & £100 per annum were not cumulative.— 
ANDREW v. ANDREW (1845), 1 Coll. 686 ; 63 EH. It. 
598. 

463. —— ——.]—HInpDii v. Tayior, No. 152, 
ante. 

464. Cumulative.|—Testator bequeathed 
to A., for her life, an annuity of £10, the annuity 
of nineteen guineas upon the death of A., & the 
annuity of £50 when the mtge. on his estate should 
be reduced to £500, ‘‘ & which respective sums of 
£10, nineteen guineas & £50, as the case might be, 
were to be paid ”’ half-yearly :—Held: they were 
cumulative.—HARTLEY v. OSTLER (1856), 22 Beav. 
419; 2 Jur. N.S. 1199; 52 H.R. 1181. 

465. Grant under powers given by separate 
wills—Substitutional.]—Testator devised his estates 
to his eldest son for life, with power to charge 
them with a jointure of £600 a year, & to raise 
portions for younger children not exceeding a 
certain amount. The brother of testator died some 
time after, & devised his estates ‘upon & for & 
subject to the like uses, & to, for, & upon the like 
trusts, powers, provisions, & limitations, & to & 
for the like intents & purposes as testator’s late 
brother by his will had devised, given, or directed 
of & concerning his estates.”’ 

By virtue of the powers contained in the Jast 
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Sect. 8.—Cumulative and substitutional annuities: 
Sub-sects.1 &2. Part V. Sect. 1.] 


testator’s will, the tenant for life granted to his 
wife a jointure of £400 a year in addition to the 
£600 a year which he had power to appoint to her 
under the will of the first testator :—Held: the 
words of reference did not multiply the charges, & 
the widow was not entitled to the additional £400 
a year.—LEIGH v. LeE1aH (1870), 22 L. T. 837; 18 
W. RR. 991. 
Cumulative 
"ILLS. 


& substitutional legacies.] — See 


SUB-SECT, 2?.—GRANTS IN SEPARATE INSTRUMENTS. 


Satisfaction generally.]|—Sec Equity, Vol. XX., 
pp. 449 et seq. 

466. Annuities of different amounts — Cumu- 
lative.|—-A man by his will gives to his exor. an 
annuity of £200 & charges his real estate with the 
payment of it. Testator by a codicil, attested by 
two witnesses only, gives his exor. another annuity 
of £100 payable as mentioned in my will :—Held: 
the exor. was well entitled to both the annuities ; 
but. the annuity given by the codicil was payable 
out of the personal estate.—-WnriGutT v. CADOGAN 
OED) (1766), 1 Bro. Parl. Cas. 486; 1 E.R. 707, 


Annotations,:—Mentd. Twisden v. Lock (1768), Amb. 663; 
Rippon v. Dawding (1769), Amb. 565; Doe d. Burville 
”. Burville (1773), Lofft, 101; Compton v. Collinson 
(1788), 2 Bro. C. C. 377; Doe d. Hodsden wv. Staple (1788), 
2 Term Rep. 684; Field v. Moore, Field v. Brown (1855), 
eg G. M. & G. 691; Dye v. Dye (1884), 13 L. J. Q. 2B. 


467, .|— Annuities held upon the 
construction of the will to be cumulative, & not 
substitutional—MACKINNON 1. PEACH (1888), 
2 Keen. 555; 71. J. Ch. 211; 48 BE. R. 741. 
Annotations :-—Mentd. Harris v. Davis (1844), 1 Coll. 416: 

Ive +. King (1852), 16 Beav. 46; de Rye’s Settlmt. (1852) 

10 Hare, 106; Ke Faulding’s Trust (1858), 26 Beav. 263; 

Re Vowman, Devenish v. Pester, £1895] 2 Ch. 348. 


468. .|—Several annuities given by a 
will & codicils, held to be cumulative.—SpiIrE v. 
SMITH (1839), 1 Beav. 419; 48 EK. R. 1002. 

469. .|— Testator, by his will, 
bequeathed sums to his four sons absolutely, & 
other sums to his four daughters, for their lives, 
with remainder to their children. One of his sons 
afterwards died; & testator thereupon made a 
codicil as follows: ‘‘ In consequence of the death 
of my son, T., I have opened my will, & now wish 
to bequeath to my wife £600 a year; to my three 
sons £2.000 each; to my four daughters £300 a 
year each; &, at the Neat of my wife, the £600 a 
vear to be equally divided amongst my four 
daughters. This memorandum will, I hope, be 
attended to in case of death before I make the 
legal alteration in my will ’’ :—Held: the gifts by 
the codicil were in addition to those by the will; 
& the annual sums given by the eodicil were 
perpetual, & not mere life annuities. —TWEEDALE 
v. TWEEDALE (1840), 10 Sim. 453; 9 L. J. Ch. 147; 
4 Jur. 263; 59 Ts. TR. 691. 

Annotations :—N.F. Blewitt v. Roberts (1841), Cr. & Ph. 274. 


Refd. Baynes v. Ridge (1853), 1 Eq. Rep. 157; Hill v. 
Potts (1862), 8 Jur. N.S. 555. 


470. |—By her will  testatrix 
bequeathed to pltf., in case she should remain in her 
sister’s service, an annuity of £40 & a legacy of 
£30. By a codicil testat:ix increased ‘“ the 
immediate annuity of £30 ”’ left by her will to plté. 
to an annuity of £50 :—Held: pltf. was entitled 
to the annuity of £50 as well as the contingent 
annuity of £40.—IVEs v. DopGSoN (1870), L. RB. 9 
Kq. 401; 39 L. J. Ch. 693; 23 L. T. 215. 

471. ——- Substitutional.]—Testator bequeathed 


























RENTCHARGES AND ANNUITIES. 


to Mrs. L. Pitney an annuity of £150, payable half- 
yearly, for her separate use. He afterwards wrote 
in the margin opposite this bequest: ‘‘ Now, Mrs. 
J. Gray, one hundred guineas per annum, in 
quarterly payments.”” Mrs. L. Pitney had married 
a Mr. Gray prior to the date of the will :—Held: 
the annuities were substitutional, & the legatee 
was entitled to an annuity of one hundred guineas 
for her separate use.—MARTIN v. DRINKWATER 
(1840), 2 Beav. 215; 9 L. J. Ch. 247; 48 E. R. 
1162. 
Annclanan -—Refd. Wilson v. O'Leary (1871), L. R. 12 Eq. 
525. 


472. —— .]}—Testator having at the time 
of making his will £2,000, 3 per cent. Consols, but 
not mentioning that fact in his will, directed his 
exors. to invest out of his residuary estate a 
sufficient sum in the 3 per cent. Consols, to produce 
an annual income of £279 8s., which he bequeathed 
to his wife for life, & after her death, he bequeathed 
£2,000 stock, part of the fund to be so purchased, 
to five trustees, upon trust, out of the dividends, 
& out of the rents of certain leasehold tenements, 
to pay to poor decayed tradesmen & poor woinen, 
residents of A., a sum of £5 each, per annum; 
& if there was a surplus of the dividends, to pay 
such surplus among those poor men & women, as the 
trustees should think proper. He afterwards sold out 
the £2,000, 3 per cents., & by a codicil, reciting that 
he had sold out ‘‘ the £2,000 stock, as mentioned 
in his will,” & bought long annuities with the 
proceeds, he bequeathed the dividends of those 
annuities to lis wife for life, & after her death he 
bequeathed the annuities to the five trustces above 
referred to, upon trust, out of the dividends & out 
of the rents of the leaseholds before referred to, 
to pay to poor decayed tradesmen & poor women, 
natives & residents of A., a sum of £5 each per 
annum; & if there was a surplus of the dividends, 
to pay to six poor men & six women, the sum of 
£7 instead of £5 cach:—Held: the bequests 
contained in the codicil were in substitution of the 
benefits given by the will, & were not cumulative. 
—A.-G. v. GEORGE (1813), 12 L. J. Ch. 1655; 7 
Jur. 141, L. C. 

473. ——,|—Ite FREME’S Contract, No. 
$12, post. 

474. Annuities of same amount—Cumulative.| 
—(1) Testator, in his lifetime, by bond secured to 
C. an annuity of £300 for life, payable on the usual 
quarter days, ctc.; & by his will he confirmed it, 
& bequeathed a further annuity of £200 payable 
in the same manner, it being his intention that 
she should receive an annuity of £500 instead of 
£300. By a codicil, testator directed his trustccs 
to raise £500 a year & pay the same to C. during 
her life, by quarterly payments :—Held: the 
second annuity was cumulative. 

(2) A perpetual annuity was granted by King 
Charles II. to A. & his heirs payable out of the 
coal duties :—Held: though descendable to the 
heirs, ib was personal & not real estate. —RADBURN 
v. JERVIS, HARE v. Lis, (1841), 3 Beav. 450; 49 
K. R. 177. 


Annotation :—Generally, Mentd. Allen v. Maddock (1858), 
11 Moo. P. C. C. 427. 


475. J—A bequest by the will of 
testatrix of an annuity to her “servant’’ H. & 
a bequest by a codicil three years afterwards of an 
annuity of the same amount to her “ servant ”’ 
H. :—Held: to be cumulative, the word 

servant ’’ not expressing the motive, but being 
descriptive only.—RocH 7. CALLEN (1848), 6 
Hare, 531; 17 lL. J. Ch. 144; 12 Jur. 112; 67 
E.R. 1274. 

476. Substitutional.|—If testator by will 
gives £2,000 a year by way of jointure to any 

















Part V.—Ricuts AS AFFECTED BY INSUFFICIENCY OF GRANTOR’sS ESTATR. 


woman he might marry, & after marriage by 
codicil gives his wife the same jointure, she cannot 
claim both.—OSBORNE v. LEEDS (DUKE) (1800), 
5 Ves. 369; 31 B. R. 684, 1. C. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Hurst . Boach (1819), 5 Madd. 351; 

Thorne v. Rooke (1841), 2 Curt. 799; Leo v. Pain (1844), 

4 Hare, 201, 

477. -|— Testator devised an estate 
to his daughter for life, with remainder to her hus- 
band for life, & charged other estates with the 
pay ent of an annuity to his daughter, & after her 

eath, with the payment of an annuity to her 
husband. He then made a codicil, which, in 
effect, revoked the husband’s life estate in 
remainder. By a subsequent codicil, he gave to 
the husband a life estate in possession in the {first 
estate, & also an annuity in possession, to the 
same amount & charged upon the same estates 
as the former annuity :—Held: the second 
annuity was substituted for the first.—GRAVES v. 
Hicks (1833), 6 Sim. 391; 58 E.R. 641. 


Annotations :—Mentd. Hickling v. Boyer (1851), 3 Mac. 
& G. 635; Loosemore v. Knapman (18538), Kay, 123; 
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Freeman »v. Ellis (1863), 1 Hem. & M. 758: Wambro v. 
Hambro (1894), 63 L. J. Ch. 627. 


478. pee Where testator living in 
Ireland, by his will, directed his exors. to invest 
sufficient meney with an Irish assurance co. to 
pay an annuity of £20 a year to A. during her life, 
& afterwards he came to England, &, by a codicil, 
directed his exors. to purchase an annuity of £20 
yearly from an assurance co. in London or Dublin, 
to be paid to A. during her life :—Held: the gift 
of the annuity in the codicil was substitutional, & 

not cumulative.—BOURNE v. HARTLEY, BOURNE v. 

Manon (1854), 2 Eq. Rep. 910; 23 L. T. O.S. 219 ; 

18 Jur. 532; 2 W. R. 452. 

479. .}—An annuity of like amount, 
subsequently give, is in substitution for the annuity 
charged on the revoked gift.—STRUTHERS vw. 
STRUTHERS (1857), 5 W. R. 809. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Saxton v. Saxton (1879), 13 Ch. D. 
359; Ee Russell, Russell v. Chell (1882), 10 Ch. D. 432. 
Cumulative & substitutional legacies.J—Svre 

WILLS. 

















by Insufficiency of Grantor's 


Estate. 


1.—ESTATE INSUFFICIENT AT TIME OF 
CREATION. 


480. Grant for life out of leaseholds — Chattel 
interest..—A rent for life granted out of a term for 
years in lands, is a chattcl, & shall be satisfied out 
of the term, till the one or other estate determines. 
—ST. AUBY’S CASE (1590), Cro. Eliz. 183; 78 
Wd. R. 4389. 

481, —-— ——.]—BuTT’s Cask, No. 6, ante. 

482, --—- —-—.]—A _ rentcharge granted for 
life by a tenant for years, is not void, but is good 
as a chattel interest, & the goods of a stranger not 
shown to hold the premises by title paramount to 
the rentcharge, as by a prior demise, may be 
distrained for the arrears.—SAFFrERY v. ELGOOD 
(1834), 1 Ad. & El. 191; 3 Nev. & M. ik. B. 346; 
3L. J. 8. B. 151; 110 KB. R. 1180. 
ehiation :—Refd. Johnson v. Faulkner (1842), 2 Q. DB. 

JS. 


483. Grant in fee by tenant In tail—Interest de- 
terminable by death of tenant in tail—Unless estate 
tail barred.|—If a tenant in tail grant a rent in fee 
it is determinable by the death of the tenant in 
tail but if the tenant in tail levy a fine or suffer 
a recovery, by which the estate tail is barred then 
it is unavoidable.-—ALTON Woopns’s CASE, A.-G. 
». BusHorr (1600), 1 Co. Rep. 40 b; 76 E.R. 89. 
Annotations :-—Mentd. Englefield’s Case (1591), 7 Co. Rep. 

11 b; Case of a Fine Levicd by the King (1605), 7 Co. Rep. 

32a; Prince’s Case (1606), 8 Co. Rep. 1a; Chandos’s 

Case (1607), 6 Co. Rep. 65a; St. Saviour’s, Southwark 

Case (1613), 10 Co. Rep. 66b; Needler ». Winchester 

(Bp.) (1614), Hob. 220; R. v. Hanger (1615), 3 Bulst. 1; 

Sheffeild v. Ratcliffe (1615), Hob. 334 ; Magdalen College 

Case (1616), 11 Co. Rep. 66b; Elvis v. York apa oe 

(1619), Hob. 315; Gece v. Freedland (1626), Cro. Car. 47; 

Brockham's Case (1628), Litt. 94, 105, 128; Grosse vv, 

Gayer (1629), Cro. Car. 172; Collingwood v. Pace (1661), 

O. Bridg. 410; Holland v. Fisher (1662), O. Bride. 181; 

Bainbridge v. Gardiner (1665), O. Bridg. 402; Foot »., 

Berklay (1670), 2 Keb. 654; Thompson v. Leach (1690), 

2 Vent. 198; Hurnbee’s Case (1691), Freem. K. B. 331; 

R. v. London (Bp.) (1694), Comb. 301; Winter v. Loveday 

(1696), 6 Mod. Rep. 378; R. v. Chester (Bp.) (1697), 1 

Ld. Raym. 292; Iveson v. Moore (1698), 1 Salk. 16; 


A.-(i. ™ Ailrood (1743), Park. 1: RR. w Cotton (1751). 
Park. 112; Riddell +, White (1791), 1 Anst, 281; Alcock 
” Cooke (1829), 2 State Tr. N.S. 327; Gledstanes ». 

Sandwich (1842), 4 Mun. & G. 995; O’Connell v. KR. 

(1844), 11 Cl. & Fin. 155; Nickeis 7. Ross (1849), 8 CL. B. 

G79; Kastern Archipelago Co. v7. 1. (18538), 2 14. & B. 856; 

Yarmouth Corpn. v. Simmons (1878), 10 Ch. D. 518; 

A.-G. v. British Museum Trustees (1903), 72 Ti. J. Ch. 748 ; 

Liverpoo) & North Wules S.8. Co. 7. Mersey Trading Co., 

11908] 2 Ch. 460. 

484. Grant by tenant for life—Of penal rent- 
charge—Tenant for life having remainder in fee.}— 
A rentcharge, with a nomine pena, granted by 
tenant for life, though an infant, is good against 
the feoffee under a fine levied by the tenant for 
life & the infant in remainder, if the tenant for 
life has the remainder in fee,—ILITOLT v. SAMBACTI 
(1628), Cro. Car. 103; 79 E.R. 691. 

Annotations :—Refd. Symonds 7. Cudmore (1690), Holt, 
kK. B. 666; Johnson v. Baynes (1695), 12 Mod. Rep. 84. 
485. Of rentcharge on ‘‘ freeholds ’’— 

Liability of grantor’s personal estate for arrears.|— 
The grantee, by deed of settlement on marriage, 
of an annuity charged upon certain lands, in which 
deed the grantor, there being no fraud, declared 
himself entitled in fee simple to the lands charged, 
may treat such declaration as a covenant; &, on 
it afterwards appearing that the grantor had really 
only a life estate, may proceed against his estate 
to obtain payment of the arrears of this annuity. 

M., the uncle of a person about to marry, became 
a party to the marriage settlement, which recited 
that he proposed & agreed to secure to the 
intended wife, in case she should survive him, 
an annuity to be payable out of the manors 
mentioned in the settlement, ‘‘ of or to which he 
is seised or entitled in fee simple.’ The granting 
part witnessed that he granted this annuity pay- 
able out of the lands of, etc., to which he or any 
person in trust for him ‘“‘ is seised or entitled for an 
estate of inheritance at law or in cquity’”’: 
habendum to the intended wife for her life, subject: 
to a mtge., & also subject to any provision he had 
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made or might make in favour of his own wife. 
The grantor covenanted ‘‘ for himself, his heirs, 
& assigns,’’ with the grantee, ‘‘ her exors., adminis- 
trators, & assigns,’”’ that in case of the annuity 
falling into arrear it should be lawful for ‘ her 
exors.. administrators & assigns’’ to distrain. 
For further security he created a term in trustecs, 
granting them a like power of distress. After 
the grantor’s death it was discovered that he had 
only possessed a life estate in the largest part of 
the premises. The annuity fell into arrear :— 
Held: the deed of settlement must be construed 
as containing a covenant for title; the covenant 
for himself made his exors. liable, as there was 
nothing to qualify it; & as by the failure of the 
erantor’s estate the right to distrain did not exist, 
the grantee was entitled to come on the personal 
estate of the grantor for satisfaction of the annuity. 
—-MONYPENNY v. MONYPENNY (1861), 9 H. L. Cas. 
114; 311L. J. Ch. 269; 11 E. R. 6713 affg. (1859), 
3 De G, & J. 572, L. C. 

Annotations :-—Refd. Piggott v. Stratton (1859), 1 De G. F. 

& J,33 5; Ford v. Tynte (1865), 34 L. J. Ch. 455; Nicholls 

v. Bulwer (1870), L. R. 6 C. P. 2813; Minchin v. Minchin 

(1871), 19 W. It. 993, 

486. —— To commence on determination of 
life estates—-Where no power to charge beyond own 
life estate.|—Where it is the manifest intention of 
the parties to a deed securing a jointure & portions, 
to create a charge upon the corpus of settled real 
estates, to take effect upon the determination of 
the existing life estates ; the fact that the person 
purporting to create the charge ha power to 
charge no interest in the settled property beyond 
his own life estate, will not induce the ct., in order 
to give some effect to the deed, to impound the 
life estate to secure a jointure & portions which 
may never, in fact, be chargeable or raisable.— 
ForD v. TYNTE (1865), 2 De G. J. & Sm. 557; 
($ New Rep. 51; 34 7. J. Ch. 4523; 12 L. V. 512; 
oe N.S. 402; 13 W. R. 648; 46 BE. R. 492, 
L. JJ. 

487. Grant by person having no interest---Per- 
sonal liability of grantor.|—NEWTON 7. WEEKES 
(1648), Aleyn, 79; 82 E. R. 925. 

488. | —If one grants an annuity 
out of the manor of D., & has no such manor, vet 
his person is liable.-—TANKERVILLE (IHARL) v. COKE 
(1729), Mos. 146; 25 H. R. 319, L. C. 

489. Grant by mortgagor of copyholds—-Cesser 
of rentcharge on admittance of mortgagee.|— (1) A 
rentcharge, with a power of distress, cannot 
be created except by a grant binding some legal 
interest in the land, & ceases to exist when the 
same person who is owner of the rent becomes 
entitled to the whole legal estate in the land out of 
which it issues. 

(2) The interest of a mtgor. in possession is not 
a legal estate at all, & consequently cannot. support 
a rentcharge with powers of distress. 

(3) To trespass de bonis asportatis by the 
assignees of L., a bkpt., defts. pleaded, that L., 
before his bkpcy., being seised in fee of certain 
copyhold tenements, in consideration of £1,400 
covenanted to surrender them to the use of defts., 
subject to a proviso for redemption; & for better 
pevmene of the interest of the sum of £1,400, 

. granted to defts., that as often as the interest 
should be in arrear for a certain time, it should be 
lawful for defts. to enter & distrain for same. The 
plea then averred the surrender & admittance of 
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k. Right of annuitant—Postponement 
10 prior incumbrances.] — HARMAN 1, 


FORSTER (1838), 1 Dr. & Wal. 637.— 


l. Priority between 


RENTCHARGES AND ANNUITIES. 


defts., & justified the seizure of the goods on the 
premises whilst in possession of L., as a distress 
for the interest in arrear :—Held: after verdict, 
pltfs. were entitled to judgment non obstante 
veredicio, for, assuming the grant to operate as a 
rentcharge, it ceased to be so npon the admittance 
of the mtgees.; & afterwards it could only take 
effect as a covenant, binding such goods of bkpt. 
as might happen to be on the premises at the time 
of the distress. 

If this grant be treated as a rentcharge, it could 
only be so as long as the estate remained in the 
mtgor., that is, until surrender by him & admittance 
of the mtgee. It may be that, until that time, the 
deed would operate as a grant of a rentcharge 
affecting the estate, just as a lease for years would 
be good, though a forfeiture of the copyhold as 
against the lord, if he chose to insist upon it. But, 
after surrender & admittance, the rentcharge 
ceased ; for a person cannot at the same moment 
erant a rentcharge, & also the fee simple in free- 
hold or copyhold land. Therefore, this grant 
ceased to be a legal obligation on the land, from the 
moment of surrender & admittance (PARKE. B.).— 
FREEMAN v. EpwarRps (1848), 2 Exch. 7382; 17 
L. J. Ex. 258; 11 L. T. 0. 8.2713; 154 E. R. 685. 
AN cae to (1) Reid. Jolly v. Arbuthnot (1859), 4 

ea. & J. 22', 


Srcr. 2..-INSOLVENCY OF GRANTOR. 

Right to prove in bankruptcy.]—-See BANkK- 
RUPTCY, Vol. 1V., pp. 267, 268, 295-300, 309, 387, 
388, 399, Nos. 2515-2519, 2762-2819, 2896, 3546-— 
3551, 8688, 3639, 3644; Supp. IL., No. 4335a. 

Effect of discharge of grantor.|—Sce BANK- 
Rurtcy, Vol. IV., p. 587, Nos. 5373, 5374. 

Proof in winding up of companies.]—Sce 
COMPANIES, Vol. X., pp. 935, 1076, 1077, 1088, 
Nos. 6415, 7527, 7529, 7610, 7611. 

Building society.|—Sce BUILDING SOCIETIES, 
Vol. VIT., p. 540, No. 339. 





Srcr. 3.—INSUFFICIENCY OF ASSETS ON DEATH 
OF GRANTOR. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—ANNUITIES CREATED BY 
INSTRUMENT INTER VIVOS. 

Sce Administration of Estate Act, 1925 (c. 23), 
5. 34 (1), Sched. I. 

490. What are assets—Equity of redemption of 
mortgage.|—Tenant in tail suffers a recovery to let 
in a mtge. of five hundred years, & then limits to 
the old uses, & by will devises all his lands for 
payment of debts ; the equity of redemption of this 
mtge. held assets to satisfy ereditors, or for a 
subsequent grantee of an annuity.—FOSSET v. 
AUSTIN (1691), Prec. Ch. 39; 2 Hq. Cas. Abr, 
4653; 24 E.R. 20. 

491. Right of annuitant—To prove for value of 
annuity.]—Upon a deficiency of assets adminstered 
in this ct. a value must be set upon an annuity at 
the time of the death; & the annuitant can claim 
only in respect of that.—F RANKS v. COOPER (1799), 
4 Ves. 763; 31 H. R. 394, L. C. 

492. ——— Annuity not in arrear—When 
administration order obtained by another.|— 
Testator by deed covenanted with trustees to pay 
an annuity to a woman during her life, to be con- 
sidered as accruing from day to day, by equal 





Annuities to be paid ‘without any 
abatement.’’}-——Re IEVAN’S CIARITIES 


annuilants — (1858), 10 I..Ch. R. 271.— IR. 
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quarterly payments. Testator’s estate was not 
sufficient to pay the estimated value of the annuity 
as well as his other debts & liabilities, & the trustees 
took out an originating summons under R. S. C., 
Ord. 55, r. 3, as creditors for administration of the 
estate. At the time when the summons was taken 
out no quarterly payment of the annuity was due: 
—Held: the trustees of the annuitant were not 
creditors of testator, & could not take out a 
summons for the administration of the estate: 
although if an administration order was obtained 
by some other person they would be entitled to 
prove for the estimated value of the annuity.— 
ite TARGREAVES, Dicks v. HARE (1890), 44 Ch. D. 
236; 59 L. J. Ch. 875; 62 L. T. 819; 6T.L. R. 
264, C. A. 

Annotations :—Refd. J?e Beeman, Fowler 7». James, [1896] 


Ch. 48; Re Blow, St. Bartholomew's Hospital v. Camb- 
(on, [1914] 1 Ch. 223; Re Hall, Hope v. Hall, [1918] 1 Ch. 
(8) ate 


493. ~-—,]—An annuity payable to one 
for life or until he should do or sutfer some act 
whereby the annuity or any part thereof, if 
belonging to him absolutely, would become vested 
in some other person, was sccured by deed of 
covenant. The estate of the covenantor was 
insufficient for payment of the annuity in full, &, 
in an administration action, the annuity was 
valued, & was represented by a fund in ct.: 
Held: the whole fund ought to be paid to the 
annuitant.—Re SINCLAIR, ALLEN v. SINCLAIR, 
ILODGKINS v. SINCLAIR, [1897] 1 Ch. 921; 66 L. J. 
Ch. 514; 76 L. T. 452; 45 W. RR. 596. 

Annotations :-—Distd. Re Cottrell, Buckland v. Bedingfield, 

[1910] 1 Ch. 402; He Dempster, Borthwick v. Lovell, 

[1915] 1 Ch. 795. 


494. Proof of insufficiency of estate.] 
—In order to qualify an annuitant, to whom a 
person who died in 1922 was liable under a judg- 
ment by consent to pay the annuity, to prove for 
the value thercof in the administration by the ct. 
of deceased person’s estate, it is sufficient for the 
annuitant to prove, as a fact, that if the annuity 
continues for the period normally to be expected, 
the estate will not suffice to incet the debts & the 
annuity in full.—Z?e PINK, ELVIN v. NIGHTINGALR, 
[1927] 1 Ch. 237; 96 L. J. Ch. 2023; 186 L. T. 
399; 70 Sol. Jo. 1090. 

495. To retain as administratrix.|— 
Mackwonrrn v. Tuomas (1800), 5 Ves. 3203; 31 
bb. R. 613, L. C. 

Annotations :-—Consd. Jeudwine v. Agate (1829), 3 Sim. 129. 

Apld. Ifatton v. Harris, (1892] A. C. 547. 

496. ———,.| An administratrix, an 
annuitant under covenant by her intestate whose 
estate is insolvent is entitled to retain all arrears 
falling due during administration but only to prove 
for the value of her future annuity.—/te BEEMAN, 
FowLER v. JAMES, [1896] 1 Ch. 48; 65 L. J. Ch. 
190; 73 L. T. 555 3 44 W. R. 247; 40 Sol. Jo. 99. 

497. To apply payments in discharge of 
prior annuities—Annuities secured by judgment. ]|— 
In Mar. 1814, B. granted life annuities of £500, 
£460 & £383 to A.,in consideration of suins of £3,000, 
£2,760 & £1,998, & as a collateral security gave 
judgments for double those sums. In June, 1814, 
B. granted six annuities to six other persons, & 
appointed a receiver of the rents of his real estate 
for securing them. The receiver took possession. 
A. issued elegits on his judgments, & extended one- 
half of the estate under the first, & the other half 
under the second, but there was a return of nil 
upon the third. He did not take possession 
of the estate, but an agreement was, in 1817, 
entered into between him & the six annuitants, that 
he should allow the receiver to continue in 
possession, & should be paid out of the rents £385 
a year, being interest as 5 per cent. on what 
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he had paid for the annuities. In 1819, A. pur- 
chased part of the estate, & so extinguished his 
first two judgments. He continued to receive the 
£385 a year til] 1846. A suit having been instituted 
by subsequent incumbrancers to enforce their 
charges :—Held: (1) apart from the agreement 
of 1817, as A. had never taken possession, he could 
not be considered to have received the £385 a year 
in respect of his third judgment, & therefore was 
not bound to apply what he received in satis- 
faction of that judgment; (2) under the agree- 
ment, A. did not receive the £385 a year in respect 
of his judgments, but in respect of his annuities, 
& he was at liberty to apply it in discharge of the 
first two annuitics, though the judgments for 
securing them has been extinguished ; (3) a judg- 
ment given for securing an annuity, carries interest 
under Judgments Act, 1838 (c. 110), s. 17.— 
KNIGHT v. BOWYER (1859), 4 De G. & J. 619; 45 
i. R. 241, L. JJ.3 previous proceedings (1858), 
2DeG. & J. 421, L. JJ. 

498. Under articles of partnership.|— 
Arts. of partnership between two solrs. provided 
that the partnership should be for the term of ten 
vears from May 1, 1875, if both the partners should 
so long live. The partnership was also made 
determinable by notice. There was a further 
provision that from the determination of the 
partnership the retiring partner, his exors., or 
administrators or the exors. or administrators 
of deceased partner should be entitled to receive 
out of the net profits of the partnership business 
during so much, if any, of the term of five years 
from May 1, 1880, as should remain after the 
determination of the partnership the yearly sum 
of £350 & during so much, if any, of the term of five 
years from May 1], 1885, as either the retiring 
partner or a widow of the retiring or deceased 
partner should be living, the yearly sum of £250 
any sum which might under this provision for the 
time being become payable to the exors. or 
administrators of a deceased partner to be applied 
in such manner as such partner should by deed 
or will direct for the benefit of his widow & children 
& in default of such direction to be paid to such 
widow if living, for her own benefit. It was further 
provided that the annuity should, so far as legally 
night be, be constituted a charge on the net 
profits of the business. One of the partners died 
in 1883 leaving a widow but without having given 
any direction as to the applic:xtion of the annuity. 
Ly his will he appointed his widow his universal 
legatee & sole extrix. Jie died insolvent & an 
action was brought by a creditor to administer 
his estate :-—-Meld: the annuity did not form part. 
of testator’s estate but by the arts. a trust of it 
was created in favour of the widow, & she was 
entitled to it free from the claims of testator’s 
ercditors.--Re FLAVELL, Murray v. FLAVELL, 
(1888), 25 Ch. D. 89; 58 L. J. Ch. 1855 49], 1. 
690; 32 W. hk. 102, C. A. 

Annotations :-—Refd. Re Davics Davies v. Davies, [1892] 

3 Ch. 63. Mentd. Khrmann v. Ehrmann (1894), 72 





499. Under separation deed—-Method of 
apportionment.|—By a separation deed provision 
was made for the payment of an annuity by the 
husband to trustees for the wife. Upon the 
husband’s death children of the marriage claimed 
to be entitled under the same deed to a large 
amount in the funds held by the trustees; such 
funds were, however, insufficient to satisfy their 
claims & also to answer the annuity, besides paying 
off arrears. 

Upon an originating summons, taken out to 
decide (inter alia) the mode in which the available 
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funds should be apportioned between the widow 
& the children :—Held: for the purpose of such 
apportionment, the amount of the arrears of the 
annuity to the date of the hearing of the summons 
must be added to the value of the annuity at the 
same date, ascertained according to the table of 
values of govt. annuities, & the fund must be 
divided in the proportion borne by the total so 
arrived at to the full amount claimed by the 
oe Pence v. NEWINGTON (1885), 52 L. T. 
12. 

500. —-_— To enforce charge on realty—Volun- 
tary deed.|—L. by deed, ‘‘in consideration of 
natural love & affection,” granted an annuity to 
©. charged on certain real estate, & upon the 
‘several chattels, goods, moneys, securities for 
money, & other effects’’ of L. At the date of the 
deed L. was entitled to a reversionary interest in 
railway stock, held by trustees. The annuity 
was duly paid by L. until his death, when it 
appeared that his personal estate was insufficient 
to pay his debts, & that the real estate alone was 
not sufficient to provide for the annuity :—Held: 
the deed being voluntary, did not create a perfect 
«& complete equitable charge on the reversionary 
interest ; the right of C. to such a charge depended 
upon contract, which the ct. would not enforce in 
favour of a voluntecr, & C. had no priority over 
creditors of L. subsequent to the date of the deed.— 
Re Lucan (EAgL), HARDINGE v. COBDEN (1890), 
45 Ch. D. 470; 60 L. J. Ch. 403; 63 L. T. 538; 39 
W. R. 90.' 

501. -—— To prove for arrears—Pari passu with 
other creditors.|—Testator made a voluntary settle- 
ment in favour of a lunatic son & thereby cove- 
nanted to pay to the trustees the sum of £5,000 
within six calendar months of his decease & in the 
meantime to pay an annuity of £200 per annum. 
Testator’s estate proved insufficient for the pay- 
ment of his debts in full. The question raised 
was whether Jud. Act, 1875 (c. 77), s. 10, abrogates 
the Chancery rule postponing voluntary debts, & 
entitles the trustees to prove for the arrears of 
the annuity & the £5,000 pari passu with other 
creditors, or whether it was still in force :—Held: 
the trustees were entitled to be paid pari passu 
with other creditors.—Re WHITAKER, WIIITAKER 
v. PALMER, [1900] 2 Ch. 676; 69 L. J. Ch. 774; 
83 L. T. 842; 49 W. R. 56; 167. lL. R. 581; 44 
Sol. Jo. 658 ; affd., [1901] 1 Ch. 9, C. A. 
en eld Re Webb (Smithficld, London), [1922] 

4. ADD, 








To administration order.|—See EXECUTORS, 
Vol. XXIV., pp. 752, 753, Nos. 7806, 7807. 

To payment out of residue.|—See HMxkE- 
See Vol. XXIII., pp. 465, 466, Nos. 53864- 
5371. 





Where annulty pald for long period since 
death.|—See ExEcuTors, Vol. XXIV., p. 663, 
No. 6895. 

502. Effect of death of one annuitant — Re- 
mainder entitled to payment in full.|—A sum of 
5 per cents. was held on trust to pay a number of 
annuities which originally exactly exhausted the 
income, & the capital was given over. The 
fund was converted into 3 per cents., & under a 
proviso, the annuities abated in proportion. 
Afterwards, by the death of an annuitant, the 
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505i. Whether deficiency payable out 
of corpus.}—JONES Vv. JONES (1879), 27 
Gr. 317.—CAN. 


605 ii. ——.]}—Where a testator gave 


his widow a life intercst in a residence 
& an annuity ‘‘as long as his estate 
will pay the same,” the annuity could 
not be raised by a mtge. or sale of the 
residence, but must come out of the 
estate, exclusive thereof.—Re ERSKINE 


RENTCHARGES AND ANNUITIES. 


income again became sufficient to pay the existing 
annuities in full:—Held: on the construction 
of the deed, the existing annuitants were entitled 
to be paid in full their annuities.— Re MACKENZIE’S 
SETTLEMENT (1863), 32 Beav. 253; 55 KH. R. 100. 

Abatement of eee aH generally, HEXE- 
cuTors, Vol. XXIII., pp. 420-423, Nos. 4913-4937. 

Insufficiency of particular estate charged.|— 
Sce Part VI., Sect. 6, post. 


SUB-SECT, 2.—ANNUITIES CREATED BY WLLL. 
A. In General. 

503. Right to benefit of power of sale—Neglect 
or refusal of trustee to pay.|—-BUTTON v. BUTTON, 
No. 943, post. 

504. Right to arrears—As against residuary 
legatees—When income more than sufficient to pay 
annuities.|—Testator gave his whole estate to 
trustees to sell, &, after payment of debts, expenses, 
& certain legacies, to pay out of the residue two 
annuities of £400 each to F. & P. & one of £200 
to B., for their respective lives; & for the better 
fulfilment of that purpose, he directed them to 
vest sufficient capital sums on securities; & if 
the residue should not be sufficient, to vest what- 
ever residue might be, & pay the dividends to the 
annuitants in the same proportions; & if more 
than sufficient, to vest the surplus, & divide it & 
the capital sums set apart for the annuities, as the 
same should become tangible by the death of each 
annuitant, among residuary legatees. B. pre- 
deceased testator. The residue did not yield 
sufficient income every year to pay F. & P. £400 
each. On F.’s death, P. & F.’s personal repre- 
sentatives claimed payment of all the arrears out 
of the then enlarged income of the residue :— 
Held: F. & P. were entitled to payment of £400 
each, only in those years in which the income of 
the residue was sufficient ; when in any year that 
income was more than sufficient, the excess 
belonged to the residuary legatces; on F.’s death 
half the capital of the residue became divisible 
among them, & then P. became entitled to the 
income in each year of the other half; but when 
in any year this income exceeded £400, the excess 
belonged to the residuary legatees, & neither P. 
nor F.’s representatives were entitled to any 
payment of arrears. 

o benefit accrued to the residuary legatees 
from the lapse of the annuity to L. except when 
thercby the income of the residue exceeded the 
amount of the two subsisting annuities.—Casa- 
MAIJOR Vv. PEARSON (1841), 8 Cl. & Fin. 69; 8 
Id. R. 27, UU. L. 

505. Whether deficiency payable out of corpus.| 
—MILLER v. HHUDDPLESTONE, No. 455, ante. 





506. -}—MINER v. BALDWIN, No. 393, 
ante. 
507. .|—~ Prospective order for the sale, 





from time to time, of so much of the capital of a 
fund in ct. as would be sufficient, with the income, 
to pay an annuity which the income alone was 
insufficient to pay.—LAMBIE v. LAMBIE (18538), 
9 Hare, App. II., LXXXIV.; 68 HK. R. 806. 

508. .|—Testator bequeathed so much of 
his personal estate as when invested in stock 
would produce £125 a year, to trustees, upon 
trust to pay the dividends of such stock to A. for 





(1913), 24 O. W. R. 15: 40. WLN. 
702 ’ 10 D. L. Qh. 93.— CAN, 
—~—,}—WELDON wv, 

(4. 168. 


505 iii. | BRAD- 
SHAW (1873), 71. R. E : 


— 
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life, with a direction that the capital stock should, 
at A.’s death, fall into the residue of his, testator’s, 
estate, & a provision, that, if the stock should, 
before the trusts were fully performed, be paid off 
or reduced, by which any loss or deficiency might 
arise, the persons respectively interested therein 
should bear & sustain such loss or deficiency out of 
their respective interests, upon their becoming 
entitled thereto. The dividends on the stock were 
reduced during the life of A. :—Held: A. was not 
entitled to have the reduced dividends made up 
to £125 a year by a sale of a portion of the capital 
of the stock.—BAGUE v. DUMERGUE (1858), 10 
Hare, 462; 20 L. T. O. S. 322; 1 W.R. 197; 68 
E. R. 1008. 

509. .] — PLAYFAIR v. COOPER, PRINCE v. 
CooPErR, No. 446, ante. . 

510. .}—Testator directed his trustees, 
after certain pecuniary legacies, to convert all the 
rest of his estate, & to set apart a sufficient fund 
to secure an annuity of £20 to L.; & after her 
deccase he directed the capital of the fund, after 
payment of the annuity, to be divided amongst 
three persons named, not residuary legatees. 
The estate was deficient, & the fund set apart 
produced only between £15 & £16 per annum :— 
Held: the annuitant was entitled to the reduced 
allowance only, & was not entitled to come against 
the corpus of the fund so set apart.—Ae TYLER’S 
TRUSTS (1856), 2 Jur. N. S. 927. 

511. .|—(1) Testator directed his brother 
A., whom he appointed his exor. & trustee, to get 
in his estate & to stand possessed of the produce 
thereof, on trust, to raise thereout & invest in the 
stocks or upon mtge. such a sum of money as that, 
when invested, the dividends should “ realise the 
clear annual income or sum of £200,” & to pay to 
‘“my wife such dividends, interest, or annual 
income,” etc., for her life or widowhood. On her 
death or second marriage, A. was to stand pos- 
sessed ‘‘of the principal or trust money, & the 
stocks upon which the same shall be invested,” 
in trust for himself & the other brothers & sisters 
of testator, & as to the residuc, ‘‘ after raising 
thereout the money sufficient to realise the annuity 
for my wife,” A. was to stand possessed thereof 
on similar trusts ; provided that if testator should 
die leaving children, the trusts for his brothers & 
sisters were to be null, & the children were to take 
the whole. The estate when got in & invested did 
not produce £200 a year :—Held: the widow was 
not entitled to have the deficiency made good out 
of the corpus of the estate. 

(2) A certain portion of the fund itself had, under 
the order of the ct. below, been sold to make good 
the deficiency ; the House, on reversing the order, 
directed the widow to replace that portion.— 
BAKER v. BAKER (1858), 6 H. L. Cas. 6163; 31 
L. T. O. S. 62; 4 Jur. N.S. 491; 6 W. R. 410; 
10 BE. R. 14863; sub nom. Re BAKER’S ESTATE, 
BAKER v. BAKER, 27 L. J. Ch. 417, H. Ih. 


Annotations :—.As to (1) Distd. Bright v. Larcher (1858), 3 

De G. & J. 148. Consd. Stelfox v. Sugden (1859), John. 
: Hickman v. Upsall (1860), 2 Giff. 124; Upton v. 
Vanner (1861), 1 Drew. & Sm. 594. Apld. Tarbottom »v, 
Karle (1863), 11 W. R. 680. Distd. Prowett v. Prowett 
(1864), 10 L. T. 564; Brayne v. Rees (1866), 15 L. T. 349. 
Apld. Salvin v. Weston (1866), 35 L. J..Ch. 552; Michell 
v. Wilton (1875), L. R. 20 Eq. 269. Expld, Re Mason, 
Mason vw. Robinson (1878), 8 Ch. 1). 411. Distd. Car- 
inichael] v. Gee (1880), 5 App. Cas. 588; Jee Taylor, Isley 
v. Randall (1884), 53 L. J. Ch. 1161. Reid, Perkins v. 
Cooke (1862), 2 John. & H. 393: Re Tootal’s Estate, 
Hankin v. Kilburn (1876), 2 Ch. D. 628; Re Howarth, 
Howarth v. Makinson, [1909] 1 Ch. 485. 


512, .}—- Testator gave the residue of his 
estate to trustees to pay the income for the benefit 
of his wife & unmarried daughters & youngest son, 
& directed that upon the youngest son attaining 














159 


the age of twenty-one years the trustees should 
invest a sufficient sum to secure the receipt of the 
annual sum of £50, to be paid by instalments as 
the dividends were reccived, to his wife for her 
maintenance, & subject thereto the trustecs were 
to divide the whole of the trust estate amongst 
his eight children; & on the death of his wife the 
amount invested to secure her the annual income 
of £50 was to be divided in like manner amongst 
his eight children. The youngest son attained 
twenty-one in 1872. The income arising from the 
whole of the estate did not amount to £50 a year :— 
Held: the widow was not entitled to be paid any 
arrears out of the corpus.—MICHELL v. WILTON 
(1875), L. R. 20 Eq. 269; 44 L. J. Ch. 490; 23 
W. R. 789. 





513. .}— CARMICHAEL v. GEE, No. 436, 
ante. 
514. .|—Re GRANT, WALKER v. MAR- 





TINEAU, No. 633, post. 








515. .|\—Re Smatu, SMITH v. DODSWORTH, 
No. 570, post. 
516. Deficiency in fund set apart by court 


—tLiability of residue.|—Where annuities & legacies 
are charged on property, the ct.’s jurisdiction to 
set apart a fund to answer the annuities & legacies 
& distribute the rest of the property is based on 
administration only, & the exercise of the juris- 
diction does not release the rest of the property, 
which, if the fund fails to answer the annuities 
& legacies, may be followed into the hands of those 
who take it. Notwithstanding the setting part 
of the fund, a purchaser of part of the distributed 
property may validly object to the title in the 
absence of any release from the annuities & legacies 
& of an order under Conveyancing & Law of 
Property Act, 1881 (c. 41), s. 5—e Evans & 
BE?rTELL’s CONTRACT, [1910] 2 Ch. 438; 79 L. J. 
Ch. 669; 103 L. T. 181; 54 Sol. Jo. 680. 

517. ——— Duty to replace — Income becoming 
more than sufficient for annuities.|—Testator 
bequeathed three annuitics charged upon the 
income & corpus of his residuary estate. The 
whole of his estate was settled in strict settlement 
upon his son & grandson. The income was 
insufficient to keep down the annuities, & £19 4s. 7d. 
was raised out of capital to satisfy the annuity 
of the first annuitant, who died in 1911. Sums 
amounting to £32 3s. 10d. had also been paid out 
of capital to the two surviving annuitants. It was 
now anticipated that there would be surplus 
income in the hands of the tenant for life after 
satisfying the annuities. On a summons by the 
trustees of the will to ascertain whether this 
income should be applied in recouping to capital 
the sums raised thereout, or either of them :— 
Held: having regard to the fact that the annuities 
were charged upon capital as well as income, the 
tenant for life could not be called upon to replace 
the deficiency raised out of capital—Re Croxon, 
FERRERS v. CROXTON, [1915] 2 Ch. 290; 84 L. J. 
Ch. 845; 113 L. T. 1103; 59 Sol. Jo. 693. 
Annotation :—Distd. He Strict, Vivers v. Holman (1922), 67 

Sol. Jo. 79. 





.|—See, also, Part IV., Sect. 2, ante; Part 
VI., Sect. 6, post. 

.|—See Execurors, Vol. XXIII, pp. 422, 
423, Nos. 4927-4937. 

518. Effect of death of one annuitant—Right to 
benefit of funds available—As against residuary 
legatee.|—-Testatrix gave several life annuities & 
directed funds to be invested, producing an 
income sufficient to meet them. She bequeathed 
the residue of her estate, ‘‘ including the fund 
set apart to answer the said annuities when & 
so soon as such annuities shall respectively cease,”’ 
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to T. The estate was only sufficient to pay about 
58. in the pound on the legacies & the values of the 
life annuities, & under an order of the ct. the sums 
apportioned to the values of the life annuities 
were invested, & the dividends paid to the 
annuitants. On the death of one of the annuitants, 
T.. applied for payment to him of the fund of which 
that annuitant had been receiving the income :— 
Held: TT. had only the ordinary rights of a resi- 
duary legatce, & could take nothing until the 
legacies & annuitics had all been paid in full, & 
his application must be dismissed.—Re TOoTaAL’s 
Estate, HANKIN v. KILBURN (1876), 2 Ch. D. 
628; 24 W. RR. 1081. C. A. 
Annotations :-—Consd. Hichens rv. Hichens (1876), 36 lu. T. 
8. Distd. Gee v. Mahood (1878), 9 Ch. D, 151. Refd, 


Macdonald v. Irvine (1878), 8 Ch. D. 101; 
Baldock v. Green (1888), 40 Ch. D. G10. 


Right to proportionate part of capital value.|]— 
See UxecuTors, Vol. X-XIII., pp. 420, 421, Nos. 
4915-4924. 

Effect of long continued payment by executor.] 
See IxEcutTors, Vol. XXIV., pp. 663, 710, Nos. 
6895, 7355. 

Construction of wills.]|—Sce WILLS. 

Abatement of charitable bequests.}—Sec Cuani- 
TIES, Vol. VIII., p. 303, No. 815. 

Insufficiency of particular estate charged.]— 
Sce Part VI., Sect. 6, post. 


Re Green, 





B. Rights as between Annuitants inter se. 


Priorities of assets for payment of rentcharges & 
0) gs MR Part V1., Sect. 6, sub-sect. 8, 
post. 

519. General rule—Annuities abate rateably.]— 

Annuity to be applied towards the maintenance & 

educatien of A., other annuities given by the same 

will being expressly for life, such ‘annuities to be 
paid out of the dividends, etc., of the trust funds, 
with separate gifts of the dividends over, & also 
of the principal, & directions for the rateable 
abatement of the annuities, in case the funds 
applicable to the payment of them become 
insufficient :—Held: (1) the annuity to A. ceased 
on her attaining twenty-one; (2) the annuitics 
being in arrear, they should abate pro tanto for 
the present, to be recouped out of the interest 
accruing on the outstanding portions of the trust 
funds, which when paid, was to be regarded as 
income for this purpose.—GARDINER v. BARBER 

(1854), 2 Eq. Rep. 888; 23 L. T. O. S. 128; 18 

Jur. 508; 2 W. ht. 407. 

Annotations :—<As to (1) N.F, Wilkins v. Jodrell (1879), 13 
Ch. D. 564. Generally, Refd. Frewen v. Huinilton (1877), 
47 L. J. Ch. 391. 

520. Apportionment not retrospec- 
tive.|—Testator by his will devised certain real 
estate to trustees in fee in trust out of the rents to 
pay an annuity to A. until he attained twenty-five, 
when he was to be entitled to the possession of the 
estates, & an annuity of £400 a year to C. for life, 
& an annuity of £150 for the maintenance & during 
the minority of an infant tenant in tail; & 
‘‘ without prejudice to the trusts aforesaid,’ & 
‘‘to any jointure to be created under the power 
thereinafter contained’ to pay the surplus rent 
to the mother of A. until he should be entitled to 
the possession of the estates; &, ‘‘ subject to the 
trusts aforesaid ’’; the trustees were to hold 
the estates in trust for A. for life, with remainder 
to his eldest son in tail, with power to A. to appoint 
a jointure to any wife, with the usual powers of 
distress & entry, to take effect immediately after 
his decease. A. having appointed the jointure 
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died, leaving his widow, who gave birth to 4 
posthumous son, the infant tenant in tail. The 
income of the estates proving deficient :—Held : 
the annuity of £400, the jointure & the annuity 
for the maintenance of the infant tenant in tail 
must abate pari passu, but the apportionment 
was not to be retrospective. so as to affect the 
amount received by ©. previously to the birth of 
the tcnant in tail.—Coore v. Topp (1857), 7 De 
G.M. & G. 520; 44 E. R. 2038, L. C. 

521. ——— Annuity to executors.|—T., 
after appointing three persons exors. of his will, 
gave & bequeathed all the rest & residue of his 
leaschold houses & property to them, upon trust 
to receive the rents, & to pay certain legacies at 
his death, & annuities during the lives of the 
annuitants. T. then gave to his exors., & the 
survivors or survivor of them, an annuity of 
£65, to be retained by them or him out of the 
rents, & to be received by them or him in com- 
pensation for their or his care & trouble in the 
performance of the trusts, or to be appropriated 
by them or him as thcy or he might think fit. 
Some of the annuities were continued to the 
children of the first annuitants ; & after the deaths 
of others of the annuitants, their annuities were 
given to the exors., & the survivors & survivor of 
them in like manner as the annuity of £65. The 
payment of the annuities to some of the annuitants 
was to commence at the end of six months after 
T.’s decease, & to others at the end of three years. 
The property was subject to heavy mtges. The 
will contained a power of sale. Testator directed, 
that if there were any surplus after paying the 
annuitants & the interest, it should be accumu- 
lated for the discharge of the incumbrances. ‘The 
property was insufficient to pay the annuities in 
full. The exors., out of the rents, paid off several 
of the incumbrances, & made payments to the 
annuitants on account, in abatement, but claimed 
to be paid their own annuity in full in priority :— 
Held: the income of the property applied in 
discharge of the mtges. must be recouped out of 
the corpus, & paid to the annuitants; & the 
annuity to the exors. must abate proportionably 
with the other annuitants, they not being entitled 
to any priority, or to be paid in full—DEBNEY ». 
ECKETY (1858), 4 Jur. N.S. 805. 

522. Right to priority —- Necessity for proof of 
intention of testator—Onus of proof.|—Where 
several annuitics are charged by will upon an 
estate, the onus lies upon those claiming priority 
to show such an intention on the part of testator ; 
& in the absence of such proof, the annuitants are 
entitled to take part passu.—CoorE v. Topp 
(1856), 28 Beav. 92; 28 I. T. O. S. 1543 2 Jur. 
N.S.1079; 53 E.R. 363 varied (1857), 7 De G. M. 
& G. 520, L. C. 

523. Annuities given by will & codicil.]-— 
GRAVES v. llicks, No. 477, ante. 

524, -} — Testator, by his will, made 
in 1844, devised his freehold property, called the 
ht. estate, in Ireland, unto G. in tail male, subject 
nevertheless, & charged & chargeable, with the 
payment of certain annuities therein mentioned. 
Testator then directed that the residuc of his 
estates thereinafter devised should be considered 
& made the primary fund for the payment of his 
debts, & the several legacies given by his will, & 
that his R. estate thereinbefore devised, subject 
as aforesaid, to G., & the heirs male of his body, 
should not be subject or liable to the payment of 
the debts & legacies, unless the residue of his 
estates should prove of insufficient value, which 
turned out to be the case. Testator further 
devised the residue of his real estates, all situate 
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in Ireland, to trustees, in trust for sale, & out of 
the proceeds thereof he directed the payment of 
the legacies given by his will, & every legacy to 
be given by any codicil thereto, unless a contrary 
direction should be expressed in such codicil. 
By a codicil made in 1845, testator gave an 
annuity to E. for her life, to be raised out of his 
estates in Ireland. The residue of testator’s 
estate was insufficient to pay the debts & legacies : 
—RHeld: (1) the annuities given by the will were 
a charge upon the R. estate in priority of the debts 
& legacies; (2) the annuity given by the codicil 
was also. a charge upon same estate, subject to 
the annuities.— PORTARLINGTON (EARL) v. DAMER 
(1863), 4 De G. J. & Sm. 161; 38 New Rep. 264; 
9L. T. 5643; 10 Jur. N.S. 54; 12 W. R. 891; 
46 EB. R. 877, L. C. 

525. ——— One annuity given out of residuary 
estate.|— HAYNES v. HAYNES, No. 381, ante. 

526. Method of distribution—Where all annui- 
tants living.|—-HEATH v. NUGENT (1860), 29 Beav. 
226; 54 EB. R. 613. 

Annotation :—Folld. Re Wilkins, Wilkins v. Rotherham 

(1884), 27 Ch. D. 703. 


527. -}]— When testator’s estate is 
insufficient, after payment of his debts, to pay in 
full annuities given by his will, the fund must, 
after payment of costs, be apportioned between 
the annuitants in the proportion which the sums 
composed of the arrears of the annuity in each case 
plus the present value of the future payments 
bear to each other, & this rule applies in a case 
in which the annuitants are all living at the time 
of distribution. 

Testator gave an annuity of £150 to his widow, 
an annuity of £100 to a stranger in blood, & he 
directed that the second annuity should be paid 
free of legacy duty, which should be paid out of his 
estate. After payment of his debts, the estate 
was insufficient to pay the annuitics in full :— 
Held: after payment of costs, the fund must be 
apportioned as above between the two annuitants ; 
the legacy duty payable on the sum apportioned 
to the second annuitant must be deducted from. 
the whole fund, & the balance then divided in the 
same proportion between the two annuitants.— 
Re WILKINS, WILKINS v. ROTHERHAM (1881), 
27 Ch. D. 703; 54 LL. J. Ch. 1883 33 W. RR. 42. 
Annotation :—Consd. He Turnbull, Skipper v. Wade, [1905] 

1 Ch, 726. 

528. Calculation of value~- Where annuitants 
Dike uae Pa era v. NUGENT (1860), 29 Beav. 226 ; 
54 EK. R. 613. 

Annotation 9 ee Re Wilkins, Wilkins v. Rotherham (1884), 


27 Ch. D. 
-}—-(1) Where a life 








529. annuity 
is given to persons in succession, &, the estate 
being ascertained to be insufficient at some period 
after testator’s death, the annuity requires to be 
valued for the purposes of administration, the 
interests in future of such of the annuitants as may 
still be living are alone valued, & a prior annuitant 
is not required to bring into hotchpot sums 
already paid to him before the date fixed for the 
valuation to be made. 

(2) Where the annuity of a prior annuitant who 
dies before a valuation is made is in arrear at his 
death, the arrears must be paid up in full out of the 
fund applicable to that purpose before a rever- 
sionary annuitant is entitled to claim anything, 
notwithstanding that the fund is thereby entirely 
exhausted. 

(3) Upon the construction of the will, the ct. 








161 


held that sums raised out of capital under a power 
to mortgage, & paid in satisfaction of prior 
annuities, need not be brought into hotchpot for 
the benefit of subsequent annuitants.—Re MET- 
CALF, METCALF v. BLENCOWE, [1903] 2 Ch. 424; 
72 L. J. Ch. 786; 88 L. T. 727; 51 W. R. 650. 

Annotation :—As to (1) Refd. Re West, Denton v. West, 

{1921] 1 Ch. 533. 

530. Where annuitants dead.]—Re MET- 
CALF, METCALF v. BLENCOWE, No. 529, ante. 

—— ——.]—See ExxrcutTors, Vol. XXIII., 
pp. 421, 422, Nos. 4925, 4926. 

531. Effect of death of one annuitant—Applica- 
tion of annuity released.|—-Testator gave several 
life annuities charged upon a particular fund, the 
income of which he considered to be equal to them 
in value; & he gave the fund itself over to another 
person for life, upon the respective deaths of the 
annuitants; the fund having proved deficient, 
& the annuitants having suffered a proportional 
abatement :—Held: on the death of one of them, 
the income from the fund released by the falling 
in of her annuity went over to the tenant for life, 
& was not applicable to make good the deficiency 
of the continuing annuities.—ScoTT v. SALMOND 
(1833), 1 My. & K. 363; Coop. temp. Brough. 46 ; 
39 E.R. 719, L. C. 

Annotation :—Distd. Arnold v. Arnold (1835), 2 My. & K. 
U6 


532. .}—Testator desired that A., 
B., & C. might each enjoy, during life, the interest 
of £800 sterling, the principal to devolve eventually 
to his residuary legatees. He directed the residue 
of his property to be divided into three equal 
parts, one part to each of his brothers & his sister ; 
& if his brothers & sister should not survive him, 
or have legal issue living at testator’s death, then 
their shares to devolve in equal proportions to the 
survivors, as well as the shares that might have 
been devised to their issue. Testator’s estate was 
not sufficient to pay the legacies in full :—Held: 
upon the death of one of the tenants for life, 
an apportionment of the legacy of £800, sct apart 
to answer her life-interest, fell into the residue, 
& was not given over to the residuary legatces 
in their individual character; & the surviving 
tenants for life were entitled to have the deficiencies 
in their annuities satisfied out of the released fund. 
—ARNOLD v. ARNOLD (1835), 2 My. & K. 365; 


4L. J. Ch. 79; 39 E. R. 988. 
Annotations :-—Apld. Re Richardson, Richardson v. Richard- 
. 353. Refd. Abraham wv. Holderness 
(1842), 6 Jur. 








290; Charitable Donations Comrs. wv. 

Devereux (1842), 13 Sim. 14; Parker v. Marchant (1842), 

1 Y¥. & C. Ch. Cas. 290; Thomson v. Advocate-General 

(1845), 12 Cl. & Fin. 1; Swinfeon v. Swinfen (No. 4) Soe 4 

29 Beav. 207. Mentd. Hertford v. Lowther (1843), 

Beav. 1: Gibbs » Lawrence (1860), 9 W. R. 93; Guthrie v. 

Walrond (1883), 22 Ch. D. 573; Northey v. Paxton (1888), 

60 L. T. 30. 

533. ——— To payment of arrears—Former 
payments not to be brought into hotchpot.]—Re 
METCALF, METCALF v. BLENCOWE, No. 529, ante. 

534. Right to arrears of redeemable annuity— 
As between devisee of annuity & devisee of arrears— 
Out of redemption.|—Testator was entitled to a 
redeemable annuity, which was in arrear nearly 
five years. He gave all his interest in the annuity 
& in the redemption moneys to his brother. He 
vave all the five years’ arrears to his wife, for the 
maintenance of two infant children therein named. 
A sum more than equal to the arrears was received 
after the death of testator, as the redemption 
money of the annuity :—Held: testator’s wife 
was entitled to the full payment of the five years’ 
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arrears; the costs must be paid out of the fund ; 
& the brother was only entitled to the residue. 
MITCHELL v. M‘Isaac (1854), 24 L. T. O. S. 14; 
18 Jur. 672. 





C. Rights as between Annuitants and Legatces. 


535. Whether annuities abate proportionately 
with legacies.|—An annuitant for life is not to 
abate in proportion with pecuniary legatees, upon 
a defect of assets —MAYTIN v. HOPER (1744), Ridg. 
temp. II. 2060; 27 EB. R. 806, L. CO. 

536. .} — ALTON v. MEDLICOT (circa 1717), 
cited in 2 Ves. Sen. at p. 417; 28 E. R. 266. 
Annotations :—Folld, Hume v. Edwards (1749), 3 Atk. 693. 


Refd. Lewin v. Lewin (1752), 2 Ves. Sen. 415; Creed v. 
Creed (1844), 8 Jur, 943. 


537. .}—A devisee of an annuity for life 
charged on the personal estate, where there is a 
deficiency of assets, shall abate in proportion with 
the other legatees.—HUME v. EDWARDS (1749), 3 
Atk. 693; 206 H. Rt. 1198, L. C. 

Aen, :—Refd. Lewin v. Lewin (1752), Belt’s Sup. 


538. -]— Testator, by his will, charged a 
freehold estate with the payment of the yearly sum 
of £10, to be paid half-yearly to his daughter A. 
for her life; &, on her death, he directed such 
half-yearly payments to be continued for the 
maintenance of her children until they should 
attain twenty-one, & then directed his trustees to 
pay the sum of £120, equally amongst them. The 
estate was sold under a decree of the ct., & there 
remained out of the proceeds, after payment of 
testator’s debts, only the sum of £74 ‘9s. 4d. :— 
Held: the two charges of the yearly sum of £10, 
é& the sum of £120, were equally entitled to the 
benefit of the corpus, which was directed to be 
invested, & the income paid to testator’s daughter, 
but without prejudice to any question that might 
eventually arise as to the right to it.—TAYLOR v. 
TAYLOR (1843), 2 L. T. O. S. 226; 8 Jur. 15. 

539. -|—Testator gave his residuary estate 
to trustees, upon trust, in the first place, to pay 
two debts due from him on his covenants, & his 
funeral & testamentary expenses; & then to set 
apart & invest a sufficient sum to meet some 
annuities given by his will; & then, after such 
investment, to pay certain legacies. Testator’s 
estate being insufficient to pay all the annuities & 
legacies in full :—/eld: the annuitants were not 
entitled to priority, but the annuities & legacies 
must all abate rateably.—THWAITES v. FOREMAN 
(1846), 15 L. J. Ch. 897; 7 L. T. O. S. 297; 10 
Jur. 483, 1. C. 

Annotations :—Apld. Miller v. Huddlestone (1851), 3 Mac. & 
G. 513. Refd. Coore », Todd (1857), 7 De G. M. & G. 520; 
Re Wiltshire’s Estate (1859), 6 Jur. N. S. 190. Mentd. 
Gyett v. Williams (1862), 2 John. & H. 429; Re Hardy, 
Wells v. Borwick (1881), 17 Ch. D. 798; Re Harris, Harris 
v. Harris, [1912] 2 Ch. 241, 

540. -|—~ Where testator’s effects are in- 
sufficient to satisfy an annuity bequeathed by the 
will & the pecuniary legacies :—Held: the annuity 
ought to be valued & the annuitant was entitled 
at once to the amount of the valuation, subject to 
an abatement in proportion to the abatement of 
the pecuniary legacies ; & although the annuitant 
died before the payment of the annuity in full 
would have equalled the abated amount of the 
valuation, the other legatees would have no claim 
to the surplus of that amount.—WRrRoUGHTON v. 
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535i. Whether annuities abate pro- 
portionately with  legacies.|}—GnrrRia’s 
TRUATEFA tv. GREIG (1854), 16 Dun. 


eet Sess.) 899; 26 Sc. Jur. 461.— 


546i. —— Effect of intention of 
testator.)—WIILBON ¥V. DALTON (1875), 
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CoLQUHOUN (1847), 1 De G. & Sm. 357; 11 Jur. 

940; 63 I. R. 1108. 

Annotations :—Apld. Daniell v. Daniell (1849), 3 De G. & Sm. 
337. Consd. Todd v. Bielby (1859), 27 Beav. 353. Distd. 
Gratrix v. Chambers (1860), 2 Giff. 321. Apld. He Sinclair, 
Allen v. Sinclair, Hodgkins v. Sinclair, [1897] 1 Ch. 921. 
Consd. Re Robbins, Robbins v. Legge, [1906] 2 Ch. 648 ; 
Re Cottrell, Buckland v. Bedingfield, [1910] 1 Ch. 402. 
Reid. He Kdwards, Hz p. Shand eG) 16 L. T. 208; 
Re Ross, Ashton v. Ross (1899), 69 L. J. Ch. 192. 

541. .|—Testator gave legacies to different 
persons, & an annuity for the personal mainte- 
nance & support of his brother, & directed the pay- 
ment of it to commence on the first half-yearly 
day after his death, & the legacies to be paid at the 
expiration of two years after that event, or as much 
sooner as the circumstances of his estate would 
permit, but, without interest in the meantime. 
LTestator’s property was insufficient to pay the 
legacies & annuity in full:—Held: the annuity 
was not entitled to priority over the legacies, but 
must abate, proportionably, with them.—ASIHBURN- 
HAM v. ASHBURNHAM (1848), 16 Sim. 186; 12 Jur. 
299; 60 E.R. 844. 











542. .}— MILLER v. HUDDLESTONE, No. 
455, ante 
543. .}—A., by his will, bequeathed the 


residue of his estate to trustecs, upon trust to sell 
& convert same, & to stand possessed thereof 
‘* upon trust thereout in the first place to pay unto 
my wife an annuity of £90 sterling during her life, 
as thercin mentioned’; & I direct my trustees, 
out of my trust moneys, to appropriate a sufficient 
fund for answering the annuity, & invest same in 
3 per cent. Consols; & as to a further sum of 
£3,000 Consols, upon trust for his son, to pay 
same, with the accumulations, when he attained 
twenty-two, with divers other dispositions in the 
event of that son dying under that age, & he gave 
other legacies & bequests. On bill filed to declare 
the trusts of the will :—Held: the annuity of £90 
to the widow was to be valued, & the widow to 
prove for the amount, & come in pari passu with 
the other legatees—WHITEHOUSE v. INSOLE 
(1862), 7 L. T. 400. 

544. .|—Testator by his will gave certain 
annuities & legacies, & directed that if there should 
not be sufficient assets the several legacies should 
be proportionately reduced :—Held: the annuities 
& legacies must abate ratecably.—STUTELY v. 
Kerr (1869), 20 L. T. GO; 17 W. It. 398. 

645. -——.]—(l1) Where both = annuities & 
legacies are charged upon real estate, although the 
annuitants have power of distress & entry, the 
annuities will not have priority over the legacies. 

(2) Where there is merely a declaration that the 
widow shall not have the value of her annuity, 
that goes for nothing ; but in order to prevent her 
ae aee the value there must be a gift over (MALINS, 

“C.). 

(3) I need not observe that when a man gives 
an annuity chargeable upon his land, although 
nothing is said about distress & entry, that would 
be incidental to the gift (MALINS, V.-C.).—ROPER 
v. ROPER (1876), 3 Ch. D. 714; 85 L. T. 155; 24 
W. R. 1018. 


Annotations :—As to (1) Consd. Fe Greenwood, Greenwood 





v. Greenwood, [1892] 2 Ch. 295. Aa to (2) Refd. Re 
Mabbett, Pitman v. Holborrow, [1891] 1 Ch. 707. 
Generally, Mentd. Re Hardy, Wells ». Barwick (1881), 


50 L. J. Ch. 241. 

546. Effect of intention of testator.]— 
Annuity by will to wife unprovided on deficiency 
of asscts not abated in proportion with other 


22 Gr. 160.—CAN. 

546 ji. —— ——..]~-—J?e Cust (1910), 
13 W. L. R. 102.—CAN. 

546 iii. ——_ ——-.]}-—BERrRy’s 


Part V.—Riacuts AS AFFECTED BY INSUFFICIENCY OF GRANTOR’S ESTATE. 


legatees, upon the intent of testator.—LEWIN v. 
LEWIN (1752), 2 Ves. Sen. 415; 28 B. R. 265, 


«innotations :—Expld. Miller ». Huddlestone (1851), 3 Mac. 
& G. 513. Refd. Creed v. Creed (1844), LL Cl. & Fin. 491; 
Paget v. Huish (1863), 1 Hem. & M. 663. Mentd. Blower 
Horwick (OsGghe i hi oe ae Re Hardy, deacons 

; hh. D. 7983; Neill v. Devonshire 
(1882), 31 W. R. 622. a Pitre 


547. ——— Annuity charged on specific real 
estates.|—-By a settlement, A. grants to C. a rent- 
charge issuing out of certain estates, with a term 
é& powers of distress & entry to recover it. After- 
wards, A., by his will, grants to C. out of the same 
estates a further rentcharge, with the same powers 
of distress, etc., as are contained in the indenture 
with respect to the original annuity. ‘Testator, in 
a subsequent part of his will, devises the estates to 
trustees for a term, to raise £15,000 for HE. :— 
Held: the second annuity takes priority over the 
£15,000.—FREEMAN v. BLENCOWE (1835), 4 J. J. 
Ch. 247. 

548. .|—Testator gave his wife his 
freehold estate of B. & certain specific chattels ; & 
also an annuity for her life, charged upon all his 
real estates, except B., with power of distress for 
same, the first payment thereof to be made on 
May 1 or Nov. 1, which should first happen after 
his decease, He then charged his debts upon his 
real estates, except B., in aid of his personal 
estate ; & gave an annuity to his sister, in similar 
terms to those used respecting that given to his 
wife. Ile next gave several pecuniary legacies to 
nieces & others, to be paid by his trustees, as soon 
as convenient after his decease, out of the residue 
of his personal estate, & in deficiency thereof, to 
be raised & paid by them, as they should think 
proper, out of his real estates, except B., & he 
charged same therewith. We lastly gave two 
annuities to his servants, in similar terms to those 
used respecting the preceding annuities. ‘The 
personal estate was insufficient to pay the debts & 
legacies; the real estate was insufficient to pay 
the annuitics & legacics:—Held: (1) upon the 
true construction of the provisions of the will, as 
to the real estate, the annuities were entitled to 
priority over the legacies. 

(2) All simple gifts of annuities were held to be 
pecuniary legacies. ... This rule, however, has 
no application to the gift of a rentcharge or 
annuity issuing out of land; for that is an interest 
in the land itself & necessarily specific (LORD 
COTTENHAM).—CREED v. CREED (1844), 11 Cl. & 
Fin. 491; 8 Jur. 943; 8 HE. R. 1187, LU. L. 
Annotations :—As to (1) Consd. Paget v. Huish (1863), 1 

Hem. & M. 663. Refd. Conron v. Conron (1858), 7 H. L. 

Cas. 168; Re Briggs, Briggs v. George (1881), 45 L. T. 

249. As to (2) Consd. Poole v. Heron (1873), 42 L. J. 

Ch. 348. Refd. Patching v. Barnett (1881), 51 L. J. Ch. 


74; Re Saunders-Davies, Saunders-Davies v. Saunders- 
Davies (1887), 84 Ch. D. 482. 











549, —— -.|—PORTARLINGTON (EARL) v. 
DAMER, No. 524, ante. 
550. -|—Testator by his will gave 








his wife an annuity of £200 a year for hfe or 
widowhood, & charged it on his freehold estate 
at H., & directed that his wife should have all such 
powers & remedies for obtaining payment of the 


TEES Vv. Cox’s TRUSTEES (1850), 12 Dun. legatee :-—L/eld : 


vie of Sess.) 1037; 22 Se. Jur. 435.— 


the annuity fell to 
be paid out of capital if the income of 
OT. the estate was insufficient to meet it.— 
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annuity & all arrears thereof, as landlords had for 
obtaining payment of rent, & declared that the 
bencfits thus conferred on his wife should be taken 
in full satisfaction of all dower & thirds to which 
she might be entitled in or out of his real & per- 
sonal estate or cither of them. Testator then 
gave two sums of £6,000 each to trustees upon 
certain trusts for his daughters, & directed that 
these sums should be paid out of his personal 
estate, but, in case his personal estate should be 
insufficient, he charged his real estate with pay- 
ment of the deficiency; & testator devised his 
real estate at’ H., charged with the payment of the 
annuity of £200 to his wife, & all other his real 
estate to his son in fee. The personal estate proved 
insufficient, & the proceeds of sale of the real estate 
were insufficient for the payment of the annuity 
& the two legacies of £6,000 in full :—Held: the 
annuity was in the nature of a demonstrative 
legacy, & was entitled to priority over the two 
legacies of £6,000 in respect of the proceeds of sale 
of the frechold estate at H. on which it was charged. 
—Re Briaas, BRiaGs v. GEoRGE (1881), 45 L. T. 
249; 29 W. R. 925. 

551. Priority over residuary estate.|— 
CrRoLy v. WEtTD, No. 380, ante. 

552. Annuity from ‘‘ funded pro- 
perty.’’?]|—Testator gave an annuity of £125 from 
his ‘ funded property ’’?; his ‘‘ funded property ”’ 
was insufficient to answer the annuity :—Held: 
the deficiency must be made up out of testator’s 
residuary personal estate-—ATTWATER v. ATT- 
WATER (1853), 18 Beav. 330; 23 L. J. Ch. 692 ; 
92 Ta T. O. 8S. 150; 18 Jur. 50; 2 W. R. 81; 
52 BH. BR. 131. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Re Macleay (1875), L. R. 20 Eq. 186; 
- Homer v. Homer (1878), 8 Ch. D. 758; Re Rosher, Rosher 

v. Rosher (1884), 26 Ch. D. 801. 

553. Annuity in lieu of dower.|—A widow, 
dowable out of her husband’s lands, having elected 
to take an annuity given by the will in lieu of her 
dower, testator’s estate being insufficient to pay 
the legacies in full:—Held: entitled to priority 
over the other legatees.—STAHLSCHMIDT v. LETT 
(1853), 1 Sm. & G. 421; 65 H.R. 185, 

.|—See Exrcutors, Vol. XXIII, 
p. 427, Nos. 4975, 4977, 4980, 4981. 

554, ——- Annuity out of residue.]—Testatrix 
bequeathed the residue of the moncys to arise from 
her real & personal estate to the children of W., 
& directed that her trustee should, in the first 
instance, out of such residue pay an annuity of £20. 
The assets were insufticient :—Held: the pecuniary 
legatees were entitled to be paid in priority to the 
annuitant.—Ie WILTSHIRE’S ESTATE (1859), 6 Jur. 
N.S. 190; 8 W. R. 133. 

555. .|—Testator, who died in 1889, 
after legacies of £100 to four of his children, made 
several specific devises, freed & discharged from 
any mtges. there might be thereon at the time of 
his death, for the benefit of a son & three daughters, 
& declared that if he should sell any of the houses 
thereinbefore given for the benefit of his daughters, 
his trustees should out of his residuary estate stand 
possessed of a sum equivalent to the price received 





























the annuity, a charge upon capital as 
a special legacy preferable to residuary 
or reversionary interests in the capital. 





547i. Annuity charged on specific 
real cstates.}—JACKSON v. HAMILTON 
Sa I. Eq. R. 4380; 3 Jo. & Lat. 


547 ii, —— ——..]— WEIN v. CHAMLEY 
(1850), 1 I. Ch. R. 295.— IR. 

§51 i. Priority over residuary 
estate.J}—-In a competition between a 
testamentary annuitant, & a residuary 





KNox’s TRUSTEES v. KNOX (1869), 7 
Macph. (Ct. of Sess.) 873; 41 Se. Jur. 
470.—SCOT. 


551 ii. ——.+-In the absence 
of expressions indicating a contrary 
intention, a bequest of an ‘‘ annuity ”’ 
is, primo loco, an annual charge upon 
income preferable to the intorests of 
a liferenter of the residue, &, if the 
income should prove insufficient to meet 





—COLQUHOUN’S TRUSTEES v. COLQU- 
HOUN, [1926] S. C. 32.—SCOT. 

554i. Annuity aut of residue.}— 
ROBERTSON v. CORBET (1885), 11 
V. L. R. 36.—AUS. 

m. Annuity in liew of claims 
under antenuptial — settlement.}-—KIN- 
MOND’S TRUSTEES V. KINMOND (1873), 
11 Macph. (Ct. of Sess.) 381; 45 Se. 
Jur. 255,—SCOT. 
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Sect. 3.— Insufficiency of assets on death of grantor: 
Sub-sect. 2, C. Part VI. Sects. 1,2 & 8: 
Sub-sect. 1.] 


for same upon trusts similar to those declared 
respecting the house sold: testator then gave all 
other his real & personal estate upon trust to pay 
annuities of £250 to each of his sons, & out of the 
balance of the income thereof to pay the specific 
incumbrances upon the estate, & after payment 
off of the incumbrances, upon trust to assign his 
residuary estate to his two sons equally. Testator 
sold one of the specifically devised houses for 
£9,800. The estate proved insufficient for pay- 
ment in full to all the beneficiaries :—Held: (1) 
that the four pecuniary legacies were charged upon 
the entire residue, & had priority over all other 
payments directed to be made to beneficiaries ; 
(2) the annuities were only given to the sons in 
their capacity of residuary legatees, & were there- 
fore not payable until the sum representing pro- 
ceeds of sale of realty sold by testator, & the mtge. 
debts on the specifically devised realty, had been 
provided for; (3) the £9,800, representing pro- 
ceeds of sale, was to be treated as an ordinary 
legacy made payable out of residue; & (4) the rule 
in Lutkins v. Leigh (1784), Cas. temp. Talb. 53, that 


RENTCHARGES AND ANNUITIES. 


the pecuniary legatee has priority over the devisee, 
although the devisee was under the will entitled 
as against a residuary legatce to have the mtge. 
debt paid off out of residue, applied, not having 
been expressly negatived by testator, _ the 
devisees of the mtged. property were not entitled 
to compete with the legatees.—Jte SMITH, SMITH 
v. SMITH, [1899] 1 Ch. 865; 68 L. J. Ch. 333; 80 
L. T. 1138; 47 W. R. 228. 

556. How apportionment calculated.|— 
Testator left his estate to trustees on trust to 
convert, & as to one moiety of the proceeds, to 
hold £2,500 on trust for M. T. for life, & to set 
aside a- sum sufficient to produce an income of 
£78 per annum, & hold the same in trust for A. for 
life. The moiety of the estate proved insufficient 
to satisfy the legacy & annuity :—Held: the 
trustees must ascertain what sum invested in 2} 
per cent. Consols at one year from testator’s death 
would have been sufficient to produce an income 
of £78 per annum, & apportion the moiety of the 
estate in the proportion of that sum to £2,500.— 
Re McManon, WELLS v. TYRER (191]), 55 Sol. Jo. 
552. 

~J—Sce Executors, Vol. XXIII., pp. 416- 
427. 





Part VI——Payment of Rentcharges and Annuities. 


Sect. 1.—IN GENERAL. 

See Apportionment Act, 1870 (c. 85,, ss. 2-4, 7. 

557. Cannot be demanded till due.j|—Onc 
grants a rentcharge for life, payable every Lady 
Day & Michaelmas, grantee dies on Michaelmas 
Day after sunset, & before twelve at night, yet 
adjudged he should pay the arrears to the exor. of 
the grantee, in regard the grantce lived till sunsct, 
which was the legal time to demand it, & it cannot 
be demanded till due, especially to make a for- 
feiture of the lease, etc. Secus, if the grantee had 
died on Michaelmas Day & before sunset.—ROockK- 
INGHAM (LORD) v. PENRICE (1711), 1 P. Wms. 
177; 24 KE. R. 345; sub nom. RocKINGHAM 
(LORD) v. OXENDEN, 2 Salk. 578. 
Anion :—Mentd. Leftley v. Mills (1791), 4 Term Tep. 


558. Time for payment—Annuity given by will.] 
—GIBSON v. Bott, No. 282, ante. 

559. ——— Partly composed of rents of 
freeholds—Calculation of rents.|—H., by her will, 
directed her trustees, as soon as possible after her 
decease, to invest such a sum in the funds as 
would with the rent of certain lands, ‘“‘ at that 
time payable,” make up the sum of £50 per annum, 
& pay it to J., for his life :—Held: the money was 
not to be invested till one year from testatrix’s 
death, & the amount should be computed with 
reference to the rent, as it was at testatrix’s death, 
without any deduction for land or any other tax.— 
HvEs v. JACKSON (1853), 2 Eq. Hep. 462; 23 
L. J. Ch. 51; 22 L.T. 0.8. 152; 2 W. R. 83. 

560. Charged on land.]—(1) Ap- 
portionment Act, 1870 (c. 35), applies to a devise 
contained in a will dated before the Act to 
which a codicil was made after the Act. Semble: 











PART VI. SECT. 1. 


658i. Time for payment—Annuity 
given by will.)—An annuity given out 
of residue is payable from testator’s 
death.—CURTIS v. ALLIBAND (1898), 
19 N.S. W.L. R. (Eq.) 34; 14N.8S. W. 
W. N. 150.—AUS. 


558 ii. —— 
305.— IR. 


558 fii. 





—_ 


(LORD) v. LYSTER (1833), Hayes & Jo. 


——.]— WEBSTFR ”. 
WEBSTER’B TRUSTEFS (1882), 10 lh. 
canal Sess.) 169; 20 Se. L. RR. 118.— 


the resull would have been the same without the 
codicil, 

(2) Where testator charges an annuity on land 
with the ordinary power of distress & entry in the 
event of the annuity being in arrear, the annuitant 
must wait for payment of the annuity until the 
first rent day which occurs after the day fixed by 
testator for payment of an instalment of the 
annuity, & igs not entitled to require that any prior 
rent should be kept in hand in order to answer 
the instalment.—LLASLUCK v. PEDLEY (1874), L. It. 
19 Eq. 271; 441. J. Ch. 143; 28 W. R. 155. 
Annotations :— As to (1) Apld. Constabie v. Constable (1879), 

11 Ch. D. 681. Refd. Jie Bridger, Brompton Hospital for 

Consumption v. Lewis, [1894] 1 Ch. 297; Re Meredith, 

Stone v. Meredith (1898), 67 L. J. Ch. 409; Re Ford, 

Myers v. Molesworth, [1911] 1 Ch. 455. Generally, Reid. 

Jte Lucas, Parish v. Hudson (1885), 55 L. J. Ch, 101, 

Mentd. Z?e March, Mander v. Harris (1884), 27 Ch. D. 166. 
Annuities secured by bond.|—Sec BoNnpDs, 
Vol. VIL, p. 188, Nos. 277-281. : 

.|—See Executors, Vol. XXTII., p. 400, 
Nos. 4708-4711. 

561. Place of payment—Direction to pay to 
account at bank.]—Deft. agreed to pay to pltf. 
during her life a yearly allowance, payable 
quarterly on the usual quarter days. Before the 
quarter’s allowance became duc on Dec. 25 plti., 
who was about to go abroad, by a written authority 
directed deft. to pay the quarter’s allowance to 
her account at a London Bank. Pltf. was abroad 
when the quarter’s allowance became due, & deft., 
desiring to obtain her indorsement, & thus to 
ascertain that she was alive, sent to her solrs. a 
cheque, for the amount drawn to pltf.’s order. 
The solrs. returned the cheque, & issucd a writ 
for the amount of the quarter’s allowance :— 








n. —-- Annuily given by deed.)— 
SWEENEY v. SWEENEY (1888), 16 O. It. 
92.—CAN. 

o. Personal liability of devisces.|— 
Where a devise of real estate is made 
subject to the payment of an annuity, 
& the devisee accepts the devise he 


} —- HARTLAND 


Parr VI.—-PAYMENT oF RENTCHARGES AND ANNUITIES. 


Held: the direction to pay the amount to pltf.’s 
account at the bank was a valid direction, it being 
in effect a direction to pay to her at the bank, & 
pltf. was entitled to have the amount paid there.— 
po eoue™ v. SHREWSBURY (1907), 23 T. L. R. 

Mode of payment.|—-See Exrcurors, Vol. 
XXITI., p. 400, Nos. 4712-4714, 

Currency in which payable.|—Scc CoNFLICT OF 
Laws, Vol. XI., p. 357, Nos. 397-399, 402. 





Siecr. 2.—RIGHT TO PAYMENT OF CAPITAL. 
Sce Part 1I., Sect. 2, sub-sect. 2; Part I1V., 
Sect. 2, ante. 


Sect. 3.— DEDUCTION. 
SUB-SECT. 1—WHAT MAY Bi D&pUCTED. 

562. Expense of repairs Not allowable.| 
SHELLEY v. WARSFIELD (LADY) (1661), 1 Rep. Ch. 
20635 211. R. 551. 

563. Taxes —- Rentcharge on copyholds — De- 
duction allowed.|—LyNrs v. BROWN (1698), 2 Vern. 
306; 23 H.R. 798. 

564. Annuity.|—lf one covenants to pay 
an annuity to J. the covenantor shall not deduct 
for taxes; for the charge is on the person of the 
covenantor, & not the land. So if II. having a 
term for years, devises an annuity to J. & his heirs, 
there can be no deduction for taxes, for the term 
for years is not otherwise chargeable with it, 
than as it is part of the personal estate; for it 
cannot be said to issue out of the term, when in 
point of duration it may continue much longer. 
So if H. grants an annuity to J. & afterwards 
secures it out of a real estate, there shall be no 
deduction for taxes; for the subsequent security 
cannot lessen the effect of his former grant, which 
in its creation was tax free (LORD COWPER, C.).— 
ROBINSON v. STEPHENS (1709), 2 Salk. 6163; Y1 
K. 1. 622, L. C. 

565. Land tax—Fee farm rent—Right of 
owner to account. |-—PICKERING’S CASE (1698), 12 
Mod. Rep. 1715 88 li. KR. 1242. 

566. When land tax redeemed.| 
--'The owner of lands charged with a fee farm rent, 
payable to a purchaser from the Crown under 
22 Car. 2, c. 6, & 22 & 23 Car. 2, «. 21, having 
redeemed the land tax chargeable on the lands out 
of which the fee farm rent issucs, is entitled under 
the Land Tax Acts, to deduct 4s.in the pound from 
the rent so payable.—Moony v. WELLS (DEAN & 
CHAPTER) (1856), 1 H. & N.40; 25 0. J. ix. 278 : 
271. T.O.S. 82; 203. 2.744 1561. R. 1110. 
|—See LAND Tax. Vol. XXX., pp. 
302, 303, Nos. 25-36. 




















eee 


cee wo ees 





will be deemed to have assumed u disallowed.—Re 


personal liability to pay the amount 
which will be enforced by the court.—— 
CARTER ¥, CARTER (1879), 26 Gr. 232. 








t. 
liable to havo 


CAMERON (1906), 2 
Tas. L. It. 17.—AUS. all burdens, taxes & deductions what- 
---An annuitant is not 


a proportion of the 
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567. Income tax—Arrears of annulty.]— 
The arrears of an annuity which accrued due 
while the income tax was in force, but which were 
unpaid, in consequence of the rents of the estate on 
which it was charged being exhausted by prior 
charges, age payable to the annuitant, without any 
deduction in respect of the income tax.— BRAHAM 
v. STRATHMORE (1836), 5 L. J. Ch. 165. 
——.]—See INCOME Tax, Vol. XXVIITI., 
pp. 50, 51, 65-69, 72-77, Nos. 255-260, 335-367, 
381-421. 

—— Super tax.]—See INCOME Vol. 
AXVIII., p. 112, Nos. 690-694. 

568. Expense of renewal of lease—Annuity out 
of tithes leased for years.|;—-Moovy v. MATTHEWS, 
No. 679, post. 

569. Debt due to estate from executrix.|— 
ea v. SWEET (1818), 3 Madd. 244; 56 E. ht. 

570. Charges for renewal of licenses.|—Tes- 
tator by will, after various specific & pecuniary 
bequests, gave his real & residuary personal estate 
to trustees upon trust out of the income thereof 
to pay to his wife, or permit her to retain during her 
widowhood, a specified annual sum, & upon her 
second marriage or death upon trust as to all her 
estate for his three daughters absolutely. 

The estate included three beerhouses with 
on-licenses, on the renewals of which charges were 
imposed under Licensing Act, 1904 (c. 23), s. 3, 
towards a compensation fund for persons, the 
renewal of whose licenses might be refused under 
the provisions of that Act; & the tenants of the 
three beerhouses, by whom the charges were in the 
first instance paid, made the specified deductions 
from their rents in respect of the charges, so that 
the annual income of the estate became insufficient 
to pay the annuity in full. 

On a summons by the widow for the determina- 
tion of the question whether the whole Joss must be 
borne, by her, or whether she was entitled to have 
a sum equal to the amount of the deductions or to 
some, &, if so, what part thereof, raised out of 
capital & paid to her :—Held: she was not entitled 
to have the amount of the deductions or any part 
thereof raised out of capital & paid to her, as the 
licensing Act, 1904 (c. 23), provided the way in 
which the charge was to be borne, & there was 
nothing either in that Act, or in testator’s will, or 
in the general law, to relieve her from bearing it.— 
Re SMITH, SMITH v. DoDSworTH, [1906] 1 Ch. 799 ; 
75]. J. Ch. 442; 94 L. T. 48; 70 J. P. 169; 54 
W. RR. 449; 22 1. L. R. 412; 50 Sol. Jo. 376. 

571. Fee payable to Public Trustee—Apportion- 
ment between annuitants & life tenants of residue. | 
—When the Public Trustee is appointed to 
administer the trusts of a will, which consist in 
paying a portion of the income of the trust funds 
to annuitants & the remainder to life tenants of 








TAX, 


to his wife an annuity ‘‘free from 


soever ’? & declared it to be in full of 
her legal rights:—ZZ/eld: she was 
entitled to the annuity without deduc- 


—CAN. land & incomc-tax payable in respect 


PART VI. SECT. 3, SUB-SECT. 1. 


p. HKepense of repairs.|--GALLOWAY 
(HAR) tv GALLOWAY (DOWAGER CoUN- 
Thss), [1904] A. C. 50.—SCOT. 
.q. -}—GLOVER’S TRUSTEES J. 
GLOVER, [1913] S. CG. 115; 50 Se. 
L. WR. 713 [1912] 28.1. T. 357.—SCOT. 

yr. Vares-~ Land tar.J— Where the 
owner of land subject to a rentcharge 
Claimed a deduction allowed by Land 
Tax Act, 1905, on account of mtges. 
in respect of the capital value of the 
rentcharge :-~Held : a@ rentcharge was 
not a mtgo. within the Act, & deduction 





of the land or fund out of which the 
annuity arises deducted from tho 
annuity.—Re GUNN (1898), 18 N. Z. 
L. lt. 476.—N.Z. 

a. ——~— Mortgage tax.J—Re STEWART 
(1900), 18 N. Z. L. RR. 383.—N.Z. 

b. - Legacy duty.J]— A party 
to whom a ‘free yearly annuity of 
460’? had been bequeathed, was 
entitled to claim the full amount 
without deduction of legacy duty.— 
BULLOCH v. BEATON (1853), 15 Dunl. 
Ce of Sess.) 373; 25 Se. Jur. 229.— 


——w 


Income taux.J—Testator left 





Cc. 


tion of income tax.—MACKIE’S TRUS- 
TEES Vv. MACKIE (1875), 3 IX. (Ct. of Sess.) 
312; 12 Se. L. R. 222.—SCOT. 

d. -) — DALRYMYLE 1%. 
DALRYMPLE (1902), 4 IF. (Ct. of Sess.) 
5453; 39 Se. L. R348; 9S. LT. 415. 
SCOT. 

6. —— —-.}—WILSON’S TRUATEES 
nr. WILsON, [1919] S. C. 3859; 56 Se. 
L. R. 256.—SCOT. 

f. .]--A testator directed 
his trustees to pay out of the ‘' net 
aunual proceeds ”’ of one-half of the 
residue of his estate the sum of 
£750 yearly to bis niece for her lifercnt 





eel 
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the residue, the income fee payable to him in 
accordance with Public Trustee Act, 1906 (c. 55), 
8. 9, must be duly apportioned as between the 
annuitants & the life tenants, & must not be thrown 
entirely upon residue.—Itec BENTLEY, PUBLIC 
TRUSTEE v. BENTLEY, [1914] 2 Ch. 456; 84 
L. J. Ch. 643; 111 L. T. 1097. 

Estate duty.}—Sec Estate Duty, Vol. XXI., 
pp. 12-14, 21, 29, 32, 38, 39, 41, 42, Nos. 54, 55, 
57, 66, 120, 121, 174, 192, 195, 249-251, 264. 

Settlement estate duty.]—Sce ESTATE DuTY, Vol. 
XXI., pp. 45, 46, Nos. 290-293. 

Legacy duty.|—See Estate Duty, Vol. XXI., 
pp. 51-54, 58, 60, 66, 68, 69, 72, 79-82, Nos. 334, 
335, 338, 839, 355-357, 377, 392-394, 4389, 440, 
453-455, 458, 478, 480, 548-569, 572, 573, 575-577. 

Succession duty.|—See ESTATE Dury, Vol. XXI., 
pp. 87, 105, Nos. 634, 635, 773, 774. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—DIRECTION TO PAY WITIIOUT 
DEDUCTION. 

072. Devise of annuity ‘‘ clear.’’]|—-A devise 
of an annuity clear for A. means free from taxes. 
HoOpGWORTH v. CRAWLEY (1742), 2 Atk. 3763; 26 
ii, RK. 628, L. C, 

573. Application to future taxes—Covenant to 
pay free of all taxes.| BREWSTER v. KITCHIN, No. 





574. Application to income tax—Devise ‘‘ clear 
of all taxes & deductions.’’]—Testator gave to his 
wife an annuity or clear yearly rentcharge of 
£1,800, clear of all taxcs & deductio: s:—Held: 
the annuity was subject to property-tax.—WAL1L 
v. WALL (1847), 15 Sim. 513; 16 L. J. Ch. 3053 11 
Jur. 403; 60 EF. R. 718. 

Annotations :—Apld. Sadler v, Rickards (1858), 4 K. & J. 
302, Folld. Jée Saillard, Pratt ». Gamble, [1917] 2 Ch. 
140. Consd. Re Shrewsbury Estute Acts, Shrewsbury v. 
Shrewsbury, [1924] 1 Ch. 315. Refd. Vesting v. Taylor 
(1862), 3 B. & 5S. 218; Gleadow v. Leetham (1882), 22 
Ch. D. 269. Mentd. Robinson v. Wheelwright (1856), 6 
De G. M. & G. 535; Williams v. Mayne (1867), 16 W. R. 
173; Re Vardon’s Trusts (1884), 51 L. T. 884; Harle v. 
Jarman, [1895] 2 Ch. 419. 

575. Devise clear of legacy duty & other 
deductions.|—Gift by will of a rentcharge ‘‘ clear 
of legacy duty & every other deduction what- 
soever ’’ :—Held: it was not to be taken clear of 
the property or income tax.—LETHBRIDGE v. 
THURLOW (1851), 15 Beay. 334; 21 L. J. Ch. 538 ; 
51 EE. R. 567. 

Annotations :-—~Apld. Sadler v. Rickards (1858), 4 K. & J. 302. 
Consd. Z2e Shrowsbury Estate Acts, Shrewsbury v. Shrews- 
bury, !1924] 1 Ch. 315. Refd. Festing v. Taylor (1862), 3 
B. & S. 218; Lovatt v. Leeds (No. 1) (1862), 2 Drew. & 
Sm. 62; Gicadow v. Lectham (1882), 22 Ch. D. 269. 

576. -|—Testator by his will in 1854, 
directed his trustees to pay to his widow during 
her life the annual sum of £500 ‘‘ free from legacy 
duty & other deductions’ :—Held: the annuity 
was subject to income tax under 16 & 17 Vict. 
c. 34, to be paid out of the annuity itself. — 











alimentary use. On a considcration 
of the settlement as a whole :—Held: 
the niece was entitled to an annual 
payment of the sum of £750, without 
any deduction on account of income- 
tax.—SMiTn’s TRUSTEES v. GAYDON, 


SCOT. 

g.- J— Hupson’s TRUB- 
TEES Vv. M'INTOSH (1920), 57 Sc. L. I. 
571.—SCOT. 

h. --—— ——.J— WorpIr’s Trus- 
TEES tv. WORDIE, [1922] 8. C. 28.— 
SCOT. 

ke. J ST's TRUSTEES 


l. J'rustces’ 








v. SMITH, [1924] S. C. 485.—SCOT. 


commission.|—Ie Mir- 
Aus.” (1862), ] W. & W. (iq.) 167.— 


m. Lxpense of wire-netling.}—TRUs- 
TEES, EXECUTORS & AGENCY Co., L'rb. 
Vaeean (1900), 25 V. L. RR. 659.— 


PART VI. SECT. 3, SUB-SECT. 2. 


574 i. Application to income taz--- 
Devise clear of alltazes &: deductions.’’) 
—KINLOCH’S ‘TRUSTEES Vv. 
(1880), 7 lt. (Ct. of Sess.) 596; 17 Se. 


RENTCHARGES AND ANNUITIES. 


SADLER v. RICKARDS (1858), 4 K. & J. 302; 31 
L. T. O. S. 396; 6 W. R. 582; 70 H. R. 126. 
Annotations :-—Apld. Gleadow v. Leetham (1882), 22 Ch. D. 

269. Consd. Re Shrewsbury Estate Acts, Shrewsbury v. 

Shrewsbury, [1924] 1 Ch. 315. Refd. Festing v. Taylor 

(1862),3 B. & S. 218. 

577. .|—Testator directed trustees to 
stand possessed of residuary real & personal estate 
upon trust to pay thereout to his wife, during her 
life, such an annual sum as, together with the 
income of a settled fund of £10,000, should produce 
to her ‘(a clear annual income of £1,500.’ He 
gave several legacies & annuities, & towards the 
end of his will declared that ‘‘ no deduction shall 
be made from any of the legacies given by this my 
will, or to be given by any codicil thereto, for 
legacy tax or any other matter, cause, or thing 
whatever.’’ An administration suit having been 
brought, an order was made in 1861 that the 
trustees of the will should repay to the widow 
certain sums which had been deducted from her 
annuity by mistake for succession duty, & that 
they should pay her until further order an annuity 
of £1,500 free of all deductions except income tax ; 
but no express declaration of her rights was made. 
This order was acted upon until 1882, when a 
petition was presented by the widow asking that 
the income tax which had been deducted might 
be paid to her, & that in future her annuity 
might be paid free of income tax :—Held: the 
order of 1861 amounted to a declaration of the 
right of the widow to receive the annuity free of 
all deductions except income tax, notwithstanding 
the words “until further order,’ & the matter 
was res judicata & could not now be reconsidered.— 
PEARETH v. Marniorr (1882), 22 Ch. D. 182; 52 
I. J. Ch. 221; 48 L. T.170; 31 W. R. 68, C. A. 


Annotations :—Apld. Re Loveless, Farrer v. Loveless, [1918] 
Ch. 1. Consd. Thompson v. Thompson, [1923] 2 Ch. 
205; Re Shrewsbury Estate Acts, Shrewsbury v, Shrews- 
bury, [1924] 1 Ch. 315. Refd. Badar Bee wv. Habib 
Merican Noordin, [1909] A. C. 615 ; Hook v. Administrator- 
General of Bengal (1921), 37 T. L. R. 378. 


578, J ora re, after giving various 
legacies, directed his trustees, out of the income of 
his residuary estatc, to pay certain annuities, ‘‘ all 
the said annuities to be paid clear of all deductions 
whatsoever except income tax.’’ By a codicil 
made five years afterwards, after varying many of 
the legacies & increasing the amount of one of the 
annuities, he proceeded: ‘‘ & I expressly direct 
that every legacy & other interest as well derivable 
under my will as any codicil thereto shall be frec 
of legacy duty & every other deduction ”’ :—IJIeld : 
testator must be taken to have had his will in his 
mind when he made his codicil, & to have used the 
word ‘‘ deductions ’’ in the same sense throughout ; 
& as by his will he had shown that he understood 
the word to include income tax, the annuities 
must be paid free of income tax.—/te BUCKLE, 
WILLIAMS v. Manson, [1894] 1 Ch. 2863 63 
I. J. Ch. 880; 70 L. T. 115; 42 W. R. 229; 38 
Sol. Jo. 112; 7 R. 72, C. A. 


Annotations :—Consd. Re Crawshay, Crawshay v. Crawshay 
(1915), 60 Sol. Jo. 275. Refd. Ize Birks, Kenyon v. Birks, 














L. ht. 444.—SCOT. 

575i. ~—-— Devise clear of legacy duty 
a other deductions. }—'lestator directed 
that certain annuities given under the 
will should be paid free from any 
deduction on account of probate duty 
or on any other account :—Z/cld : the 
innuities were not given free from 
ineomne = tax.—MILLER vv. SIMPSON 
(1903), 3S. R.N.S. W. 386; 20 N.S, 
W. W.N, 166.—AUS, 


n. Bequest of “ free’? revenue 
of residue—Subsequent restriction to 
specific sum.}—MURDOCK’S ‘TRUSTEES 
v. MURDOCK, [1918] 5. C. 738.—SCOT. 
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[1899] 1 Ch. 703 ; Re Shrewsbury Estate Acts, Shrewsbur 
vw. Shrewsbury, [1924] 1 Ch. 315) : 


579. Devise free from all deductions— 
Previous devise free from income tax & other 
deductions.|-—-Testator gave three annuities, the 
first ‘‘ free from income or property tax or any other 
deductions,” the second ‘‘ free from all deductions,”’ 
the third ‘‘ free from deduction ’’ :—Held: all the 
annuities were free from income tax.—TURNER v. 
ee (1861), 1 John. & H. 334; 70 WK. R. 





Annotations :—Consd. Festing v, Taylor (1862), 3 B. & 8. 
218. Distd. Abadam v. Abadam (1864). 33 Beav. 475. 


Consd. Gleadow v. Leetham (1882), 22 Ch. D. 269. Apld. 
Re Buckle, Williams v. Marson, [1894] 1 Ch. 286. Cond. 
fe Parker-Jervis, Salt v. Locker, [1898] 2 Ch. 643. Distd 


Re Saillard, Pratt v. Gamble, 11917} 2 Ch. 401. Apld. 
fie Shrewsbury state Acts, Shrewsbury v. Shrewsbury, 
[1924] 1 Ch. 315, Refd. Lovatt v. Leeds (No. 1) (1862), 2 
Drew. & Sm. 62; Re Birks, Kenyon v. Birks, [L899] 1 
Ch. 703. Mentd. Bowyer v. Griffin (1869), L. R. 9 Ka. 
an ; #e Basham, Hannay v. Basham, (1883), 23 Ch. D. 
Ve 

580. --|— Testator appointed an 
annuity of £500 a year to his widow for life ‘‘ to be 
payable without any deduction whatever ”’ :— 
Held: it was not given free of income tax.— 
ABADAM v. ABADAM (1864), 33 Beav. 475; 33 
T. J. Ch. 593 ; 10 L. A, 53 3 10 Jur. N. S. 505 ; 12 
W. K. 615; 55 BE. R. 452. 

an nations :—Apld, Gleadow v. Lectham (1882), 22 Ch. D. 


581. ———.] — Testator declared that his 
trustees should stand possessed of his residuary 
estate & directed them out of the income to pay 
to his wife ‘‘ the clear yearly sum of £600 ” for life 
if she should remain his widow, but if she should 
marry again an annuity of £100 in lieu of the 
annuity of £600, ‘‘ the said annuities of £600 & 
£100, as the case may be, to be paid free from all 
deductions & abatements whatsoever.” By a 
codicil an annuity of £1,000 was given in licu 
of £600 :—Held: the annuity was not given free 
from income tax.—GLEADOW v. LEETHAM (1882), 
22 Ch. D. 269; 52 L. J. Ch. 102; 48 L. T. 264; 
31 W. KR. 269. 

Annotations :—Distd. Re Buckle, Williams v. Marson (1893), 
70 L. T. 115. Apld. Re Crawshay, Crawshay v. Crawshay 
(1915), 60 Sol. Jo. 275. Consd. He Musgrave, Machell v. 
Parry (1916), 115 L. 'T. 149. Apld. Re Loveless, Farrer v. 
Loveless, [1918] 2 Ch. 1. Consd. Re Shrewsbury Estate 
Acts, Shrewsbury v. Shrewsbury, (1924] 1 Ch. 315. Refd. 
fe Parker-Jervis, Salt v. Locker, [1898] 2 Ch. 643. 

582. -|.—(1) An annuity given “free 
of all deductions ’’’ does not free the annuitant 
from liability to pay income tax. 

(2) Where an annuity is given ‘clear of all 
deductions, including income tax,’’ the annuitant 
must herself pay super-tax.—Re CRAWSHAY, 
JRAWSHAY v. CRAWSHAY (1915), 60 Sol. Jo. 275. 
Annotations :—As to (2) Distd. Re Crosse, Oldham vr. Crosse, 

[1920] 1 Ch, 240; &e Doxat, Doxat v. Doxat (1920), 125 

L. T. 60. Refd. Re Bates, Selmes v. Butes, [1925] Ch. 157. 

583. ——— Devise ‘‘ free from all deductions in 
respect of taxes charges,’’ etc.|—A. B., in 1846, 
gave to his wife annuities or clear yearly sums for 
her life “ free from all deductions in respect of any 
present or future taxes, charges, assessments, or 
impositions, or other matter, cause, or thing, 
whatsoever,’’ & directed the trustees to appropriate 
& invest a sufficient part of his personal estate as 
a fund for the purpose of paying them. The 
trustees, acting upon the advice of counsel, 
deducted from all the payments to the widow the 
income tax :—Held: the widow was entitled to 
be paid the annuities in full, free from any 
deduction; & also entitled to be paid all the sums 
which had been deducted.—Re BANNERMAN’S 
ESTATE, BANNERMAN Vv. YOUNG (1882), 21 Ch. D. 
105; 51 L. J. Ch. 449. 

Annotations :—Distd. Gleadow v. Leetham (1882), 22 Ch. D. 
269. Consd. /?c Saillard, Pratt v. Gamble, [1917] 2 Ch. 
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401. Apprvi. Re Shrewsbury Estate Acts, Shrewsbury 
v. Shrewsbury, [1924] 1 Ch. 315. Refd. Re Crosse, Oldham 
v. Crosse, [1920] 1 Ch. 240. 


584. Devise ‘‘free of all duties.’’|— 
Testator directed payment out of the income of his 
estate of £200 per annum “free of all duties’”’ 
to a solr. trustee for his trouble in acting as a 
trustee of his will, so long as he should continue to 
act as such trustee, & also in addition gave him 
power to charge & be paid for professional & other 
charges :—Held: the sum of £200 was to be paid 
subject to & not free of income tax.—He SAILLARD, 
PRATT v. GAMBLE, [1917] 2 Ch. 401; 86 L. J. Ch. 
749; 117 L. T. 545, C. A. 

Annotations :—Apld. Re Loveless, Farrer v. Loveless, [1918] 
2Ch. 1. Consd. Re Shrewsbury Kstate Acts, Shrewsbury 


v. Shrewsbury, [1924] 1 Ch. 315. Refd. He Crosse, Oldham 

v. Crosse, [1920] 1 Ch. 240. 

585. Devise of ‘‘clear annuity.’’]— 
Testator gave his residuary real & personal estate 
to trustees upon trust, as to a share thereof, to 
pay to his wife out of the income “ a clear annuity 
of £2,000 during her widowhood,” & in the event 
of her marrying again, then, during the remainder 
of her life, a clear reduced annuity of £1,000 :-— 
Held: the annuity was not given free of income 
tax.—Re LOVELESS, FARRER v. LOVELESS, [1918] 
2Ch.1; 87 L. J. Ch. 4613; 119 L. T. 24; 34 
T. L. R. 356 3 62 Sol. Jo. 470, C. A. 

Annotations :—Distd. Re Shrewsbury Estate Acts, Shrews- 


bury v. Shrewsbury, [1924] 1 Ch. 315. Refd. Re Cain’s 
Settlmt., Cain v. Cain, [1919] 2 Ch. 364. 


586. Appointment ‘‘ clear of all deductions 
for taxes or otherwise ’’—Construction of Private 
Act.J|—The Shrewsbury Estate Act, 1843 (c. 28), 
s. 7, empowered any owner in possession of the 
settled estates by deed to appoint a jointure to his 
wife for life not exceeding the yearly sum of £3,000, 
‘clear of all deductions whatsoever for taxes or 
otherwise,” but by sects. 9, 10 the estates were not 
at any time to be subject to the payment of more 
than £6,000 in respect of three or more jointures, 
& there were complicated provisions as to the way 
the excess should be borne between a second & 
subsequent jointures, the subsequent jointures up 
to £1,000 being in this respect placed before the 
second jointure. By a jointure deed of July 20, 
1910, the late Earl of Shrewsbury exercised this 
power by appointing two jointures of £1,500 to 
Lady Shrewsbury, ‘‘ clear of all deductions what- 
soever for taxes or otherwise.”” On May 5, 1904, 
another jointure of £1,000 had been appointed to 
the wife of the Earl’s son & heir-apparent under 
Shrewsbury Estate Act, 1862 (c. 5), s. 38, which 
did not contain the words “ clear of all deductions,” 
etc. This became payable on the son’s death on 
Jan. 8, 1915, but it was not suggested that it was 
free from income tax. The Earl died on May 17, 
1921. The question then arose whether Lady 
Sbhrewsbury’s jointures were payable free of 
income tax :—Held: on the authorities, having 
regard to the provisions of the Income Tax Acts, 
& ox the construction of Shrewsbury Estate Act, 
1843 (c. 48), applt. was entitled to have her 
juintures paid in fullfree from deduction of income 
tax.— Re SHREWSBURY ESTATE AcTS, SHREWSBURY 
v. SHREWSBURY, [1924] 1 Ch. 815; 93 L. J. Ch. 
171; 130 L. T. 238; 40 T. L. R. 163; 68 Sol. Jo. 
79, C. A, 

587. Right to excess recovered by annui- 
tant.|—-Testator gives an annuity free of income 
tax & the annuitant, under the provisions of 
Income Tax Acts, obtains relief by way of aul at 
ment of income tax it excess of the amount properly 
payable by him :—Held: the residuary estate of 
testator is entitled to such proportion of the sum 
so repaid as the annuity bears to the total income 
of the annuitant.—Re Prrrit, Le FEVRE v. 
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PETTIT, [1922] 2 Ch. 765; 91 L. J. Ch. 782; 127 
L. T. 491; 38 T. L. R. 787; 66 Sol. Jo. 667. 

——-.J—See INCOME Tax, Vol. XXVIII., pp. 
74-77, Nos. 808-421. 

588. Application to super tax—Devise free of 
income tax.]|—Re CRAWSHAY, CRAWSHAY v. CRAW- 
SHAY, No. 582, ante. 

589. .|}—By his will made in 1915 
testator directed his trustees out of the income of 
his residuary estate to pay his wife during widow- 
hood the sum requisite to make up her marriage 
settlement income to ‘‘ the clear annual sum of 
£4,000 a year free from income tax” :—Held: 
the wife was entitled to the £4,000 a year free from 
super tax as well as ordinary income tax.—Re 
CROSSE, OLDHAM v. CROSSE, [1920] 1 Ch. 240; 89 
L. J. Ch. 145; 122 L. T. 4623; 64 Sol. Jo. 260. 
Annotations :—Distd. Re Bates, Selmes v. Bates, [1925] Ch. 

157. Refd. Davis v. I. R. Comrs., [1922] 2 K. B. 805. 

590. -|—A bequest of an annuity 
‘* free of income tax & of all deductions” is a 
bequest of an annuity free of super tax. 

In such a case as the above the income of the 
residuary estate must bear such proportion of the 
total super tax payable by the annuitant, as the 
annuity with the income tax thereon added thereto 
bears to the total amount of the income of the 
annuitant assessed for super tax.—Re Doxart, 
DoxaT v. DoxaT (1920), 125 L. T. 60; 64 Sol. Jo. 
Ol. 

Annotations :—Distd. Re Bates, Selmes v. Bates, [1925] Ch. 
OT ahaa Re Bowen, Paddock v. Bowen (1925), 70 Sol. 


591. |}—By his will made in 1923 
testator gave to his wife ‘‘ such a sum in every 
year as after deduction of the income tax for the 
time being payable in respect thereof will leave 
«a clear sum of £2,000’ :—Held: the wife was 
entitled to the £2,000 free of income tax only, 
& was not entitled to payment of any sum in respect 
of super tax.—Re BATES, SELMES v. BATEs, [1925] 
Ch. 157; 94]. J. Ch. 190; 132 L. T. 729. 

592. .'—A direction for an annuity 
‘to be paid without any deduction by equal 
quarterly payments free from income tax’’: is 
a direction to pay free from super tax.—Re 
BoOwEN, PADDOCK v. BOWEN (1925), 70 Sol. Jo. 44. 

593. ——— Liability of residue of estate—Method 
of calculation.|—Testator, who died in Oct. 1915, 
hequeathed to wife a net annuity of £4,000 free of 
duty, income tax, super tax, & any similar tax, 
& directed the trustees of his will to apply the 
income of the trust fund, in payment of the 
annuity & the taxes thereon, & in payment of 
other annual sums. Testator’s wife had a separate 
gross income of £1,637 a year apart from the will : 
—Held: the residue of the estate must bear such 
proportion of the total super tax payable by 
testator’s wife as the £4,000 annuity, with income 
tax added, bore to the total amount of the assess- 
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ment for purposes of super tax.—-ve BOWRING, 
WIMBLE v. BOWRING (1918), 34 T. L. R. 5753; 62 
Sol. Jo. 729. 

Annotations :—Folld. Re Doxat, Doxat v. Doxat (1920), 125 


L. T. 60; Re Bowen, Paddock v. Bowen (1925), 70 Sof, JO. 
44, Distd. Re Bates, Selmes v. Bates, {1925} Ch. 157. 


SrcT. 4.—APPORTIONMENT. 
SUB-SECT. 1.-—IN GENERAL. 

Sce Apportionment Act, 1870 (c. 35), ss. 2-4, 7; 
& generally, EQuITY, Vol, XX., pp. 280-285, Nos. 
391-435. 

594. What will be apportioned — Annuity 
granted by Crown.|]—William IV., by indenture, 
in pursuance of 1 & 2 Will. 4, c. 11, granted to 
trustees for his consort Queen Adelaide an annuity 
of £100,000, to commence on the decease of His 
Majesty, & ‘‘ continue ’”’ ‘“‘ during the natural life 
of Her Majesty,’ payable out of the Consolidated 
Fund “ at the four most usual days of payment in 
the year, that is to say Mar. 31, June 30, Sept. 30, 
& Dec. 31, by even & equal portions, the first pay- 
ment thereof to be made at such of the days as 
shall first & next happen after the decease of His 
Majesty, in case Her Majesty should survive him.” 
His Majesty died on June 20, 1837. On June 30, 
the trustees received a full quarter’s payment of 
£25,000. This payment was made after consulting 
the law officers of the Crown, who advised that the 
entire sum was due; & Her Majesty was informed 
of their advice. The quarterly payments were 
made, up to & on Sept. 30, 1849. Her Majesty 
died on Dec. 2, 1849. Ier trustees applied for a 
proportionate part of the quarterly payment which 
would have become due on Dec. 31, 1849, if she had 
so long lived. On rule nisi for a mandamus to 
the Lords of the Treasury to issue a warrant, 
under stat. 4 & 5 Will. 4, c. 5, s. 13, for this pay- 
ment :—Held: (1) if the annuity had been appor- 
tionable & the sum due, mandamus was the proper 
remedy; & the ct. would not in the exercise of its 
discretion make the refunding of what on that 
supposition would have been the overpayment on 
June 30, 1837 a condition to the issuing of the writ ; 
there being no equity to require Her Majesty’s 
representatives to restore a sum received under 
the bond fide belief that it was her own; (2) the 
annuity was not apportionable.—lRh. v. TREASURY 
LORDS, QUEEN DoWAGER’s ANNUITY (1851), 16 
Q. B. 357; 20 L. J. Q. B. 305; 16L,. T. O.S. 484; 
15 Jur. 767; 117 EF. R. 916. 

Annotations :— As to (1) Consd. Lz p. Napier (1852), 18 Q. LB. 
692. Apid. R., v. Income Tax Comrs. for Special Purposes 
(1888), 21 Q. B. D. 313. Refd. R. v. Ambergate, etc. Ry. 
(1852), 17 Q. B. 957; R. wv, Treasury Comrs, (1872), L. RR. 
ies b. ace R. v. Joint Stock Cos.’ Registrar (1888), 21 
Q. B.D. 463; 
Q. B. 456. 

—— Covenant to pay annuity to wife.|—See 
HusBAND & WIFE, Vol. XXVII., pp, 231, 232, 
Nos. 2028, 2029. 


R. v. Lambourn Valley Ry. (1888), 22 
R. v. Incorporated Law Soc., [1895] 2 


PART VI. SECT. 4, SUB-SECT. 1. 


o. General rule.] — Annuities, inde- 
pendently of 4 & 5 Will. 4, c. 22, are 
not apportionable unless granted for 
the maintenance of infants, or married 
women living separately from their 
husbands. — LEATHLEY 1. TRENCH 
(1858), 8 I. Ch. R. 401.—IR., 

p. -}—A_ terminable§ annuity 
is apportionable under 4 & 5 Will. 4, 
c. 22.—SUTTON v. ENNIS (1870), 18 
W. R. &882.—IR. 

q. .]—Annuities cannot be ap- 
Dae aN eae ESTATE (1884), 
Nfid. L. R, 36.—NFLD. 


r. Shares in proportion to legacies 








& annuity.}—The surplus from the 
sale of testator’s lands, after payment 
of legacies, was to be divided amongst 
the legatees in proportion to the other 
sums bequeathed to each, One legacy 
was of $200, & an annuity; & the 
legatec died within a year after testa- 
tor :—Held: her personal representa- 
tive was entitled to a proportionate 
part of the annuity; & her share of 
the surplus was to be based on the 
$200, plus this sum.—WoopsIDE v. 
LOGAN (1868), 15 Gr. 145.—CAN, 

t. Apportionment of money due under 
annutty bvond.J—CUTHBERT v. NORTH 
AMERICAN LIFE ASSURANCE Co. (1894), 
24 O. Rh. 511.—CAN, 


a. light to contribution.}—If a man 
grant a rentcharge out of all bis 
lands, & afterwards sel] them by parce]s 
to different persons, & the grantee of 
the rentcharge resort to one only of 
the purchasers, the latter shall have 
contribution from the other pur- 
chasers.—AVERALL v. WADE (1835), 
L. & G. temp. Sugd. 252, 262.—IR. 

b. Right to apportionment. }—Where 
lands are subject to a perpetual rent, 
& part of them, having a right of 
indemnity against the rest, is sold to 
tenants under Land Act, 1896, the 
rentcharge being apportioned & the 
apportioned charge being redeemed out 
of the purchase moncy, the person wbo 
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595. In whose favour apportionment made— 
Representative of tenant for life.|—Interest by will, 
in the nature of annuity, not apportioned in favour 
of the exor. of the tenant for life.—FRANKS v. 
NOBLE (1806), 12 Ves. 484; 33 BE. R. 183. 

596. ——- ———.]—By a settlement, £10,000 was 
directed to be invested by trustees in the Terri- 
torial Debt of the Hast India co. which bore interest 
at 6 per cent., payavie half-yearly. The trusts 
were declared to be to L. for life, & after his death 
over. The co. paid off the Territorial Debt & 
opened another, for which were issued the 
promissory notes of the 5 per cent. transfer loan, 
designated the book debt of the day of ; 
1834. The interest was payable half-yearly. The 
trustees transferred their old fund into the new, 
& paid the income to the tenant for Jife until his 
death, which happened thirteen days before one 
half-yearly period of: payment :—Held: the new 
debt was in the nature of annuities, redecmable at 
the option of the co., but not at the option of the 
lender or holder, & the half-yearly income was not 
apportionable between the representative of the 
tenant for life & the remainderman, but belonged 
wholly to the latter —WanrpkEn v. ASHBURNER 
(1848), 2 De G. & Sm. 866; 17 L. J. Ch. 440; 11 
L. T, O. S. 532; 12 Jur. 784; 64 BE. R. 164. 

597. Application of Apportionment Act, 1870 
(c. 35)—Grantor dying after passing of Act.|— 
Above Act, applies to every kind of income whether 
made payable under an instrument in writing or 
otherwise, to which a person may be entitled who 
res subsequently to the passing of the above 

ct. 

By an order of the ct. made in 1855, an annuity 
of £100 was directed to be paid to W. during her 
life. W. died in 1872 :—Held: the annuity was 
apportionable to the day of her death.—Re 
THACKER’S Trusts (1873), 28 L. T. 56; 21 W. RB. 
28). 
anol ‘—Refd. Patching v. Barnett (1880), 43 L. T. 
uV. 


598. Will made _ previously-—Subse- 
amen codicil.|—Hasnuck v. PrpLey, No. 560, 
ante. 

599. ——- To annuities payable in advance— 
Where instalment paid to annuitant.|—By a 
separation deed a husband granted to his wife an 
annuity during their joint lives, if they should so 
long live separate from each other, the annual sum 
to be paid by cqual half-yearly payments in 
advance on Mar. 1 & Sept. 1 in every year. The 
husband & the wife continued to live separate from 
each other until the death of the husband. After 
the husband’s death his extrix. brought an action 
against his widow to recover the balance of the 
last instalment paid by the husband under the 
deed after deducting an apportioned part in respect 
of the period between the payment & his death :— 
Held: the annuity was not apportionable, & the 
extrix. was not entitled to recover. 

With regard to above Act, I think that when one 
of the days mentioned in the deed came round the 
husband was bound to make the stipulated pay- 








169 


ment, & I think that above Act has no application 
to the matter (Curry, L.J.).—TRuvALion vv, 
ANDERTON (18097), 66 L. J. Q. B. 489; 76 L. T. 
642; 13 T. L. R. 401, C. A. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—IN RESPECT OF TIME. 

Sce Apportionment Act, 1870 (c. 35), ss. 2-1. 

600. Annuity granted until majority.|—Testa- 
tor gave an annuity, payable half-yearly, to his 
son for his maintenance & education until he 
attained twenty-one, & another annuity, payable 
in like manner, to his daughter, who was adult, 
during the son’s minority :—Held: as the son 
was entitled to a proportional part of his annuity 
from the last half-yearly day of payment up to his 
attaining twenty-one, the daughter was cntitled 
to a like proportional part of her annuity.— 
WEIGALL v. BROME (1833), 6 Sim. 99; 58 EH. R. 
532. 

601. Annuity charged on land for certain time - 
Cesser of charge before time for payment of 
annuity.|—An annuity given for maintenance, & 
charged upon land for a certain time which ceased 
before the time of the year at which the annuity 
was payable :—Held: the annuitant was entitled 
to an apportioned part of such annuity for the time 
between the last payment & the cessation of the 
charge.—SHEPPARD v. WILSON (1845), 4 Hare, 
392; 9 Jur. 920; 67 E. R. 70]. 

Annotation :—Refd. Marsh v. Keith (1861), 29 Beav. 625. 

602. Annuity for life—Apportionment to day 
of death.|—Testator, after directing a fund to be 
formed by investing the rents of his estates in the 
purchase of Bank annuities, charged it with the 
payment of £150 a year to his wife during her life : 
——Held: though the £150 was not a continuing 
payment, the exors. of the wife who outlived testa- 
tor between seven & cight years were entitled to a 
proportionate part of the £150 a year, for the in- 
terval between ae ese of the wee a the last 

receding yearl ay of payment.—CARTER v. 
Ticker (1848), 16 Sim. 447; 60 I. R. 947. 














603. ——.|— Re THACKER’S TRusTS, No. 
597, ante. 

604. Death before first payment 
due.|—Testator gave an annuity to A. B. for life, 


no period of payment being mentioned. Under a 
decree of the ct. the first peyment was directed to 
be made at the expiration of one year after testa- 
tor’s death. The annuitant died eight days before 
the end of the year :—Held: the annuity must be 
apportioned, although it was not continued to any 
other person after the death of the annuitant.- - 
TRIMMER v. DANBY (1854), 2 Iq. Rep. 1276; 23 
J. J. Ch. 979; 23 L. T. O. S. 1253 2 W. RR. 380. 

605. ——-- ———.] WILLIAMS v. WILSON, No. 
285, ante. 

606. Annuity granted from day of death—Pay- 
able on usual quarter days—Apportionment to first 
quarter day.]—WILLIAMS v. WILSON, No. 285, 
ante. 


pays the redemption price is cutitled 
to an annuity on the indemnifying, 
te. the unsold, lands equal in amount 
to the portion of the rent which has 
been redeemed, but ranking subsequent. 
to the unredeemned portion of the rent. 
—DE VEsor (ViISCOUNTESS) v. O’CON- 
te (1908), 77 L. J. P. G. 81, H. L. — 


0. Application of 4 d& 5 Will. 4, 
c, 22.]—The above Act, which provides 
for apportionment of annuities, docs 
hot upply to Newfoundland.—BEn- 


NEVIS ESTATE (1884), 7 Nild. L. It. 
36.—NFLD. 

d. ——--.}—The above Act for the 
apportionment of rents, annuities, & 
other periodical payments, extends to 
Scotland.---FoRDYCE v. BRIDGES (1847), 
1H. 1L. Cas. 1; 91. R. 649.—SCOT. 
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602i. fnnuity for life—<Apportion- 
ment to day of death.J—Harvry v. 





e. Not apportionable—Death of 
annuitant during year when payable. | 
—Au annuity payable annually during 
annuitant’s life is not upportionable, 
so that his adininistrator can recover 
nothing if annuitant die within the 
Year.—AUSMAN v. MONTGOMERY (1856), 
5 C,. P. 364£.—CAN, 


f. Rentcharge—Death of settlor before 
first specified payment—Whether .4 ppor- 
tionment Act applies.|—Re GABBETT'S 
ESTATE (1897), 31 I. L. T. 178. -IR. 
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Sect. 4.— Apportionment: Sub-sect. 3, A. & B.] 
SUB-sECT. 3.—IN RESPECT oF LAND CHARGED. 
A. In General. 


607. Land sold to different persons—Liablility 
of one for whole rentcharge.|—ANON. (undated), 
Plowd. Queries 47, pl. 255; 75 E. R. 924. 

608. Right to contribution.]—If a 
man grant a rentcharge out of all his lands, & 
afterwards sell his lands by parcels to divers 
persons, & the grantee of the rent will from time 
to time levy the whole rent upon one of the pur- 
chasers only, he shall be eased in the Chancery by 
a contribution from the rest of the purchasers ; 
& the grantee shall be restrained by order to charge 
the same upon him only.—ANOoON. (undated), 
Cary, 2; 5 Vin. Abr. 564; 21 KE. lt. 1. 
err :—Refid. Wolmershausen v. Gullick, [1893] 2 

~v e 


609. ~.|—Pltf. seeks relief by 
way of contribution, for that one of defts. has a 
rentcharge out of pltf.’s lands, & out of one other 
of defts.’ lands. & yet seeks to lay the whole 
burden of the rentcharge upon pltf.’s lands; & 
because deft. would not answer, therefore an 
injunction is granted for staying of the suits of 
the rent.— DOLMAN v. VAVASOR (1579), Cary, 92; 
re Cas. in Ch. 189; 5 Vin. Abr. 562; 21 EK. R. 

9. 

610. ——_ ——. .|— REEVE v. HARWARD 
(1582), Ch. Cas. in Ch. 152; 21 HK. BR. 90. 

611. ——- ——— ——.]—The rentcharge here 
was laid upon the whole plot of land, but although 
deft. is the owner & occupier of part only, the vicar 
is entitled to payment in respect of th whole plot. 
It is obvious upon the hypothesis that deft. is 
terre-tenant of part only of the plot, & that if the 
landlord had gone upon the land & claimed the 
rent in respect of the whole of the plot, this tenant 
would have been a disscisor, & the landlord would 
have been entitled to his writ of assize, under 
which the tenant would have been put out of 
possession of the land; for a rentcharge cannot be 
apportioned, & in order to pay the rentcharge the 
whole of the land would be taken under the writ. 
If a distress had been put in, & the tenant’s goods 
upon the Jand had been seized, then the distress 
would have been for the whole of the rentcharge. 
Again, if the distress was not sufficient, the whole 
of the land would have been seized, & held until 
the whole of the rentcharge had been paid. If 
that be so, & now that under Real Property 
Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), an action of debt is 
maintainable it seems to me to follow that the 
action lics against deft. for the whole of the rent- 
charge. It was said that that would work an 
injustice, because he would be left to pay the debts 
of others ; but that is not so, for I have no doubt 
that if he is compelled to pay the whole of the 
rentcharge he would have an action against the 
co-owners of the land for contribution (BRETT, 
M.R.).—CuRIstigE v. BARKER (1884), 53 L. J. Q. B. 
537, C. A. 

Annotations :—Reid. Bowman v. Smith (1885), 2 T. L. R. 
101; Searle v, Cooke (1890), 43 Ch. D. 519; He Herbage 
Rents, Greenwich, Charity Comrs. v. Green, [1896] 2 Ch. 
$11; Pertwee v. Townsend, [1896] 2 Q. B. 129; Foley’s 
Charity Trustecs v. Dudley Corpn., [1910] 1 K. B. 317. 
612, Agreement by purchaser to pay 

whole rentcharge—Sufficiency of indemnity.|-— 

Estates being sold in lots, under conditions, 

stating that they were subject to certain perpetual 

payments to the curate of N. & to an hospital, 
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&. Apportionment of land devised by 
will—Whether exccutors uct in judicial 


capacily—In settling apportionment. jJ— 
RocHe v. Rocus (1890), 22 N. 
(10 lt. & G.) 211.—CAN. 


RENTCHARGES AND ANNUITIES. 


which were to be charged on & paid by the pur- 

chaser of lot 1 only :—Held: a deed, by which the 

purchaser of lot 1 granted a rentcharge of equal 
amount to trustees, to indemnify the other pur- 
chasers, with a covenant to indemnify them, was 

a sufficient indemnity.—CaAssaMAJOhK v. STRODE 

(1821), Jac. 630; 37 H. R. 988, L. C. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Croome v. Lediard (1834), 2 My. & K. 
251; Re Brettell, Hz p. Goren (1838), 7 L. J. Ch. 187. 
6138. One portion subject to mortgage— 

Decree directing inquiries as to value.|—W. being 

seised in fee simple of divers parcels of lands & 

other hereditaments, all subject to an annuity for 
the life of his mother & to a portion for his brother, 

mortgaged one parcel & sold others. Under a 

decree afterwards made against W. for raising the 

portion, several parcels of the then unsold lands, 
including the mtged. premises, were sold in the 
master’s office, subject to the annuity, but the 
deeds of conveyance to the purchasers did not state 
whether exclusively subject thereto or rateable 
with other parcels that still remained unsold. The 
intgee.’s representative filed a bill against these 
purchasers & W. for an indemnity for the mtge. 
out of the unsold lands, free from the annuity, 
charging that, by agreement between defts., the 
parcels sold in the master’s oftice were to be 
exclusively subject thereto, & on that account 
produced less by the value of the annuity than if 
they were sold subject thereto rateably with the 
parcels, that still remained unsold. There was 
no proof in the cause of the alleged agreement :— 
Held: a decree directing inquiries as to the value 
of the parcels sold by the master, was crroneous, 
as such inquiries were immaterial to the issue 
between the parties ; & the bill ought to have been 
dismissed, with costs, without prejudice to any 
bill that might be afterwards filed for apportioning 
the annuity on all the lands originally charged 
therewith.—SIREE v7. KIRWAN (18143), 9 Cl. & Fin. 

716; 8 i. it. 588, I. L. 

614. Effect of release of one portion by 
rentcharger—Apportionment of liability of other 
owner.|—The effect of Law of Property Amend- 
ment Act, 1859 (c. 35), s. 10,-is that where the 
owner of land, which is subject to a rentcharge, 
sells & conveys such land in separate portions to 
different persons, & the person entitled to the rent- 
charge joins in the conveyance of one only of such 
portions & releases it from the rentcharge, without 
the concurrence of the person to whom the other 
portion has been conveyed, the whole of such rent- 
charge is not extinguished, but only a proportionate 
part of it can be recovered from the person to whom 
the unreleased portion was conveyed.— BOooTi. v. 
SmirH (1884), 14 Q. B. D.318; 541. J. Q. B.119; 
51 L. T. 742; 83 W. R. 142; 1T. L. R. 97, C. A. 
Annolation :—Distd. Price v. John, 11905] 1 Chg 744. 

615. Devise of portion of land charged to rent- 
charger—Whether apportionment granted.|—A. on 
his marriage settled a rentcharge on his wife for 
her jointure, & afterwards devises to the wife part 
of the land charged with the rentcharge. Bill is 
that the rentcharge might be apportioned. Bill 
dismissed.—K NIGHT v. CALTIIORPE (1685), 1 Vern. 
347; 23 BE. RB. 513. 

Annotations :—Overd. Powell v. Grigby (1835), 3 Cl. & Fin. 
103. Consd. Iiyre v. Green (1846), 10 Jur, 384. Refd. 
Dennett v. Pass (1834), 1 Bing. N. C. 388. 

616. .|—By indenture of marriage 
settlement, lands were conveyed in trust after the 
death of G. the husband to the use & intent that 
A. the wife should receive an annuity of £1,000 














h. Land held in severally— Whether 
every portion of land churyed. }—CONOLLY 
v. GORMAN, [1898] 1 I. KR. 20.—IR. 


Ss. It. 
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clear of all taxes & deductions for her jointure & 
in bar of dower, etc., with powers of distress & 
entry, & a term to secure the payment. By his 
will G. directed his debts to be paid & devised to 
his wife during her life, his mansion house, park, 
etc., at D., & directed that timber should be cut 
on his estates at H., etc. & sold to pay the expense 
of repairs, painting, & glazing, which in the opinion 
of A. should at any time be required for any of the 
hereditaments devised to her for life, & for insur- 
ance of the premises, & he thereby confirmed the 
settlement made on his marriage. He gave to his 
nephew P. & his heirs all his real estates in England, 
including the lands devised to his wife, subject to 
her life interest & all his lands in Pennsylvania, 
without any incumbrance or restriction. He 
directed that the paintings in his house at D. 
should be enjoyed with the same by his wife for 
her life, & after her death to go with the house & 
subject to the payment of his debts. The manor, 
park, etc., at D. formed part of the premises settled 
& devised :—Held: upon a bill filed by A., she 
was entitled to enjoy the manor & park, etc., free 
from all charges, & the annuity of £1,000 ought to 
be raised & paid to her out of the remainder of the 
lands demised without contribution from the manor, 
park, etc.— POWELL v. GRIGBY (1835), 9 Bli. N.S. 
646; 3 OL & Fin. 108; 5 HK. R. 1429, H. L.; 
affg. S. C. sub nom. GRIGBY v. POWELL (1832), 5 
Sim. 290. 

Annotation :-—Apld. Wyre v. Green (1846), 2 Coll. 527. 

617. .|}—The owner of estates in the 
counties of Oxford & Berks covenanted on his 
marriage to convey such part of them to trustees 
as should be of the annual valuc of £900, to the use 
of himself for life, with reinainder to the use & 
intent that his intended wife should yearly reccive 
for her jointure £800, to be charged upon the same 
hereditaments. The settlor, not having made any 
settlement in pursuance of the covenant, by his 
will, confirming the scttlement, devised his estates 
in the counties of Oxford & Berkshire to his wife 
for life. He afterwards, by deed, revoked his will 
as to the estates in Oxfordshire, which, conse- 
quently, on his death, descended to his heir-at-law. 
The jointress insisted that she was entitled to the 
Berkshire estate for her life, free from any contribu- 
tion towards her jointure ; & that the Oxfordshire 
estates were exclusively liable to satisfy the 
covenant :—Held: as no intention to benefit the 
jointress to the extent for which she contended 
appeared on the face of the will, the two estates 
were liable to contribute rateably to the satisfaction 
of the covenant.—LHYRE v. GREEN (1816), 2 Coll. 
527; 7L. T. O. S. 223; 10 Jur. 881; 63 E. RK. 
$46. 

618. Purchase by rentcharger of part of land 
charged—Right to apportionment—Effect of ignor- 
ance of title to rent.|—If grantee of a rentcharge 
purchases part of the lands, the rent shall be 
apportioned in equity; especially if he was 
ignorant of his title to the rent when he made the 
purchase.——-SLATER v. Buck (1730), Mos. 256 5 25 
Ki. R. 382. 

Annotation :—Refd. Dennctt v. Pass (1834), 1 Bing. N. C. 











619. Right to sell land discharged of annuity— 
Trustee owner of estate.;—The trustce of a sum of 
money charged on real estate, who is also owner 
of the estate subject to the charge, is entitled to 
sell any portion of the estate discharged from the 
trust, provided he reserves a portion sufficient to 
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623i. According tv value of properties 
— Not acreuge.J—ALLISUN UV. JENKINS, 


[1904] 1 J. R. 341.—IR, 


k. Liability of leaseholds 
tastance. |—Teostatrix devised fee simple 
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answer the charge; & the estate so sold cannot be 
followed into the hands of a purchaser with notice 
of the trust.—GRUNDY v. HEATHCOTE (1863), 1 
Hem. & M. 172; 71 EH. R. 75. 

620. Part of estate in possession of trustees of 
annuity—Apportionment over whole. estate.|— 
Certain freehold lands were conveyed to trustees 
on certain trusts, amongst others, to pay £5 a year 
to each of the trustees, which payment was charged 
upon the whole of the property. Part of the estate, 
consisting of some woodlands, remained in the 
hands of the trustees, all the rest of the property 
being let to tenants. If the £5 payable to each 
trustce was apportioned between the woodlands 
& the other lands, the trustees had not 40s. per 
annum each out of the woodlands :—Held: 
assuming each of the trustees could be said to be 
a cestui que trust for life in possession of the 
woodlands, the charge must be apportioned over 
the whole estate, & therefore he had not 40s. a 
year out of the woodlands.—MILLs v. CouB (1866), 
L. R. 2 C. P. 95; Hop. & Ph. 357; 36 L. J. C. P. 
75; 15 L. T. 469; 381 J. P. 183; 12 Jur. N.S. 
1007; 15 W. R. 224. 

Annotation :—Refd. Bearn v. Watson (1881), Colt. 268. 

621. Land purchased for metropolitan road— 
Apportionment between parishes—Metropolis Roads 
Act, 1863 (c. 78).;-Comrs. under the powers of a 
private Act of Parliament purchased land lying 
partly in two parishes for the purpose of forming a 
mctropolitan road, & charged it with the payment 
of an annual rent. By Metropolis Roads Act, 
1863 (c. 78), s. 4, it was provided that so much of 
the road as lay within any parish mentioned in a 
schedule, which included the two parishes in ques- 
tion, should be dealt: with as part of the common 
highways of the parish, & all quit rents & other 
outgoings payable in respect thereof should be paid 
as part of the expenses of maintenance :—Held: 
the effect of Metropolis Noads Act, 1863 (c. 78), 
was to apportion the rent between the two parishes ; 
& the representatives of the person from whom the 
land was bought were entitled to recover by action 
from each of the parishes a proportional part of 
the rent.— SANSOM v. ST. LEONARD, SHOREDITCH 
VesTrRY (1869), L. R. 4 0. P. 654; 38 L. J.C. P. 
286; 18 W. R. 40. 

622. Settlement of part of estate charged— 
Concurrence of rentcharger—Liability of unsettled 
part for whole rentcharge.|—Pricr v. JouUN, No. 784, 
post. 

Portion of land purchased under compulsory 
powers.|—Sce COMPULSORY PURCHASE OF LAND, 
Vol. XIL., p. 276, Nos. 2031, 2034. 

Effect of partition.) — See PARTITION, Vol. 
ANAVI., p. 308, Nos. 68, 69. 

Rentcharge for charitable purposes.| See 
CuARITIES, Vol. VITI., p. 353, Nos. 1490-1493. 





B. Basis of Apportionment. 

623. According to value of properties — Not 
acreage.|—In 1840 A. by deed granted to B. certain 
land to the use that A. & his heirs should for ever 
receive thereout a certain rentcharge, & subject 
& charged as aforesaid to dower uses in favour of 
B.; & by the same deed B. granted to A. in fce 
the same rentcharge out of the land thereby 
granted. In 1898 B.’s successors in title were 
evicted from part of the land by title paramount, 
& thereupon claimed an apportionment of the 
rentcharge ; but A.’s successor in tithe contended 
that the rentcharge was payable in full out of the 


lands & leascholds for years to Y. & his 
issue; & other feo simple lands to H. 


tn tus go hor issue; & charged all the lands, 
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Sub-sects. 1,2 & 3.] 


remainder of the land :—Held: the deed operated 
as a reservation of the rentcharge in the first 
instance to A. in fee; the subsequent grant by 
B. to A. in fee of the same rentcharge was inopera- 
tive; & the rentcharge must be apportioned 
according to the value of the land.— HARTLEY v. 
Mappocks, [1899] 2 Ch. 199; 68 L. J. Ch. 496; 
80 L. T. 755 ; 47 W. R. 573; 43 Sol. Jo. 531. 
Annotation :—Consd. Salts v. Battersby, [1910] 2K. B. 155. 

624, —— Annual value—Not capitalised value.| 
—An annuity was payable out of property, part 
of which comprised mines, & was settled upon 
the eldest son, & part was agricultural land, & was 
settled upon the younger children. The mining 
property produced a larger income, but being of a 
fluctuating nature, & liable to great diminution, 
was valued at seven years’ purchase, & the agri- 
cultural property at thirty years’ purchase :—Held: 
the two properties must contribute to the annuity 
in proportion to the actual income de anno in 
annum, & not in proportion to the capitalised 
value.—LEY v. Luy (1868), L. R. 6 Bq. 1743 37 
L. J. Ch. 828; 18 L. T. 1263 16 W. RB. 509. 


SEcr. 5.—AS BETWEEN TENANT FOR LIFE AND 
REMAINDERMAN. 


‘SUB-SECT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 

See Execurors, Vol. XXIII., pp. 465, 466, 
Nos. 5364-5371. 

625. Discretion of court to apportion.]—When 
it is determined that there shall be some apportion- 
ment as between tenant for life & remainderman 
the method of carrying that out is in the discretion 
of the ct. (PARKER, J.).—Re PoysEeR, LANDON v. 
Nea [1910] 2 Ch. 444; 791. J. Ch. 7483 108 

« Ds 134, 


Aeon :—Mentd. Itc Hall, Hope v. Hall, (1918) 1 Ch. 
626. Application of capital moneys—To pay- 
ment of interest on rentcharge.|—ARe SUDELEY’s 
(LORD) SETTLED KsTatTes (1887), 37 Ch. D. 128: 
57 L. J. Ch. 182; 58 L. T. 7; 36 W. R. 162; 4 

T. L. R. 139. 

Annotations :—N.F. Re Egmont's 8. 
395. Refd. Re Howard’s 8. K., [ 
Verney’s &. K., [1898] 1 Ch. 508. 
627. To redeem terminable rentcharge.}|— 

By Settled Land Acts (Amendment) Act, 1887 

(c. 30), s. 1, the trustees of a settled estate are 

authorised to apply ‘‘ capital moneys ”’ in redeein- 

ing a terminable rentcharge, granted in considera- 
tion of money borrowed for the purpose of effecting 
improvements on the estate, by paying not only 
the balance of principal remaining unpaid, but 
also a reasonable & proper sum by way of bonus 
to compensate the lender for loss of interest by 
reason of the redemption.—Re EGMonNT’s (LORD) 

SETTLED ESTATES (1890), 45 Ch. D. 805; 509 L. J. 

Ch. 768; 63 L. T. 608; 38 W. R. 762; 67. L. R. 

461, C. A. 

Annotations :—Apld. Re Verncy’s S. K., [1898] 1 Ch. 508. 
Reld. te Dalison's 8. 1., 11892] 8 Ch. 522: Re Howard’s 
S. E., (1892) 2 Ch. 233, 

628. To payment to rentchargers —- Con- 
sideration for consent to transfer of rentcharge.|— 
(1) The tenant for life of settled estates, in order 
to obtain a reduction of the rate of interest payable 


E. (1890), 45 Ch. 7). 
1892] 2 Ch, 233; Fe 








so devised, with the payment of 
annuities bequeathed by her will :— 
Held; the freeholds & leaseholds were 
liable to contribute, in proportion to 
their respective annual values at tho 


the annuities ; 


decease of testatrix, to the payment of 
& the leascholds were 
not Hable in the first instance.— 
YOUNG v. HASSARD (1844), 1 Jo. & Lat. 
466 ; 7 I. Eq. h. 309.— IR. 
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on money borrowed for improvements & secured 
by rentcharges under Improvement of Land Act, 
1864 (c. 114), caused the rentcharges to be trans- 
ferred to an insurance society in payment to the 
original holders of a lump sum in consideration 
of their consenting to the transfer :—Held: the 
repayment of this sum to the tenant for life would 
not be an expenditure ‘“‘ in redeeming ” the rent- 
charges, ‘‘ or otherwise providing for the payment 
thereof,’? within Settled Land Act, 1887 (c. 30), 
s. 1, & therefore ought not to be made out of 
capital money in the hands of the trustees of the 
settlement. 

(2) The fact that the comrs. under the Act of 
1864 sanctioned an improvement, in respect of 
which a rentcharge was created, as coming within 
& provision in that Act substantially identical 
with a provision in Settled Land Act, 1882 (c. 38), 
was treated by the ct. as evidence that such 
improvement was within the last-mentioned 
provision.—Re VERNEY’s SETTLED ILHSTATES, 
[1898] 1 Ch. 508; 67 L. J. Ch. 243; 78 L. T. 
191; 46 W. R. 348 3 42 Sol. Jo. 308. 


SUB-SKCT. 2.-—CONTRIBUTION, 

629. Charge upon corpus— Tenant for life to 
keep down interest.|—A., by several deeds of the 
same date, granted, for valuable considerations, 
several annuities or rentcharges for lives, to be 
issuing & payable out of certain real estates, of 
which he was the owner, reserving to himself & 
his heirs, in each case, a power to repurchase the 
annuity, on payment, at three months’ notice, 
of the original price, together with a half-yearly 
payment of it in advance. Each annuity was 
secured by the personal covenant of the grantor, 
by clauses of distress & entry in case it should be 
a certain number of days in arrear, & by a warrant 
of attorney to confess judgment against the 
grantor for double the original price, & by another 
deed of even date which recited the annuities as 
being respectively subject to “a proviso for 
redemption or repurchase,’ the real estates on 
which they were charged, were conveyed to trus- 
tees for a term of years, with a power of sale to 
secure the regular payment of them, & subject 
thereto on trust for the grantor. The grantor by 
his will charged his real estates in aid of his 
personal estate with the payment of his debts, 
other than mtge, debts, & subject thereto, devised 
them in strict settlement :--Held: the annuities 
were to be treated as securities for the repayment, 
of loans, & consequently that the value of them, 
there being no personal assets for their payment, 
was, by virtue of the will, a charge upon the corpus 
of the real estates, & the tenant for life of the real 
estates, as between him & the remainderman, was 
only liable to keep down the interest on such value. 
—BULWER v. ASTLEY (1844), 1 Ph. 4223; 138 L. J. 
Ch. 829; 31. T. 0.8.70; 8 Jur. 523; 4145. ht. 
692, L. C. 

Annotations -~—Consd. Preston 7. Neele (1879), 12 Ch. D. 

760. Expld. 7? Grant, Walker ». Martineau (1883), 52 


Apld. Ie Muffett, Jones v. Mason (1888), 
Refd. fee Dawson, Arathoon v. Dawson, 


Vol. XXIII, 


L. J. Ch. 582. 
39 Ch. D. 53t. 
[1906] 2 Ch. 211. 
J—See IXECUTORS, 
p. 466, Nos. 5365-5367. 

630. Apportionment of sum becoming available 
—After loss of fund set apart.|—Gift of an annuity 





PART VI. SECT. 5, SUB-SECT. 1. 


l. Unapnplied income of share falling 
into residue—Whether becoming corpus 
of another beneficiary’s shure.J— Cock ¢, 
AITKEN (1908), 6 C. L. Kk. 290.—AUS, 
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of £300 to testator’s three daughters, & the survi- 
vors & survivor, with a gift over to the last sur- 
vivor, of the sum set apart to answer the annuity. 
After the death of one of the daughters the fund 
set apart was lost by the misconduct of the trustee, 
& the annuity remained unpaid for the rest of the 
lives of the other two; but after their deaths a 
sum of money forming part of the residue, but of 
less amount than the original fund, becoming avail- 
able :—Held: as the last survivor had had no 
opportunity of receiving the capital during her 
life, the annuity was to be considered as con- 
tinuing for her benefit, after her sister’s death until 
her own, &, therefore, she was entitled to an appor- 
tionment, in respect of the arrears of such anvuity 
during that interval, as well as in respect of the 
principal fund.—INNES v. MITCHELL (1847), 2 
Ph. 346; 16L. J. Ch. 415; 41 EH. R. 976, Li. C. 
Annotations :—Refd. Mincr v. Baldwin (1853), 1 Sm. & G. 
§22; Strect v. Street. (1863), 2 New Rep. 56: Re Sinclair, 
Allen v. Sinclair, Hodgkins wv. Sinclair, [1897] 1 Ch. 921. 
631. Calculation of sum _ sufficient to meet 
annuity—By accumulation at interest—Division 
between corpus & income.]—BEAVAN v. BEAVAN 
(1869), 24 Ch. D. 649,n.; 52 L. J. Ch. 961, n.; 
49 L. T. 263, n.3 32 W. R. 363, n. 
wtnnotations :-—Folld, fe Chesterticld’s Trusts (1883), 24 
Ch. D. 643. Apld. Re Hobson, Walker v. Appach (1885), 
55 L. J. Ch. 422. Consd, Re Hollebone, Hollebone v. 
Hollebone, [1919] 2 Ch. 93. Refd. Re Woods, Gabellini v. 
Woods, [1904] 2 Ch. 4; Re Evans’ Will Trusts, Pickering 
e. Evans, [1921] 2 Ch. 309, 

32. .}— Where testator has 
bequeathed his residuary personal estate to trustees 
upon trust for conversion, with power to postpone 
such conversion at their discretion, & to hold the 
proceeds upon trust for a person for life with 
remainders over, & such residue includes out- 
standing personal estate, the conversion of which 
the trustees, in the exercise of their discretion, 
postpone for the benctit of the estate, & which 
eventually falls in some years after testator’s death, 
as for instance a mtge. debt with arrears of interest, 
or arrears of an annuity with interest, or moneys 
payable on a life policy, such outstanding personal 
estate should, on falling in, be apportioned as 
between capital & income by ascertaining the sum 
which, put out at interest at 4 per cent. per annum 
on the day of testator’s death, & accumulating at 
compound interest calculated at that rate with 
yearly rests & deducting income tax, would, with 
the accumulations of interest, have produced, 
at the day of receipt, the amount actually received ; 
& the sum so ascertained should be treated as 
capital, & the residue as income.—Re CHESTER- 
TIELD’S (KARL) TRUSTS (1883), 24 Ch. D. 643; 52 
L. J. Ch. 958 ; 49 L. T. 261; 32 W. R. 361. 
_Innotations :—Apld. Re Hobson, Walker v. Appach (1886), 

53 LL. T. 27; &e Flower, Matheson v. Goodwyn (1890), 
62 L. T. 216; Re Godden, Teague v. Fox, [1893] 1 Ch. 292 3 
ite Nash, Sweet v. Nash (1894), 38 Sol. Jo. 478; Re Morley 
Morley v. Huig, [1895] 2 Ch. 738 ; Re Hollebonc, Hollebone 
”. Hollebone, [1919] 2 Ch. 93; Ae Baker, Baker v. Public 
Trustee, [1924] 2 Ch. 271. Refd. He Cleveland’s [state, 
Hay v. Wolmer (1895), 13 Rh. 715; Re Goodenough, 
Marland v, Williams, [1895] 2 Ch. 537 ; Re Hubbuck, Hart 
o, Stone (1895), 73 L. T. 738; Re Searle, Searle v. Baker, 
11900) 2 Ch. 29; Re Whiteford, Inglis v. Whiteford, 
}1903J 1 Ch. 889; Re Davy, Hollingsworth v. Davy, 
11908] 1 Ch. 61. Mentd. Re Woods, Gabellini v. Woods, 


{1904} 2 Ch. 4. 

.|—See EXEcuTORS, Vol. X XIIJTI., 
pp. 466, 467, Nos. 5369-5371. 

633. Payment out of income — Deficiency sup- 
plied from capital.|— Testatrix, by her will, be- 
queathed pecuniary legacies & annuities ; & subject 
to the bequests thereinbcfore contained, she gave 
the residue to A. for life, with remainders over. 
The estate was not sufficient to satisfy the annuities 
& pay the pecuniary legacies; but if govt. annui- 
ties were purchased for the annuitants out of the 
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corpus there would be enough left to pay the 
pecuniary legacies & leave a small surplus :—Held : 
as between the tenant for life & the remaindermen, 
the tenant for life was not entitled to have govt. 
annuities purchased to satisfy the annuitants ; 
but the intome must be applied, so far as it would 
extend, in paying the annuities, recourse being 
had from time to time to the capital to make up 
the deficiency.— Re GRANT, WALKER v. MARTINEAU 

(1883), 52 L. J. Ch. 552; 48 L. T. 987; 31 W. BR. 

703. 

Annotations :—Folld, Re Croxon, Ferrers v. Croxton, [1915] 
2 Ch. 290. Refd. Re Cottrell, Buckland ». Bedingfield, 
Fangs Ch. 402; Re Hawkins, White v. White, [1916] 
634. Sum set aside out of capital & income— 

Sufficient to pay annuities.|—It was clear that the 

obligation to pay the annuities was imposed on the 

exors., & consequently they were bound to retain 
in their hands an amount of personal estate 
sufficient to make it practically certain that the 
annuities would be fully paid, & not necessarily 
out of income alone. The exors. must retain such 

a sum as would, partly by means of income & 

partly by means of capital, be sufficient to provide 

for payment of the annuities (STIRLING, J.).— 

Re LEEDS (DUCHESS), MOWBRAY v. CAERMARTHEN 

(1895), 39 Sol. Jo. 381. 

Payment in proportion to respective interests— 
Calculation of actuarial values of interests at 
testator’s death—Proportion fixed.|—See ExEcu- 
TORS, Vol. XXIII, pp. 465, 466, No. 5364, 5368. 


SuB-sEcT., 3.—PAYMENT OUT OF ONE FUND. 


. 635. Payment out of income only — Although 
annuities charged on realty—lIn aid of personalty.|— 
Though annuities are expressly charged on the 
real estate in aid of the personalty, they will not 
be ordered to be raised out of it, by the purchase 
of the annuitics with a sum borrowed thereon, 
but they must be paid by the life tenant of the 
estates.—RADBURN v. JERVIS (1845), 4 L. T. O.S. 
432. 





636. .} —SCHOLEFIELD v. REDFERN, No. 
60, anfe. 
637. - No covenant by settlor as to liability.] 


—Hy a marriage settlement certain property was 
settled subject to a jointure rentcharge. By a 
later settlement the property comprised in the 
marriage settlement was, with other property, 
settled ultimately upon such trusts as the settlor 
should by will or codicil appoint. By his will 
settlor appointed the property comprised in the 
later settlement, subject to the incumbrances 
thereon & subject as therein mentioned, to trustees 
in trust for his brother for life, with remainders 
as therein mentioned :—Held: there being no 
covenant on the part of settlor rendering him or 
his estate liable for payment of the rentcharge, 
the rentcharge was not apportionable between the 
capital & income of the settlor’s estate, & must be 
borne by the tenant for life of the property charged 
therewith.—Re PoPHAM, BUTLER v. POPHAM 
(1914), 111 L. T. 524; 58 Sol. Jo. 673. 

638. Payment out of capital only.] — H. by his 
will, after giving his personal estate & a freehold 
house to his wife absolutely, gave all his residuary 
real estate to his said wife for her life or widowhood, 
& subject thereto he devised part thereof to his son 
R., subject to & charged with the payment of an 
annuity or yearly rentcharge of £30, to his daughter 
for her life. Then, after a gift of certain real estate 
to his son A., he gave ali his real estate to R., 
subject to the life interest of testator’s widow. 
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Sect. 5.—As between tenant for life and remainder- 
man: Sub-sect. 3. Sect. 6: Sub-sect. 1.) 


Testator then continued: I direct that the said 
annuity or rentcharge of £30 to my said daughter 
shall be paid by equal half-ycarly payments .. . 
& that the first half-yearly payment thereof shall 
become duc & be made at the expiration of half a 
year from my dccease:—Held: the annuity 
commenced at the death of testator, & was payable 
from that time, but was chargeable only on the 
reversionary interest devised to R. after the death 
or second marriage of testator’s widow.—Re 
WILLIAMS, WILLIAMS v. WILLIAMS (1895), 64 
L. J. Ch. 849; 72 L. T. 324; 43 W. BR. 3875; 39 
Sol. Jo. 285; 13 R. 816. 

639. ——- Without prejudice to question of 
ultimate incidence of liability.|—-Arrears of a join- 
ture rentcharge, which was limited & secured by 
powers of entry & distress & by a term of years 
& trusts thereof in the usual way, are an incum- 
brance affecting the inheritance of the settled land 
within Settled Land Act, 1882 (c. 88), s. 21 (2), & 
may in a proper case, where their discharge would 
be the wisest course for all concerned, be discharged 
by the trustees of the settlement out of capital 
moneys in their hands, but conditionally upon the 
tenant for life agreeing that such payment shall 
be without prejudice to the question, should it 
arise, of the ultimate incidence of the liability for 
the arrears as between himself & the remainder- 
mnman.—Re +» MANCHESTER’S (DUKE) SETTLEMENT, 
[1910] 1 Ch. 106; 79 L. J. Ch. 48; 101 L. 'T. 892; 
26T. L. R.5 5 53 Sol. Jo. 868. 


SECT. 6.—ORDER OF APPLICATION OF ASSETS. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—PERSONALTY PRIMARILY LIABLE. 


See, generally, Executors, Vol. X-XIII., pp. 
473 et seq.; Vol. XXIV., pp. 798, 799. 

See Administration of Hstates Act, 1925 (c. 23), 
ss. 35, 56, sched. JI. 

640. General rule.|] —Testator, after giving an 
annuity to his wife, devised his real estates to 
trustees in trust to pay the annuity thereout, & 
gave his wife powers of distress & entry on his 
estates. He then devised his estates in strict 
settlement subject, expressly, to the annuity & 
to the powers of distress & entry :—He/d: never- 
theless, taking the whole of the will together, 
testator’s personal estate was primarily Hable to 
pay the annuity. 

The rule of law is that primé facie debts & legacies 
are payable out of the personal estate; & if an 
annuity or a legacy is given out of a mixed fund 
consisting of realty & personalty the personalty 
is primarily liable to the payment of it unless it 
is exempted from that liability either by express 
words or by the manifest intention of testator to 
be collected from the context of his will (SHADWELL, 
V.-C.).— ROBERTS v. ROBERTS (1843), 13 Sim. 336 ; 
7 Jur. 315; 60 KB. R. 130. 

641, ———.]-—_ PATERSON 1, 687, 
post. 

642. Payment out of personalty — Annuity 
charged on realty—By will—Later annuity given 
by codicil insufficiently attested..—WkriauTt v. 
CADOGAN (LORD), No. 466, ante. 

643. -|] — Where an annuity is 
given by will, & a general charge on the real estate, 


Scorr, No. 
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m. Payment out of personalty.J— 


TRIMLESTON 
(1842), 2 Dr. & War. 531.—IR 


n. —— Whether annuity 
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the personal is first liable—A.-G. v. DOWNING 

(LADY) (1769), Amb. 571; 2 Dick. 414; 27 TE. ht. 

368, L. C. 

Annotations :—Refd. Pigott ». Waller (1802), 7 Ves. 98. 
Mentd. White v. White (1778), 1 Bro. CG. C. 12; Coppin 
v. Fernyhough (1788), 2 Bro. CG. C. 291; A.-G. v. Green 
(1789), 2 Bro. C. GC. 492; Barnes v. Crow (1792), 4 Bro. 
Cc. OC. 2; Moggridge v. Thackwell (1803), 7 Ves. 36; 
Honshaw »v. Atkinson (1818), 3 Madd. 306; Giblett v. 
Hobson (1834), 3 My. & K. 517; Tyre v. Gloucester 
Corpn. (1851), 14 Beav. 173; Philpott v. St. George's 
Hospital (1857), 6 H. L. Cas. 338; Zte Smith, Bilke v. 
hoper (1890), 45 Ch. D. 632. 


644. ——.]—RoBErRTs v. ROBERTS, 


No. 640, ante. 
645. -.J—Testator being entitled 
for life to the dividends & interest of certain stock 
standing in the names of trustees, & to a beneficial 
interest on remainder as to one moiety, the whole 
being subject to a charge of £500, & being also 
entitled to certain copyhold estates, covenanted 
on his marriage, to provide anannuity for his wife : 
& by his will he made this disposition: ‘‘ I con- 
firm the settlement made on my marriage, securing 
£200 a year to my wife, & I do hereby charge & 
make liable all & every my freehold heredita- 
ments & estate in the county of S. & moneys 
standing in my name in the public funds, with the 
payment of the said annuity to my wife; & 
subject to the payment thereof ‘‘I give, devise, 
& bequeath the same freehold hereditaments & 
estates, & moneys in the funds, to my niece 8. 
her heirs, exors., administrators, & assigns ’’ with 
remainder to her two sisters in case of her death 
leaving them surviving. ‘‘ All the rest & residue 
of my real & personal estate, subject, as to my 
personal, to payments of my debts, funeral 
expenses, & the legacies hereinafter bequeathed, 
I give, devise, & bequeath to my wife, her heirs,”’ 
etc., absolutely :—Held: the personal estate was 
the primary fund for payment of the annuity, & 
was not exonerated by the charge on the freeholds. 
—-QUENNELL v. TURNER (1851), 13 Beav. 240; 20 
L. J. Ch. 287; 171. T. 0.8. 101; 15 Jur. 547; 51 

Ig. 1. 92. 

646. By deed.|—-Under a covenant 
that if the covenantor’s wife survived him, he, 
his heirs, exors. or administrators would pay her 
a specified annuity for life, & that for better 
securing it, he or his heirs would grant & secure 
the same out of a sufficient part of the real estates 
devised to him by a particular will :—-leld: the 
real estates were only secondarily liable, & the 
personal estate of the covenantor was the primary 
fund.—FIELD v. Moork, FIELD v. BROWN (1855), 
7TDeG. M. & G. 691; 25 L. J. Ch. 66; 26 L. T. 
O. 8S. 207; 2 Jur. N. 8, 145; 4 W. R. 187; 44 
EK. R. 269, L. JJ. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Campbell v. Ingilby (1856), 21 Beay. 
567: Barrow v. Barrow (1858), 4 K. & J. 409; Head v. 
Godlee, Reynolds v. Godlee (1859), John. 536 ; Ite Howarth 
(1873), 8 Ch. App. 416, n.; Cahill v. Cahill (1883), 8 App. 
Cas, 420; Dye v. Dye (1884), 13 Q. B. D. 147; Re Samp- 
son & Wall (1884), 25 Ch. D. 482; Buckmaster v. Buck- 
master (1887), 35 Ch. D. 21. 



































647. .|—MONYPENNY v. Mony- 
PENNY, No. 485, ante. 

648. .|}— Pager v. HvisH, No. 662, 
post. 

649. No charge on realty—Realty & per- 


sonalty given separately.]—Testatrix, who died in 
1782, gave an annuity to A. B. & devised her real 
estates to M. & his sons, in strict settlement, & 
bequeathed her personal estate to M. absolutely. 
Down to 1821, the annuity was paid by the persons 
in possession of the real estates, & no fund for 


on future rents as well.}—FITZGERALD 


(LORD) 
v. O'CONNELL (1861), 11 I. Ch. R, 437. 


charged 
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payment thereof was ever set apart out of testa- 
trix’s personal estate, although that estate was 
administered in a suit instituted by her legatees, 
to which A. was a party, & in which the annuity 
was erroneously considered as not primarily 
charged upon testatrix’s personal estate. M. 
bequeathed his personal estate to L. & died. L. 
afterwards died, & one of defts. was her extrix. :-— 
Held: A. had no claim, upon L.’s estate, in respect 
of his annuity. Brown v. CLAXTON (1829), 3 
Sim. 225; 57 EH. R. 983. 

650. Annuity given in lieu of dower.] 
—A. mortgaged an estate in 1774; he left by his 
will, in 1775, an annuity to his widow in lieu of 
dower. W., the original mtgee., subsequently 
mortgaged his intcrest in this estate to Messrs. R. 
& Co. In 1786, Messrs. R. & Co. filed a bill 
against W. & the real & personal representatives 
of A. for the purpose of obtaining a foreclosure. 
By a decree in this suit in 1791, a declaration was 
made that the widow, having relinquished her title 
to dower became a bond fide purchaser of the 
annuity, & was entitled to be paid it out of the 
mtged. estate. This suit not having been 
prosecuted, & the widow having died in 1794, 
her representatives, in 1822, filed a bill against 
the heir of W. & other persons claiming under him, 
& the heirs & devisees of A., for the payment of 
the arrears of the annuity during her lifetime, or 
that the estate should ,be sold, & the arrears be 
paid out of the procecds :—Held: (1) the annuity, 
having not been expressly charged on the real 
estate of A., was a mere pecuniary legacy, & the 
decree of 1791 was crroncous, in declaring that the 
widow was entitled to be paid it out of the mtged. 
estate; (2) the remedies for the recovery of the 
arrears of such an annuity were held to have becn 
lost by length of time. 

I{ the decree of 1791 had been in a suit instituted 
by the annuitant, & had ascertained what was due 
for the annuity we might have had to consider 
whether, as nothing had been done on that decree 
from 1791 to 1822, we ought not to presume that 
the debt so ascertained was satisfied (Lorp 
WYNFORD).--WHITE v. PARNTHER (1829), ] Knapp, 
179; 12 li. R. 288, P. C. 

651. Realty & personalty given together— 
No direction for sale of realty—-Or for discharge of 
personalty.|—-Under a bequest of real & personal 
estates, upon trust to receive the rents & profits, 
& to pay legacies & annuities, & vest the surplus 
rents, etc., for other purposes, the personal estate 
is the primary fund liable to the payments, there 
being no direction to discharge it, or to sell the real 
estate, so as to constitute a mixed fund.— 
BOUGHTON v. BOUGHTON, Bouarton v. JAMES 
(1848), 1 H. L. Cas. 406; 10 L. T. O. 8S. 4973; 9 
H.R. 815, H. L. 3 varying (1844), 1 Coll. 26. 
Annotations :— Folld, Blann v. Bell (1852), 5 De G. & Sm. 

658. Expld. Robinson v. London Hospital (1853), 10 

Hare, 19. Apld. Tidd v. Lister (1854), 3 De G. M. & G. 

857. Folld. Tench v. Checse (1855), 6 De G. M. & G. 453. 

Apld. Meller v. Stanley_(1864) De U. J. & Sm. 183. 

Distd. Disney ». Crosse, Eyre v. Parker (1866), L. R. 2 Fa. 

592, Consd. Allan v. Gott (1872), 7 Ch. App. 439. Distd. 

Howard v. Dryland (1877), 38 L. T. 24; Patching 2. 

Barnett (1881),45 L. T. 292. Refd. Cradock v. Owen 

(1854), 2 Sm. & G. 241; Simmons v. Rose (1856), 6 De 

G. M. & G. 411; Bellairs v. Bellairs (1874), L. R. 18 Eq. 

510; Wells v. Row (1879), 48 L. J. Ch. 476 ;_ Re Dumble, 

Williams v. Murrell 88) 23 Ch. D. 360. Mentd. Early 

vv. Benbow (1846), 2 Coll. 342; Greenwood v. Roberts 

(1851), 15 Beav. 92; Bentley v. Oldfield (1854), 19 Beav. 

225: Re Finch, Abbiss v. Burney (1881), 17 Ch. D. 211; 

Fe Roberts, Repington v, Roberts-Gawen (1881), 19 Ch. 1). 
520; Wainwright v. Miller, [1897] 2 Ch. 255; Re Gage, 

Hill v. Gage, [1898] 1 Ch. 498 ; &e Oliver, Wilson v. Oliver, 

[1908] 2 Ch. 74, 

652. .| — Testator commenced 
his will with a desire that all his debts, funeral & 
probate expenses, should be paid; &, after some 
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legacies, he gave all the residue of his estate & 
effects ‘‘ whethcr consisting of freehold, lease- 
hold, or copyhold estates, money in the public 
stocks or funds, & all other moneys or securities 
for money ’’ upon trust to pay the dividends of 
£1,500 stock to S. for life, & then to be equally 
divided between HE. & F. & the survivor of them ; 
& after giving other annuities, with a similar 
ultimate interest in each to E. & F., as to all the 
rest, residue, & remainder of his freehold, copy- 
hold, & leasehold estates, & all other his estate & 
effects, testator declared the trust to be to pay the 
dividends, interest, rents, profits, & annual 
produce thereof to E. for life, & then upon the 
further trusts in the will mentioned :—Held: the 
personal estate was primarily liable to pay the 
annuities. BLANN v. BELL (1852), 2 De G. M. & G. 
775; 22 LL. J. Ch. 236; 20 L. T. O. S. 162; 16 
Jur. 1103; 42 E. R. 1075, L. JJ. 

wlnnotations :—Mentd. Wisden v. Wisden (1854), 2 W. R. 

616; Re Tandy, Tandy v. Tandy (1886), 34 W. R. 748 ; 

Coward uv. Larkman (1888), 60 IL. T. 1; Re Wareham, 

Warehan v, Brewin, [1912] 2 Ch. 312. 

653. ——.|— Testator gave his real 
& personal estate to trustees, in trust to pay an 
annuity to M. & if she should have children to 
raise £4,000 for the younger children, & he gave 
the residue ‘‘ with the accumulation thereof which 
I hereby direct my said trustee or trustees to place 
out on mtges. or in govt. securities in the public 
funds ”’ upon trust for the eldest son of M. on his 
attaining twenty-one & taking testator’s name, 
& if there should be no child of M. then on trust 
for E., upon attaining twenty-five & taking 
testator’s name; at the expiration of twenty-one 
years from testator’s death M. had no child :— 
Held: the annuity to M. was primarily payable 
ou& of the personal estate.—TENCH v. CHEESE 
(1855), 6 De G. M. & G. 453; 3 Eq. Rep. 971; 
241. /. Ch. 716; 251. T. O. S. 189, 261; 1 Jur. 
N.S. 689: 3 W. R. 582, 43 E. R. 1309, L. C. & 
L. JJ.3 on appeal from (1854), 19 Beav. 3. 
Annotations :—Apld. Meller v. Stanley (1864), 2 De G. J. & 

Sm. 183. Consd. Allan v. Gott (1872), 7 Ch. App. 439. 

Distd. Howard +. Dryland (1877), 38 L. T. 24. Refd. 

HKentley v. Oldfield (1854), 19 Beav. 225; Simmons v. 

ltose (1856), 6 De G. M. & G, 411; Bellairs v. Bellairs 

(1874), L. R. 18 Hq. 5103) Luckeraft v. Pridham (1879), 

48 L. J. Ch. 6363 Re Dumble, Williams v. Murrell (1883), 

23 Ch. D. 360. Mentd. Higginson v. Blockley (1855), 4 

W. RR. 60; Mathews vo. Keble (1868), 3 Ch. App. 691; 

Re Oliver, Wilson ». Oliver, [1908] 2 Ch. 74, 

654. —-— Direction for sale of realty— 
No direction for payment out of mixed fund.}]— 
When testator bequeaths Iegacies & then bequeaths 
the residue of his real & personal estate, the legacies 
arc charged upon the real estate or its proceeds, 
but they are payable primarily out of the 
personalty, unless testator directs that they are 
to be paid out of the mixed fund, in which case 
they are payable rateably out of realty & 
personalty. 

The annuity is not directed to be paid out of a 
mixed fund arising from the conversion of the real 
& personal estates, but out of a sum for which 
provision has to be made out of the personal estate. 
- , - The annuity fund is primarily payable out 
of the personal estate, & is charged on the real 
estate only in aid of the personal estate (NorTH, J.). 
—Re BoarbDs, KNIGHT v. KNIGHT, [1895] 1 Ch. 499 : 
64 L. J. Ch. 305; 72 L. T. 220; 43 W. BR. 4723 18 
R. 278. 

655. Annuity charged on_personalty— 
Debts charged on realty.]—A suit was instituted by 
exors. for the administration of their testator’s 
estate. Testator had charged his debts, funeral 
& testamentary expenses, but, as was held by the 
ct., not exclusively, on his real estate, & had given 
certain legacies & an annuity, which latter he 
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Sect. 6.—Order of application of assets: Sub-sects.1, 
2 & 3.) 


charged on his personal estate. The personal 
estate being the primary fund for payment of the 
debts was first applied, & the whole of it was 
thereby exhausted. The annuitant whose annuity 
had been paid by the exors. for several years after 
testator’s death, but was afterwards discontinued, 
filed a claim against the exors. for payment of his 
annuity, insisting that he was not bound by the 
decree in the suit, not having been made a party 
thereto :—Held: though he was not named a 
party, he was bound by the decree, & the claim 
was dismissed with costs.— JENNINGS v. PATERSON 
(1851), 15 Beav. 28; 18 L. T. O. S. 82; 51 E.R. 
446. 

656. Chief clerk’s certificate deciding 
against conversion of realty—Annuilties cease to be 
charges on personalty—From date of chief clerk’s 
certificate.|—Testator devised his real estate to 
trustees to sell, whenever it should appear to them 
advantageous. He directed annuities to be paid 
to charities out of his personal estate until] his real 
estate should be sold, when he gave the produce 
to charities. But if the charity bequests should be 
defeated, he gave the principal money to pltfs. 
No sale of the realty took place, the infant pltfs. 
having, under the chief clerk’s certificate finding it 
for their benefit, elected to take the land in lieu 
of the ‘produce :—Held: the charity annuities 
ceased to be charges on the personal estate from 
the date of the chief clerk’s certificate.—ROBINSON 
v. ROBINSON (1854), 19 Beav. 494; 52 KE. R. 442. 
Annotation :—Refd. Re Hotchkys, Freke v Calmady (1886), 

34 W. TR. 569. 








657. ——— Land purchased in consideration of 
annuity—Annuity secured by charge on purchased 
land.|—A. purchased an estate in consideration of 
an annuity. It was thereupon charged upon the 
purchased & also on another estate, & A. 
covenanted to pay it. On A.’s death :—Held: 
his personal estate was the primary fund for pay- 
ment of the annuity.— YONGE v. FURSE (1855), 20 
Beav. 380: 241. J. Ch. 648; 251. T. 0.8, 113; 
3 W.R. 383; 52 E.R. 649. 

Annotations :—Consd. Re Muffett, Jones v. Mason (1888), 
39 Ch. D. 534. Refd. He Dawson, Arathoon v. Dawson, 
[1906] 2 Ch. 211. 

658. Liability of personalty not specifically be- 
queathed—Annuities charged on realty & per- 
sonalty.|—Testator, being possessed of leasehold 
property, & Long Annuities, by his will charged 
certain annuities upon all his real & personal estate, 
& then gave all his real & personal estate to 
trustees, upon certain trusts for the benefit of a 
tenant for life & certain persons in remainder, & 
empowered his trustees, notwithstanding the 
previous gift & bequest to sell the freehold & 
leaschold estates :—Held: the tenant for life was 
entitled to the income from the leaschold & the 
Long Annuities, without their being converted. 

The question is, whether the charges of this 
description, ‘‘ debts & expenses”’ are not to fall 
rateably upon the proportions of property. 
Charges of that description, for raising of which the 
consols were sold, ought to fall rateably upon the 


different descriptions of property. The leaseholds | 


are specifically bequeathed in the very strict sense 
of the term ; perhaps the Long Annuities are not 
specifically bequeathed in the strict sense of the 
term. There is a distinction. As to the per- 
manent property, there ought to be an apportion- 
ment. Debts & charges of this description ought 
to be apportioned between the several portions 
of testator’s personal estate not specifically 
bequeathed & that for this purpose the leasehold 


RENTCHARGES AND ANNUITIES. 


estate ought to be considered as specifically 

bequeathed, & the Long Annuities as not specifically 

bequeathed (KNIGHT Bruce, V.-C.).—BURTON v. 

Mount (1848),2 De G. & Sm. 383; 11 L. T. O.S. 

492; 12 Jur. 934; 64 HB. R. 171. 

Annotations :—Distd. Hood +, Clapham (1854), 19 Beav. 90. 
Refd. Morgan ». Morgan (1851), 14 Beav. 72; Blann v. 
Bell (1852), 2 De G. M. & G. 775; Thursby v. Thursby 
(1875), L. R. 19 Eq. 395; Re Pitcairn, Brandreth », 
Colvin, [1896] 2 Ch. 199; Re Wareham, Wareham 1. 

Brewin (1912), 81 L. J. Ch. 578. 


659. —— In priority to personalty specifically 
bequeathed.|—-Testator gave various annuities for 
lives with bequests over of them & charged them 
upon his freehold & leasehold estates. He gave all 
his real & personal property to trustees in trust to 
pay the rents of his freehold, copyhold & leasehold 
estates, & the interest of all his stock in the public 
funds, with the interest of all mtges., annuities & 
other securities of which he might die possessed, to 
his son for life, with a disposition in favour of the 
son’s children, & after his death without any, 
which happened, testator gave his freehold, 
leasehold & copyhold estates to one daughter & 
her issue, & all his funded property & other personal 
estate to another daughter & her issue :—Held: 
the gift of the leasehold estates to the one daughter 
was specific, but that the gift of the funded 
property to the other was not, & the latter was 
consequently chargeable with the annuities in 
priority to the former.—FIELDING v. PRESTON 
(1857), 1 De G. & J. 488; 29 L. T. O. S. 337; 
5 W. KR. 851; 44 B. R. 7938, L. C.3 varying S, C. 
sub nom. FIELDING v. PRESTON, SMITIL v. SMITH 
(1856), 27 L. T. O. S, 257. 
Annotations :—Consd. Cook +. Drew (1863), 2 New Rep. 

437; Re Green, Baldock v. Green (1888), 40 Ch. D. 610. 

Mentd. Bothamiey v. Sherson (1875), Iu. I. 20 Kg. 304. 

Order of application of assets of deceased person, 
gene aly aye Execuronrs, Vol. XXIII, pp. 473 
et seq. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—-LIABILITY OF PERSONALTY ON 
DEFICIENCY OF REALTY. 

See Administration of Mstates Act, 1925 (c. 28), 
ss. 35, 56, sched. II. 

660. Under marriage settlement.|—-GRIFFITII ¥, 
ANVILL (1698), Colles, 52; 1 KH. BR. 176, H. L. 

661. .|—It appears that the real cstate 
falls very short of answering all the charges upon 
it; & therefore pltf.’s counsel insist, she is entitled 
to have these deficiencies turned upon the personal 
& copyhold estates belonging to the late Mr. Lanoy, 
her father; because there is a covenant in the 
marriage settlement, that in case his wife should 
survive her husband, then his heirs; exors., etc., 
should pay the £500 per annum to his wife, clear of 
everything except the land tax. But though 
there is this covenant, it is truly said by deft.’s 
counsel, that the personal assets are not the original 
fund charged, & in that respect differs from a 
mtge., or any other incumbrance, for there being 
a borrowing & a lending in the case of a mtge., 
the real estate is considered only as a pledge; & 
the personal estate, which is the natural fund, is 
liable in the first place; but this rule has never 
been carried so far as to extend it to a provision 
upon a settlement (LorRD HARDWICKE, C.),— 
LANOY v. ATHOL (DUKE & DUCHESS) (1742), 2 Atk. 
444; 9 Mod. Rep. 898; 26 EH. R. 668, L. C. 
Annotations :-—Apld. Loosemore v. Knapman (1853), Kay, 

123. Refd. Sykes v. Meynal (1763), 1 Dick. 368; Lech- 

mere ». Charlton (1808), 15 Ves. 193; Graves v. Hicks 

6 Sim. 391; Barnes v, Racster (1842), 1 Y. & 

CG. Ch. Cas. 401; Bugden v. Bignolkd (1843), 2 Y. & C. Ch. 
Cus. 377; Hickling v. Boyer (1851), 3 Mac. & G. 635; 
Gibson v. Seagrim (1855), 20 Beav. 614; Vitut v7. Howard, 
[1893] 2 Ch, 54. 





Part VI.—-PAYMENT OF RENTCHARGES AND ANNUITIES. 


662. Demonstrative bequest of annuities.]|— 
Gift by will of annuities followed by a declaration 
that they should be paid by the trustees out of 
the rents of real estate thereby devised. Gift of 
all real & residuary personal estate on trust, out 
of the rents of the realty, to pay the annuities, &, 
subject thereto, to apply the real & residuary 
personal estate on certain trusts:—Held: the 
bequest of the annuities was demonstrative; & 
the rents having proved insufficient, the annuities 
were payable out of the residuary personal estate. 

The authorities may be ranged under three 
jieads, the distinctions being perfectly clear, though 
there is often much difficulty in applying them to a 
particular will. 

The first class is where you have asimple gift of a 
legacy or annuity, with a mere charge upon real 
estate ; & there the personal estate is not only 
not exonerated, but remains primarly liable ; just 
as in the case of a charge of debts. 

Another class is where the legacy or annuity is a 
specific gift out of real estate, which is assumed to 
be sufficient to cover the amount. There the 
personal estate is in no way liable, & if the specific 
fund fails, the gift must fail with it. 

The third class is intermediate to these, where a 
legacy or annuity is, as it is termed, demonstrative, 
there being a clear general gift, but a particular 
fund pointed out as that which is to be primarily 
liable, on failure of which the general personal 
estate remains liable (PAGE Woon, V.-C.).—PAGET 
v. IWuvisit (1863), 1 Hem. & M. 663; 2 New Rep. 
104; 32 L. J. Ch. 468; 8 L. T. 445; 9 Jur. N.S. 
906; 11 W. R. 636; 71 E. R. 291. 
alnnotations : Consd. fee 'Trenchard, Trenchard , Tren- 

one) shane Ch. 82, Refd. Patching v. Barnett (1881), 

Order of application of assets of deceased person 
pera vile ade Exicurons, Vol. XXTIT., pp. 473 
cl seq. 


SUB-SECT. 3.—IXONERATION OF PERSONALTY. 


Sce Administration of Estates Act, 1925 (c. 23), 
ss. 36, 56, sched. IT. 

663. Gift of life estate in realty & personalty— 
Personalty exonerated during life of tenant for life— 
Realty continues charged with annuity.]—Testator 
by will, duly attested, gave an annuity to his 
daughter, charged on his real estate in aid of his 
personal: by codicil, not attested, he gave his real 
& personal estate to his mother for life ; during her 
life the personal estate is discharged from the 
annuity ; but it remains a charge on the real.—- 
BUCKERIDGE v. INGRAM (1795), 2 Ves. 6523 380 
KR. 824. 
stnnotations :-—Apld. Sheddon v. Goodrich (1803), 8 Ves. 

481. Refd. Playters ». Abbott (1833), 3 L. J. Ch. 57; 

Bligh v. Brent (1837), 6 L. J. Kx, Eq. 58; Re Bute, Bute 

v. Ryder (1884), 27.Ch. D. 196; Hastings v. N. E. Ry., 

[1898] 2 Ch. 674. Mentd. R. >. Bates (1816), 3 Price, 3.11 : 

Portmore o Bunn (1823), 1 BB. & C. 694; Ry vw Avon 

Navigation Co. (1829), 4 Man. & Ry. K. B. 23. 

664. Annuity charged on personalty & produce 
of realty—Different disposition by codicil—Fajilure 
as to realty.|-Legacies & annuities charged upon 
a mixed fund of the personal estate & the produce 
of real estate under a direction for sale. A different 
disposition of the whole by a codicil failing as to 
the real estate, for want of a duc execution, the 
charge remains upon the real estate—SHEDDON v. 
GOODRICH (1803), 8 Ves. 481; 32 E.R. 441, L. C. 


Annotations :—Retd. Hooper v. Goodwin (1811), 18 Ver. 156: 
Kermode v, Macdonald (1868), 3 Ch. App. 584. Mentd. 
Chellusson v. Woodford (1806), 13 Ves. 209; Collings +. 
Johnson (1835), 4 L. J. Ch. 2263 Smith o. Newboult 
(1853), 1 W. R. 230: Coverdale v. Lewis (1862), 30 Beav. 
409; He Anderson, legler v. Gillatt, [1905] 2 Ch. 70. 
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665. Annuity charged on realty — Personalty 
subject to debts—Realty & personalty given 
separately.]|—Testator bequeathed all his personal 
estate to A., subject to the payment of his debts & 
funeral & testamentary expenses, &, after charging 
his real estates with the payment of certain 
legacies & annuities, he devised them to B. :— 
Held: he had not exempted his personal estate 
from the payment of the legacies & annuities.— 
DAVIES v. ASHFORD (1845), 15 Sim. 42; 14 L. J. 
Ch. 473; 6L. T. O. S. 30; 9 Jur. 612; 60 H.R. 
531. 

Annotations -—Expld. Poole v. Heron (1873), 42 L. J. Ch. 
348. Refd. Ton «. Ashton (1860), 2 L. T. 686; Brown vr. 
Brown (1864), 10 Jur. N. S. 461; Parker v. Williams 
(1867), 15 W. R. 1006. 


666. Realty & personalty given to 
same persons.|—Testator gave to his wife an 
annuity of £60, issuing & payable out of his real 
estate thereinafter devised to his three sons. He 
then gave to his daughter A. a legacy of £500, & 
to each of his sons H. & S., & to each of his 
daughters M. & E., a legacy of £1,600 to be paid, 
with interest, two years after his death; & he 
thereby charged & made chargeable his real estate, 
thereinafter devised to his three sons, J., T., & F., 
with the payment of the legacies & the interest 
thereon. He gavc his personal estate, charged with 
the payment of debts, funeral & testamentary 
expenses, & expenses of proving his will, unto his 
sons J., T., & F., & gave all his residuary real 
estate, subject to mtges., & subject to & charged 
with the payment of the annuity of £60, & the 
legacies to his sons H. & S. & his daughters M. & K., 
& also the legacy of £500 to his daughter A., & 
subject also, in aid of his personal estate, to the 
payment of his debts, funeral & testamentary 
expenses & the expenses of proving his will, equally 
between his sons J., T., & F. :—Held: the legacies 
were charged on the real estate exclusively in 
exoncration of the personal estate.—Re NEEDHAM, 
LOBINSON v. NEEDHAM (1884), 54 L. J. Ch. 75. 

667. Personalty liable unless clear inten- 
tion to contrary is shown.]—-DAVIES v. ASLFORD, 
No. 665, ante. 

668. —— .|— Personal estate held ex- 
oncrated from the payment of the legacies & 
annuities bequeathed by a will. 

Testator bequeathed legacies, & devised & 
bequeathed annuitics or rentcharges, & he charged 
them on a real estate, & subject thereto, he devised 
that real estate to A. He dealt similarly with 
another real estate ; & he bequeathed his personal 
estate in trust to pay his debts & certain specified 
expenses, & to pay the rest to a charity :—Held: 
the annuities & legacies were charged on the real 
estate, & the personal estate was exonerated. 

The gencral principle undoubtedly is, that, as 
testator is presumed to know that his personal 
estate is the primary fund for the payment of 
legacies & annuities, the ct. requires clear & distinct 
words to exonerate the primary fund (ROMILLY, 
M.R.).—-ION v. ASHTON (1860), 28 Beav. 379; 
2L. T. 686; 6 Jur. N.S. 879; 8 W. BR. 5738; 54 
li. RR. 411. 

Annotations :—Apld. Sinnett vr. Herbert (1871), L. R. 12 Kaq. 
201. Consd. Poole v. Heron (1873), 42 L. J. Ch. 348. 
Folld. Ite Needham, Robinson +. Necdham (1884), 
L. J. Ch. 75. Refd. Chandler v. Howell (1876), 4 Ch. 
ee Menta. Re Christmas, Martin v. Lacon (1886), 33 
669. As a debt.] — MONEYPENNY v. MaAs- 

CALL, No. 165, ante. 

670. Charge on particular estate.]|—-Testa- 
tor directed his exors. to pay his funeral expenses 
& debts, except a mtge. thereinafter provided for, 
out of certain parts of his personal estate; & ina 
subsequent part of his will he recited, that his T. 
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Sect. on of application of assets: Sub-secls. 3 





estate was subject to a mtge. of £6,000, which he 
was intending to pay off; & he directed any 
balance of the debt which should remain unpaid 
at his death to be paid by sale of timber on other 
property, & also of part of the timber on the T. 
estate. ‘Testator also gave certain annuities, 
which he charged on his N. estate, giving to one 
annuitant £10 a year, or £5 & his tenement at the 
lodge on the N. estate. Testator did not pay off 
any part of the £6,000 mtge. :—Held: his personal 
estate was not exonerated from ee of the 
mtge. debt, but it was exonerated from payment 
of the annuities.—LOMAX v. LOMAXx (1849), 12 
Beav. 285; 19 L. J. Ch. 187; 14 L. T. O.S. 482 ; 
13 Jur. 1064; 50 KE. BR. 1070. 


Annotations :—Refd. Phillips ». Parry (1856), 22 Beav. 279; 
dtc Trenchard, Trenchard wv. Trenchuard, [1905] 1 Ch. &2. 











671. .|— Pacer v. Huisu, No. 662, 
ante. 

672, —— .}— PATCHING v. BARNETY, No. 
5, ante. 

673. Power of distress given to annuitant.] 





—SINNETT v. JIERBERT (1871), as reported in L. Kh. 
12 liq. 201; 24 L. T. 778; on appeal (1872), 7 
Ch. App. 232, L. C. 

Annotations :-—Mentd. Chamberlayne wv. Brockett (1872), 
8Ch. App. 206; Littledale v. Bickersteth (1876), 24 W. I. 
507; Re Williams (1877), 25 W. R. 6893; Champney v. 
Davy (1879), 11 Ch. D. 949; Re Jackson, Biscoe v. 
Jackson (1882), 46 L. T. 355; Ie Holburne, Coates «. 
Mackillop (1885), 53 LL. T. 212; Re Gyde, Ward vo, Little 
(1898), 78 L. 1. 449; Wunter v. A.-G., [1899] A. C. 309. 
674. .|— Where testator bequeathed 

annuities & immediately afterwards devised an 

estate, stbject to the payment of the annuities, 

& gave the annuitants a power of dist vss :-—Held: 

the personalty was exonerated from being the 

primary fund for payment of the annuities. Qu.: 
whether the personalty was altogether exonerated. 

—POOLK v. TTERON (1873), 42 L. J. Ch. 348. 

.tanotation :-—Distd. Patching vo. Barnett (1880), 49 L. J. Ch. 
665. 








Liability of real estate generally.}—Sce Wxucu- 
rons, Vol. XXIII, pp. 496 et seq. 


SUB-sSECT. 4.—ANNULTIES CILIARGED ON 
REALTY, 
See, now, Administration of Estates Act, 1925 
(c. 23), ss. 35, 56, sched. II. 
What constitutes charge on realty—Appointment 
of devisee as executor.|—See ExEcurors, Vol. 
AXITII., p. 511, Nos. 5763-5770. 














675. Express charge.]-—'l'ORRE v. BROWNE, 
No. 399, ante. 
676. Coupled with gift of residue of 


realty & personalty.]—The principle of the decisions 
in reference to the question whether a charge on 
real estate is affected by reason of a residuary 
devise is the same in the case of legacies as in that 
of debts, & is this, that where residuary real & 
personal property is given in one mixed fund to 
the exor., who is to pay debts & legacies, there 
legacies as well as debts are charged upon the 
real estate. 

Testator, after bequcathing a legacy, & expressly 
charging part of his real estate with an annuity 
to the legatee, devised & bequeathed all the rest, 
residue, & remainder of all & singular his real & 
personal estate, subject to his debts, funeral & 
testamentary expenses to trustees, whom he also 
appointed exors., upon certain trusts :—Held: 
the legacy was well charged upon the real estate.— 


RENTCHARGES AND ANNUITIES. 


WHEELER v. HOWELL (1857), 3 K. & J. 1983; 69 

E. R. 1079. 

Annotations :—Apld. Greville v. Browne (1859), 7 H. L. Cas. 
689. Refd. Sinith v. Hill (1878), 9 Ch. D. 143; Ie 
Lloyd, Lloyd v. Lloyd (1902), 87 L. T. 541. 


Effect of wasting of personalty.|— 
See Exrcutors, Vol. XXIII., pp. 515, 516, Nos. 
5810-5817. 

677. Power to sell realty—For payment of 
annuities.|—Testator after giving legacies & 
annuities, proceeded to say: my exors. may 
realise such part of my estate as they think right 
& in their judgment to pay the aforenamed 
legacies. He then directed his business to be 
carried on till his son attained the age of thirty, 
but did not dispose of the profits, nor did his will 
contain any further disposition of his real or 
personal estate, except a gift of a particular house. 
Testator carried on his business in a freehold mill 
which was his own property :—Held: the legacies 
were not charged on the real estate, for the 
direction to the exors. to realise such parts of his 
estate as they thought right to pay the legacies was 
satisfied by holding it to apply to property which 
they took as exors.—Re CAMERON, NIXON 1. 

JAMERON (1884), 26 Ch. D.19; 53 L. J. Ch. 1139 ; 
50 L. T. 339; 32 W. KR. 834, C. A. 

678. Covenant to charge sufficient part of 
realty of which covenantor dies seised—Suhbsequent 
bequest not treated as satisfaction.|—A father on 
the marriage of his second son, by deed of settile- 
ment covenanted to pay him an annuity of £1,000 
a year for life, & to charge the annuity on a 
sufficient part of the real estate he might die scised 
of, provided that nothing in the settlement should 
prevent his dealing with his real estate during his 
life, or, so only that sufficient real estate were left 
charged with the annuity, by will. The father 
subsequently made his will by which he devised his 
real estate, subject to the charges & incumbrances 
thereon, in strict settlement on his first & other 
sons in tail male; he bequeathed the greater part 
of his personal estate among his children, giving 
his second son legacies, the income of which when 
invested would be considerably more than £1,000 
a year. Jie died, leaving three sons :—Held; 
(1) the settlement operated not only as a covenant 
by the father, but also as a charge upon all the 
real estate of which he should die scised ; (2) the 
words “ subject to the charges & incumbrances 
thereon ’’ were too general to rebut the pre- 
sumption against double portions, & the second son 
was not entitled both to the annuity & to the 
bequests under the will.—-MonTaau v. SANDWICII 
(EARL) (1886), 32 Ch. ID. 525; 55 L. J. Ch. 925; 
541. T. 502; 2'T. I. R. 392, C. A, 

679. Effect of charge on realty — Annuity out 
of tithes leased for years—Renewal of term.|]— 
Grant of an annuity for life out of tithes leased 
for years, with covenant for further assurance. 
The lessee afterwards renewed the lease ; married ; 
& died. Her husband administered ; & renewed 
with his own money. The annuity is a charge 
upon the renewed term generally ; & the grantec 
is not bound to contribute to the expense of 
renewal.—Moopy v. MATTHEWS (1802), 7 Ves. 174 ; 


32 E.R. 71. 
eas ‘—Apld. Webb v. Lugar (1836), 2 Y. & C, Ex. 
247. 

















680. ——— Where intention to transfer charge to 
personalty is doubtful.}—DENNETT v. Pass, No. 
800, post. 

681. —-— Voluntary covenant—-Realty charge- 
able in hands of devisees—Arrears accruing after 
death.|—Where a party enters into a voluntary 
covenant to pay an annuity, his real estates will 
be chargeable, in the hands of his devisees, with 
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the arrears of the annuity, although such arrears 

did not accrue till after his death.—JENKINS v. 

BRIANT (1836), Donnelly, 101; 6 Sim. p. 606; 5 

L. J. Ch. 848; 47 EH. R, 254. 

Annotations :—Consd, Morse v. Tucker (1846), 5 Hare, 79. 
Apld, Coope v. Cresswell (1866), L. R, 2. Eq. 106.  Refd. 
Patch v. Shore (1862), 11 W. R. 142. Mentd. Jenkins v. 
Briant, Jenkins v. Cross (1845), 6 lL. T. O. 8. 273 
682. Realty & personalty devised to 

grantor—Liability of personalty.])—Testator after 

giving certain specific & pecuniary legacies, devised 
all the residue of his real & personal estate & effects 
to trustees. J., testator’s eldest son by his second 
wife, who survived his father, & died leaving a son, 
by his will charged all & every his lands, etc., 
whatsoever & wheresoever situate, with an 
annuity of £100 to his widow in licu of dower :— 
Held: this annuity was not chargeable upon the 
share of J. in the freehold & leaschold lands so 
devised by the will & codicil of his father, but 
the same was chargeable upon his share in the 
residuary personal property, rents, profits. & 
accumulations.— RADLEY v. Lrers (1841), 3 Man. 

& G. 327; 3 Scott, N. R. 665; 133 E.R. 1169. 
683. Realty primarily liable.] — Testator 

after directing his debts, funeral, & testamentary 

expenses to be paid as soon as conveniently might 
be after his death, bequeathed several annuities 

& pecuniary legacies to various persons, directing 

the legacies, except one which was given to a 

person under twenty-one, to be paid within twelve 

calendar months after his death. Ife then 
declared that the several annuities thereinbefore 
bequeathed should be charged upon his real estates. 

By a subsequent clause he charged all his real estate 

with the payment of all his debts, funeral & testa- 

mentary expenses, & legacies, or of such part 
thereof as his personal estate not specifically 
bequeathed should be insufficient to pay & satisfy : 

—Held: the annuities were primarily, if not solely, 

charged upon testator’s real estate ; & under the 

term legacies, he did not mean to comprise 

annuities.—SHIPPERDSON v. Towrkr (1842), 1 

Y. & C. Ch. Cas. 441; 6 Jur. 658; 62 EF. R. 961. 

wlinotations -—Distd. Re Trenchard , Trenchard v Trenchard, 

[11905] L Ch. $2. Refd. Wheeler vv. Tootel (1867), L. RR. 3 

hq. 5713) Donaldson v. Donaldson (1870), lL. R. 10 Ka. 

635; Clive wv. Clive (1872), 7 Ch. App. 453. Mentd. 

Newman ». Lade (1842), 1 Y. & C. Ch. Cas. 680; St. 

Aubyn tv. St. Aubyn (1861), 1 Drew. & Sin. 611. 

684. Jointure secured by demise of 
term & by covenant.|—Where by a marriage 
settlement the intended husband conveyed free- 
hold estate to trustees for a term, & covenanted to 
pay an annuity to his intended wife, if she should 
survive him, in bar of her dower, & the trusts of 
the term were declared to be, in case the annuity 
should be in arrear, to raise the same by leasing, 
selling, or mortgaging :—Held: the annuity was 
primarily charged upon the real estate com- 
prised in the settlement.—LOOSEMORE v. KNAP- 
MAN (1853), Kay, 123; 2 Eq. Rep. 710; 23 L. J. 
Ch. 174; 24 L. T. O. S. 213; 2 W. Rh. 664; 69 
E.R. 52. 
afnnotation :—Distd. Field v. Moore, Field v. Brown (13855), 

7 De G.M. & G. 691. 

685. Demise of term — Proviso for cesser 
on investment of amount sufficient to secure 
annuity—Direction by will for payment out of per- 
sonalty.]—-Testator had, before his marriage, 
limited lands to trustees for a term, to secure a 
debt, &, subject thereto, to other trustees for 
another term, to secure an annuity of £100 per 
annum to his intended wife for life, with a proviso 
for determining the latter term, on his investing 
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a sufficient amount to secure an equal annuity. 
He died without having made such an investment, 
having by his will directed payment out of his 
pe estate of his debts, including what might 
e charged upon the settled lands; & he 
bequeathed his residuary estate to his widow. 
Before his death he had paid off the debt secured 
by the first of the above-mentioned terms, which 
had conseguently determined, & the annuity was 
the only charge upon the estates :—Held: the 
tenant of the estates was not entitled to have them 
exonerated as against the widow out of the 
residue.— REEVE v. REEVE (1850), 3 De G. & Sm. 
714; 14L.7T.0.8.544; 14 Jur.264; 64 H. R.674. 
686. -Executors having power to appropriate 
moneys out of mixed fund—Deficiency to be sup- 
plied from specific devises—Specifically devised 
estates primarily nprsae Pe aaclage gave an annuity, 
& declared that if should be yearly issuing out of his 
lands & hereditaments, & empowered his cxors., 
at their discretion, out of his personal estate or his 
real estate, to appropriate sufficient moneys to 
answer the annuity, declaring that thereupon the 
hereditaments should be discharged; & he 
proceeded to devise certain parts of his freehold 
& leasehold property specifically, & to devise the 
residue of both, but as to the whole real estate 
charged in aid of his personal estate with his 
pecuniary legacies; & he declared that, if the 
funeral & testamentary expenses, debts & pecuniary 
legacies, & any money appropriated to answer the 
annuity should absorb the whole residuary real & 
personal estate, the deficiency should be made good 
out of the specific devises; & that the whole of 
the annuity, or so much thereof as should not be 
provided for by any such appropriation, should be 
charged upon the specific devises rateably. The 
exors. did not appropriate any fund to answer the 
annuity :—Held: it was primarily payable out of 
the specifically devised estates.—WOODHKAD ¥. 
TURNER (1851), 4 De G. & Sm. 429 3 64 1. RR. 899. 
687. Right to marshal—Satisfaction out of 
personalty.|—Testator directed his debts to he paid 
out of a fund after provided ; he directed his real 
estate to be sold, & out of the produce his debts 
& funeral expenses to be paid, the residue to be 
held by the trustees upon certain trusts, he after- 
wards gave certain legacies & annuities; & he 
then bequeathed his personal estate, “ after & 
subject to the payment of his debts, funcral 
expenses, legacies & annuities’ to the party 
chiefly interested under those trusts, absolutely :— 
Held: (1) the personal cstate was the primary 
fund for the payment of the debts; (2) the 
doctrine of marshalling was applicable in favour 
of legatees & annuitants, who were, therefore, 
decreed to stand in the place of the specialty & 
simple contract creditors as against the real estate 
devised in trust for sale, & payment of debts. 
There is nothing in this will to take the case out 
of the ordinary rule, by which in the absence of 
intention, either express or implied on the part 
of testator, to exonerate his personalty, that 
personalty is the primary fund for the payment of 
the debts (CRANWoORTII, L.J.).—PATERSON v. 
Scorr (1852), 1 De G. M. & G. 531; 21 DL. J. Ch. 
346; 18 L. T. O. S. 343; 16 Jur. 898; 42 i. RK. 
658, L. JJ. 
Annotation :-—As to (2) Consd. Re Stokes, Parsons v. Miller 
(1892), 67 L. T. 223. 
688, ——. Rentcharge charged on land 
subject to mortgage—Mortgage thrown on per- 
sonalty.|—Testator devised property, which was 
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Sect. ceil of application of assets: Sub-sects. 4, 


subject to mtges. at the date of his will & death, 
on trust for sale, rentcharges of specified amounts 
to be created & reserved thereout for the benefit 
of daughters & their familties. The property was 
insufficient for creation of the rentcharges & pay- 
ment of the mtge. debts. There was no contrary 
or other intention signified by testator within 
Real Estate Charges Act, 1854 (c. 113) :—Held: 
on the principle of marshalling, the rentcharges 
were entitled to have the property sold, reserving 
the rentcharges, any deficiency of the proceeds for 
satisfaction of the mtge. debts to be made good 
out of the general personal estate.—Re Fry, FRY 
v. Fry, [1912] 2 Ch. 86; 81 L. J. Ch. 640; 106 
L. T. 999; 56 Sol. Jo. 618. 

Marshalling, generally, see EQUITY, Vol. XX., 
pp. 499 ct seg.; Ex&cuTors, Vol. XXIII., pp. 
525 et seq. 

689. Annuitant has equitable interest in 
land charged.|—Re SHARLAND, KEemMp v. ROZEY 
(1896), 74 L. T. 664; 40 Sol. Jo. 514, C. A. 

——— Under Scottish law—Burden on personalty 
under English law.!|—Sce ConFLictT or Laws, Vol. 
XI1., p. 356, No. 392. 

.|}—See EXECUTORS, Vol. XXITI., pp. 511- 
515, Nos. 5775-5809. 

Rents of realty insufficilent—Trust for conversion 
with power of postponement—Time for conversion.] 
—See Iquiry, Vol. XX., p. 368, No. 1060. 

Order of application of assets of deceased person, 
penetally.| See EXxEcutTors, Vol. XXITI., pp. 473 

8Cq. 

BeonvreHon of personalty.J—See Sub-sect. 3, 
ante. 











SUB-SECT, 5.—REALTY CHARGED IN AID OF 
PERSONALTY, 

Sce Administration of Mstates Act, 1925 (c. 23), 
ss. 35, 56, sched. II. 

690. Where personalty insufficient.|-MaTTiuiEws 
v. MATTHEWS (1772), 2 Dick. 470; 21 H.R. 352, 1. C. 

691. Where realty is included in general devise 
of residue.|—JOYcCE’s CASE (1689), Nels. 1553; 21 
BE, It. 814. 

692. .|—Testator by his will directs, that, 
with the money arising from the personal estate 
bequeathed to his trustees, which is to be first so 
applied, & from the sale or mtge. of certain real 
estates devised to the same trustees for a term of 
years, the annuities & legacies therein after given 
are to be paid ; & he afterwards gives, among other 
things, an annuity secured by powers of distress 
& entry on the real estates: by a codicil he 
bequeaths his personalty & the residue of his real 
estates for a term of years to other trustees upon 
the trusts in his will & codicils mentioned: & 
he then gives to A. an annuity which he charged 
on the residue of his real estate, & secures by a 
power of distress :-—eld: the personalty was the 
primary fund for the payment of A.’s annuity, & 
the real estate was charged only as an auxiliary 
fund.—FITZGERALD v. FIELD (1826), 1 Russ. 416 ; 
41L.J.0.8. Ch. 170; 38 E. R. 162. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Fry v. Sherborne (1829), 3 Sim. 243: 
Whatford v. Moore (1837), 3 My. & Cr. 270; Swallow v. 
Binns (1855), 1 K. & J. 417; Pickford v. Brown, Brown 
v. Brown (1856), 2 K. & J. 426. 

693. -}] — Real estate, when included in a 
general devise of a residue, is liable to make good 
a deficiency in the personal estate for the payment 
of annuities bequeathed by the will.—FARNAM v. 
WIGGINS (1847), 9 L. T. O.S. 243. 

694. ——.] —Testator by his will devised & 
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bequeathed all his real & personal estate to trustees 
upon trust to convert his personal estate into money, 
& thereout to pay his debts & a legacy of £10 to 
A., & to be possessed of the residue of his money & 
his real estate, upon trust out of the rents of his real 
estate to pay such debts as his personal estate might 
be insufficient to satisfy, &, subject thereto, to stand 
possessed of all the residue of his estate for his 
grandchildren. Testator made a codicil to his will, 
& thereby directed that the trustees or trustee 
acting under his will should pay a further legacy of 
£40 to A. & an annuity of £100 to B. :—Held: the 
legacy & annuity given by the codicil were charged 
on testator’s real estate.——GALLIMORE v. GILL 
(1854), 2 Sm. & G. 158: 23 L. J. Ch. 604; 18 Jur. 
480; 65 E. R. 346; affd. (1856), 8 De G. M. & G. 
567, L. JJ. 

695. Right of person entitled to income of 
realty—Must prove annuity properly secured.|— 
Where realty is charged in aid with annuities 
primarily payable out of personalty, the person 
who would, but for the annuities, be entitled to 
the income of the realty, must prove that the 
annuities are properly secured befure she can call 
for payment to her of the income of the realty.— 
Re EARLE, TUCKER v, DONNE (1923), 131 L. T. 
383 ; 68 Sol. Jo. 386. 

Order of application of assets of deceased person 
generally.|—Sce ExEcutTors, Vol. XXIII., pp. 473 
et seq. 





SUB-SECIr. 6.—REALTY AND PERSONALTY 
APPLICABLE RATEABLY. 

Creation of mixed fund of realty & personalty, 
generally, see ExrcuTors, Vol. XXIII., pp. 480 
et seq. 

See Administration of Estates Act, 1925 (c. 23), 
ss. 35, 56, sched. II. 

696. Effect of creation of mixed fund.]—Testa- 
tor by his will devises all his real estate to his 
exors. for the purposes thereinafter stated; «&, 
after empowering them either to continue his 
business or to dispose of it, he gives the profits 
of it in the one case, & the intercst of the moneys 
arising from the sale in the other, & also the interest 
of the securities on which the rest of his capital 
should be invested, to his daughter for life, her 
receipt to be a discharge. He then gives her the 
rents & profits of all his real estates during her life ; 
& at her decease he devises & bequeaths to her heirs 
all his estates real & personal as tenants In common; 
if his daughter has but one child, such child is to 
possess the whole; but if she should die without 
issue, then at her deccase he gives certain legacies. 
He next directs all his goods & effects to be sold, 
his said legacies to be paid, & a sum invested 
sufficient to purchase £150 a year, which is to be 
paid to the husband of the daughter. He then 
orders his real estates to be sold at the decease of 
his daughter or at the decease of his brothers & 
sisters, according as a particular event may turn 
out; & he gives over to certain persons all the 
residue of his personal estate, including the proceeds 
of the sale of the real estates when sold, & the 
rents of them until they are sold. The daughter 
dies without having had issue:—Held: the 
annuities & legacies given at her decease were 
charged both on the real & personal estate, & were 
to be borne proportionally by the two funds.— 
DUNK v. FENNER (1831), 2 Russ. & M. 557; 39 
EB. R. 506. 

Annotations :—Refd. Boughton v. Boughton, Boughton v. 

James (1848), 1 H. lL. Cas. 406; He p. Wynch (1854), 

5 De G. M. & G. 188; Herrick v. Franklin (1868), L. R. 6 

Eq. 593. Mentd. Garratt v. Cockerell (1842), 1 Y. & 

CG. Ch. Cas. 494; Toller v. Attwood (1850), 15 Q. B, 929; 

Parker v. Birks (1854), 1 K. & J. 156. 
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697. ——— Intention to create deduced from 
terms of will.]|—In order that legacies charged upo: 
real estate may be payable out of the real & 
personal estate pro ratd, it is not necessary that 
testator should have directed an absolute con- 
version of the real estate. It is sufficient that he 
has shown an intention of creating a mixed fund 
of realty & personalty out of which the legacies 
are to be paid. Therefore, where testator had 
empowered his trustees to sell his real & personal 
estate in case & as often as they should think fit, 
& had directed them to pay certain legacies out of 
the residue of his real & personal estate, & the 
moneys arising from the sale thereof :—Held: 
upon the construction of the whole will, the legacies 
were payable pro ratd out of the real & personal 
estate.—-ALLAN v. GOTT (1872), 7 Ch, App. 489; 
cs iP J. Ch. 571; 26 L. T. 412; 20 W. R. 427, 
-lnnotations :-—Consd. Howard v. Dryland (1877), 38 L. T. 

243. Luckeraft v. Pridham (1879), 48 L. J. Ch. 636, 

Apld. Re Spencer Cooper, Poe vw. Spencer Cooper, [1908] 

1 Ch. 180.) Consd, Re Smith, Smith v. Smith, [1913] 2 

Ch, 216. Refd. Wells v. Row (1879), 48 lL. J. Ch. 476; 

Pe Stephens, Warburton v. Stephens (1889), 43 Ch. D. 

303 Re Raggi, Brass v. Young, [1913] 2 Ch. 206. Mentd. 

Bentinck v. Portland (1877), 38 L. T. 58; Penny v. Penny 

(1879), 11 Ch. D, 440. 

698. .}— An annuity bequeathed by will, 
& directed to be paid out of a moiety of the rents, 
issues, profits, dividends, interest, & procecds of 
the real & personal estate of testator, after the 
expiration of a life interest therein :—/Held: not 
to be primarily payable out of the personal estate 
of testator, but to be apportionable between the 
real & personal estates.—FALKNER v. GRACE 
(1851), 9 Hare, 280; 22 L. J. Ch. 153; 68 E. R. 509. 
{nnotations :—Distd. Howard v. Dryland (1877), 38 LL. T. 

2t. Refd. Tench v. Cheese (1855), 6 De G. M. & G. 453; 

Allan v. Gott (1872), 7 Ch. App. 439. 

699. .}—D. by will directed payment of his 
just debts out of his Irish estate, & exonerated his 
personalty therefrom. IJJe then devised the Irish 
estate to trustees to sell, & by sale or mtge. or out 
of the rents & profits to pay specific debts & 
legacies; & out of the rents & profits to pay two 
annuitants, with devises over in strict settlement, 
& all the residue to E. Upon the question, out 
of what property the annuities & costs were 
payable :—Held: they were payable rateably.— 
BARNARD v. ROBERTS (1853), 1 W. R. 222. 

700. -} — Testator scised of real estate, & 
entitled to some personal estate including a lease- 
hold colliery & canal shares, appointed a settled 
real estate to his son, & gave all his real & personal 
property to trustecs, upon trust, at some convenient 
& proper period, with the approbation of the son, 
to sell & convert the same, & to invest & apply 
£1,000 upon certain trusts, & to pay two life annui- 
ties, &, subject as aforesaid, for the purpose of 
paying to pitf. an annuity of £200, besides half the 
income of his real & personal estates, except the 
estate given to his son, provided that her annuity 
should in no case excced the sum of £600 a year. 
He directed that the profit of his mines should not 
be deemed income, but only so much as should 
remain after laying by £10 per cent. for repairs, 
etc. Subject to the above legacy & annuities, 
testator gave all his real & persona] estate to his 
son, & appointed his son & the two trustees exors. ; 
& empowered the trustees to let the son into 
possession of all the property, upon his securing the 
legacy & annuities. Testator died, leaving personal 
estate insufficient to pay his debts, unless the 

















colliery was resorted to. The trustees disclaimed & | 


paid out of the rents & profite of his 
real estate & charges it later on all his 
real property, freehold & leaschold, & 
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renounced. The son proved the will, entered into 
possession of the whole property, & worked out 
the colliery, which yielded, in the whole, profits 
amounting to £27,000. He paid testator’s debts 
out of his own moneys, & claimed to be allowed 
interest upon them :—Held: (1) the £1,000 legacy 
was payable out of the real & personal estate pro 
rata; (2) pltf. was not entitled to interest on the 
arrears, if any, of her annuity.—LorpD v. WIGHT- 
Wick (1854), 4 De G. M. & G. 803; 2 Hq. Rep. 
349; 23 L. J. Ch. 2385; 22 L. T. O. S. 249; 43 
E. R. 721, L. JJ. 3 on appeal, sub nom. WIGHTWICK 
v. LORD (1857), 6 H. L. Cas. 217, H. LL. 

701. —BRIGHT v. LARCHER, No. 394, ante. 

702. ae ete: gave his real & personal 
estate to trustees upon trust, out of the rents & 
produce or by a sale or other disposition thereof, 
to raise an annuity for his wife & certain legacies 
& to invest the surplus. He directed a sale of his 
real estate after the death of his wife & gave his 
residue to his children:—Held: the personal 
estate was not primarily charged with the annuity, 
but the real & personal estate formed one common 
fund for its payment.—BEDFORD v. BEDFORD 
(1865), 35 Beav. 584; 55 E. R. 1023. 
wtnnotation :-—Refd. Allan v. Gott (1872), 7 Ch. App. 439, 

703. Whether absolute conversion of realty 
necessary.}—ALLAN v. Gott, No. 697, ante. 

704. .|— Testator devised & be- 
queathed the residue of his real & personal estate 
to trustees upon trust to convert his personal estate 
into money, & to take the rents & profits of such 
real & personal estate to pay certain annuities 
mentioned in his will, at various times & in various 
manners; &, ‘‘ subject as aforesaid,’’ his trustees 
were to stand possessed of the real & personal 
estate upon trust as to one moiety, to pay the 
rents, etc., to his wife for life; & as to the other 
moiety during the life of testator’s wife, & as to the 
whole after his death, out of the rents, etc., to 
pay the annuities, & out of his personal estate 
to pay the legacies left by his will, & on insufficiency 
of personal estate testator charged such legacies on 
real estate ; &, after making provision for a grand- 
niece & others, testator directed that, ‘* subject 
as aforesaid,’ his trustees should stand possessed 
of the residue of his real & personal estate upon 
trust, after the death of his wife, so long during the 
then residue of the life of his nephew, R., until 
he should have a son who should arrive at the age 
of twenty-one years, or die under that age leaving 
luwful issue, upon trust to pay certain sums therein 
mentioned, &, ‘‘ subject as aforesaid,’ testator 
directed that his trustee should stand seised of the 
residue of his said real estates upon trusts for the 
eldest or only son of K. & the heirs of his body in 
strict settlement. The entail was barred, & R.’s 
son became owner in fee simple of the real estate. 
The question was how the annuities were to be 
borne, whether, on the son of R. attaining twenty- 
one, the real estate was exonerated, or the annuities 
were to be paid rateably out of the rents & proceeds 
of the whole real & personal estate treated as one 
fund :—Held: although there was no absolute 
conversion of real estate, the annuities were to be 
paid rateably out of the whole income as one fund. 
—HOwWARD v. DRYLAND (1877), 38 L. T. 24. 

705. .|— Re Boarps, KNIGHT v. KNIGHT, 
No. 654, ante. 

——.]—See Executors, Vol. XXIII., pp. 483- 
486, Nos, 5511-5534. 

706. Special direction of testator.|—Testator, en- 
titled to freehold estates & to a leasehold for years, 
refers to the sale of part of his freehold 


& leasehold property, ‘‘ but subject 
to the annuity,” the annuity is a chargo 
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Sect. 6.—Order of application of assets: Sub-sects. 6, 
7&8. Sect.7: Sub-sect. 1.] 


determinable on lives, charged by his will annuity 
on both rateably, & directed that in the event of his 
interest in the leasehold expiring before the annuity, 
the proportion of the annuity charged on the 
leasehold should thenceforth issue out of a designa- 
ted freehold estate. Subject to the annuity, he 
devised & bequeathed the freeholds & leasehold to 
different persons. The legatee of the leasehold 
surrendered the lease & took a new one determin- 
able on different lives :—Held: the new lease 
was not for the purpose of the annuity substituted 
for the old. but on the death of the last cestui que 
vie named in the surrendered lease, the leasehold 
ceased to be charged with the annuity, & the part 
apportioned to the leasehold became charged on 
the designated freehold.—KEMPE v. KEMPE (1854), 
5 De G. M. & G. 346; 43 E. R. 904, L. JJ. 

707. Effect of residuary devise.]——CLARK v. 
CLARK (1865), 4 Giff. 902; 6 New Rep. 86; 384 
L. J. Ch. 477; 12 L. T. 485; 11 Jur. N. S. 820; 
13 W. R. 735; 66 E. R. 889. 


SUB-SECT. 7.—LIABILITY OF GENERAL ASSETS. 

See Administration of Estates Act, 1925 (c. 23), 
ss. 35, 56, sched. II. 

708. Where particular fund fails.} —- Upon the 
words of the will, legacy decreed, though the fund 
out of which it was directed to be paid, failed.— 
MANN v. COPLAND (1817), 2 Madd. 223; 56 EH. R. 
317, 

Annotations :-—Expld. Creed «. Creed (1814), J1 Cl. & Fin. 
491. Apld. Paget «. Huish (1863), 1 Hem. & M. 663. 
Refd. Dickin ». Edwards (1844), 4 Hare, 273; Williams 
ve, Hughes (1857), 24 Beav. 474. 





sane .|— CoLBy v. CoLBy (1837), 1 Jur. 
“710. .}] — Testatrix devised all her real & 





personal estate to A. & B.. to get in & sell the same 
on trust, to pay debts, & then to discharge the 
following legacies, naming two. I also give & 
bequeath to T. £2,000, in which sum or there- 
abouts, he now stands indebted to me, subject to, 
& JI charge the same with the payment of the 
following life annuitics & sums of money; that 
is to say. She then gave to her sister £40, to her 
sister’s husband. W., if he survived his wife, £20, 
& to her sister, M., £20, which annuities were to be 
paid when they became due by T.;_ the first 
payments to the two sisters at the end of six 
months after the death of testatrix; & to W. 
at the end of six months after the death of his 
wife. Testatrix then gave four legacies of £50 
each to nephews & nieces; £40 to the only 
child of a nephew, & £50 between the two children 
of a deceased nephew, & directed these legacies 
to be paid within twelve months after the death of 
her sister, M., & to be paid by T. Then followed 
a proviso, that she did not intend the legacy of 
£2,000 to T. to exonerate him from the debt due 
to herself, but whatever should be due at her 
decease was to be taken in part or in satisfaction, 


upon his freehold & leaschold lands.— 15 Gr. 405.—CAN. 
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as the case might be, of the legacy; & then came 
a general direction that the several & respective 
legacies hereinbefore bequeathed should be paid 
to the respective legatees within twelve calendar 
months after her decease, or so soon afterwards 
as her real & personal estates could be collected 
& converted into money. There was also a 
direction that the legacies payable to the children 
of the nephews should be vested interests in them 
at twenty-one, & in the meantime the money should 
be invested by the trustees for the benefit of the 
children. T. never paid any part of the debt, & 
became utterly insolvent :—Held: the annuities 
& legacies charged on that debt were intended to 
be payable, if the particular fund, the debt, failed 
out of the general assets.—VICKERS v. POUND 
(1858), 6 H. L. Cas. 885; 28 L. J. Ch. 16; 31 L. T. 
O. S. 372; 4 Jur. N. S. 548; 6 W. BR. 580; 10 
KB. R. 1543, H. L. 

711. .|—Testator gave his real & personal 
estate to trustees, in trust to convert his personal 
estate, except his leaseholds, & out of the produce 
to appropriate a sufficient portion to pay an 
annuity which he had agreed to pay on the marriage 
of his daughter. He gave his trustees a discre- 
tionary power to scl] his real & leasehold estates, 
& they were to hold the produce in the manner 
directed concerning the money arising from his 
residuary personal estate. The debts exhausted 
the personal estate, but the realty & leaseholds 
were sufficient to pay the annuity. A bill having 
been filed, before the annuity was in arrear, to 
have a fund sect apart to secure it:—Held: the 
trustees were not bound to sell, & the ct. only 
made a declaration that the annuity constituted 
a charge on the whole estate, & made pltfs. pay the 
costs up to the hearing.—BURRELL v, DELEVANTE 
(1862), 30 Beav. 550; 31 L. J. Ch. 365; 8 Jur. 
N.S. 2043; 10 W. R. 362; 564 1. R. 1003. 
Annotations :-—Distd. Woolaston v. Woolaston (1877), 37 

1. 1.631. Refd. Mane v. Fane (1879), 13 Ch. D, 228. 

712. Where legacy is _ specific.} — Testatrix, 
by her will, gave to a legatee the sum of £2,000 
Long Annuities, standing in my name in the books 
of the governor & co. of the Bank of England. 
At the date of her will, & at her death, she was 
possessed of £300 Long Annuities & no more, 
but of considerable other personal estate :—/Held : 
the legacy was specific & not demonstrative, & 
the legatee was not entitled to have the deficiency 
made up out of testatrix’s general assets.— 
GoRDON v. Durr, Re WARD (1861), 3 De G. F. & J. 
662; 41. T. 598; 7 Jur. N.S. 746; 9 W. R. 648 ; 
45 I. RR. 1035, L. C. 
ea ‘—-Consd, ?te Pratt, Pratt 7. Pratt, [1894] 1 Ch. 





Order of application of assets of deceased person, 
generally.|——-Seec ExEecuTors, Vol. XXIII., pp. 473 
et seq. 


SUB-SECT. 8.—PRIORITY OF ANNUITANTS. 
See Administration of Estates Act, 1925 (c. 23), 
ss. 35, 56, sched. IT. 
713. Voluntary annuitant— Postponement to 


O. WwW, N. 1392 ; 11 D. L. R. 818,— 


PERRY v. SAFFERY (1884), 3 N. Z. L. RR. 
297 (S. C.).—N.Z. 


PART VI. SECT. 6, SUB-SECT. 7. 


708i. Where particular fund fails. }-— 
Where testator directed his exors. to 
invest in good securities such a sum 
as would pay an annuity thereby be- 
queathed, & the income of the fund 
was insufficient to pay the annuity :— 
Held: annuitant was entitled to be 
paid the deficiency out of the corpus or 
capital. — ANDERSON v. DOUGALL (1868), 


708 ii. —-—.]—KIMBALL v. COONEY 
(1900), 27 A. R. 453; 20C. L. T. 346. 
—CAN. 

708 iii. ——.]}—I?e MCKENZIE (1902), 
23 C. L. T. 15; 40. L. R. 707; 2 
O. W. R. 1076.—CAN. 

708 iv. -}—Where there is a gift 
of a specific annuity to an annuitant, 
& subsequent direction as to where the 
funds are to be found to pay the same 
does not limit tho annuity to the in- 





come of such funds.—}e MACKENZIE 


JRTATE (1913), 24 O. W. Ri, 678; 4 


| party 


CAN. 

708 v. ——.)—OLDHAM v. OLDHAM 
(1880), 5 L. R. Ir. 577.—IR. 

o. Annuity to husband —- Whelher 
continuing charge—On total income 
received from trustees of wife’s father’s 
estate.)—RIDDELL v. SPEEDY, [1925] 
N. LZ. L. ht. 354.—N.Z. 


PART VI. SECT. 6, SUB-SECT. 8. 

p. Annuity charged on benefice— 
Priority over judgment creditor.}—A 
Glaajming under an annuity 


Part VJ.—PAYMENT OF RENTCITIARGES AND ANNUITIES. 


creditors.|—The ct. of late years has established this 
rule to postpone voluntary bonds or debts to those 
for valuable consideration. ... But this rule 
has never been extended beyond that case of pay- 
ment out of legal assets by an exor. or adminis- 
trator, & so does not come up to the present case ; 
for these are not demands of debts out of legal assets, 
but of rentcharges granted by deed out of the 
Jand (LORD UL ARDWICKE, C.).— BEDFORD v. GIBSON 
(1743), 9 Mod. Rep. 412; 88 BK. R. 541, L. C. 

714. .|—J. had in his lifetime granted 
two annuities, or rentcharges, to A., resp., stated to 
be in consideration of services ; after his death his 
representatives applied the whole of his property 
in discharge of incumbrances & debts, to the 
exclusion of resp.’s demands. A sum of about 
£11,000 had been applied in discharge of incum- 
brances, subsequent to the date of her annuity 
deeds, & she filed her bill against the representatives 
of J., to compel them to discharge her claims, upon 
the ground that they were answerable to the extent 
of the above sum, which she stated to have 
been misapplied. The representatives (applts.), 
answered, that the grant of the annuities was 
voluntary, & ought to be postponed to all just 
debts, or pro turpi causa, & therefore void. The 
only evidence as to the consideration was that of a 
servant in J.’s family, who said, he believed that 
resp. & J. cohabited as man & wife—his wife being 
alive at the time. The Master of the Rolls directed 
an inquiry as to the consideration, but the 
Chancellor on appeal altered this decree, thinking 
probably that there was no sufficient evidence upon 
which to found an order for inquiry. This decision 
of the Chancellor was, however, reversed by the 
House of Lords.-—Uunr v. MAUNSELL (1813), 
1 Dow, 211; 3 0. R. 676, H. L. 

715. Annuitant proves pari passim with other 
legatees—Although will directs prior payment.]— 
Testator by his will, bequeathed an annuity to 
his wife for her life, & made it a primary charge. 
in preference to all other legacies, on a leaschold 
estate, which was, together with certain policies 
of insurance on the lite of testator, subject to two 
mtges.; & he directed that, if the rents & profits 
of such Icaschold estate should be insufficient to 
pay the wife’s annuity, then the same should be 
paid out of his [other] personal estate. The mtges. 
were paid off by the exors. out of the produce of 
the policies, & the general personal estate :—Held : 
(1) the wife’s annuity, so far as it fell upon the 
personal estate, other than the leasehold estate 
specifically charged, was not entitled to priority 
over the other legacies; (2) the mtge. debts, to 
which the leasehold estate specifically charged with 
the annuity was subject, should be apportioned 
rateably upon the leasehold estate & the policies 
of insurance, according to their respective value & 
amount; & the legatees, other than the wife, 
were cntitled to have the assets marshalled, & to 
stand in the place of the mtgees. of the leasehold 
estate, to the extent of that part of the mtge. 











charged on a rectory & vicarage by the 
incumbent, is entitled to priority over 
a judgment creditor of incumbent, 
although prior in point of time, who 
has not obtained a sequestration until 








| Qh. 1 ; 5 Ir. Jur. 49.— IR. 
-}—-PHILLOTY v, KNOX (1868), 
16 W. R. 817.—IR. 


.| — Re Baaot’s’ ESstaTr, 
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debts which should be apportioned thereupon.— 

oe v. CHILD (1844), 4 Hare, 87; 67 EB. f. 

572. 

Annotations :---.1s to (1) Consd. Re Smith, Smith «. Smith, 
f1s99l 1 Ch. 365. 48 to (2) Refd. Birds v, Askey (No. 2) 
(1858), 24 Beav. 618. 

716. »——,]— WHITEHOUSE v. INSOLE, No. 
543, ante. 

717. Annuity secured on life estate — Grantor 
entitled to prior charge on estate.|—-B., being tenant 
for life in possession, & also absolutely entitied 
in remainder, after the death of his mother, 
to a sum of £9,560, which was the first charge on 
the estate, granted an annuity secured on his life 
estate. & by the grant he covenanted against all 
charges. After the death of his mother, held, as 
against B., that the annuity had priority over the 
interest of the £9.560, but that it was not a charge 
on the corpus of that fund, for interest paid on it 
after the death of his mother, to the detriment 
of the annuitant.—KNIGHT v. BowYER (1857), 23 
Beav. 609; 26 L. J. Ch. 769; 30 L. T. O. S. 95; 
3 Jur. N.S. 968; 6 W. R. 28; 53 EH. BR. 239; on 
appeal (1858), 2 DeG.& J. 421, . JS. 3 subsequent 
proceedings (1859), 4 De G. & J. 619, L. JJ. 
annotations :-—Reld. te Jordison, Raine v. Jordison, [1922] 

1Ch. 440. Mentd. Radcliffe. Anderson (1860), i. B. & K. 

819; Dickinson v. Burrell, Dickinson v. Burrell, Stourton 

”. Burrell (1866), L. R. 1 Eq. 337; Bagnall v. Carlton 

(1877),6Ch. D. 371; Fast Stonchouse U. C. v. Willoughby, 

(1902) 2 K. B. 3183; Hunt ow. Luck, [1902] 1 Ch. 428. 

Order of application of assets of deceased person 
generally.) —See ExecuTors, Vol. XXITI., pp. 473 
ef seq. 





Sect. 7.—INTEREST ON ARREARS. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 

Interest on legacies, generally, see EXECUTORS, 
Vol. NXITI., pp. 405 et seq. 

718. Discretion of court to allow.|—--LITTON v. 
Litron, No. 744, post. 

719. -|—The question of interest is in some 
degree discretionary in the ct. (STRANGER, M.R.).— 
Morris v. DILLINGHAM (1750), 2 Ves. Sen. 170; 
28 BH. WR. 110. 

720. Interest allowed—Up to time of redemption 
of annuity.J—A junclim annuity decreed to be 
redeemed on clearing the arrears, & paying the 
whole principal sum advanced, & interest to the 
time only; pltf. having offered to redeem.— 
STANHOPE v. COPE (1741), 2 Atk. 231; 9 Mod. Rep. 
358; 26 E.R. 543, TL. C. 

721. No interest allowed—-Except in special cir- 
cumstances.|—No interest given on arrears of a 
voluntary annuity. Nor without a very special 
case on arrears of annuities in general.—BEDFORD 
(DUKE) v. COKE (1751), 2 Ves. Sen. 116; 1 Dick, 
178; 28 H.R. 76, L. C. 

Annotations :—Apld. Creuze ». Lowth (1793), 4 Bro. C. C. 
316; Booth v. Leycester (1838), 3 My. & Cr. $59, Refd. 
Booth v. Coulton (1861), 2 Gift. 514. 

722. ~——.|—-MANSFIELD (EARL) v. OGLE, 
No. 759, post. 








PART VI. SECT. 7, SUB-SECT 1. 

721i. No interest allowed—Ercept in 
special cireumstances.|—lExcept under 
extraordinary circumstances upon par- 
ticular grounds suggested of hardship 


after the date of the charge.—WIBSE v. 
BERESFORD (1843), 5 I. Eq. R. 407; 3 
Dr. & War. 276; 2 Con. & Law. 
282.—IR. 

q. Priority by covenant creating 
annutty.] — BATTERSBY v. HOMAN 
(1850), 16 L. iP QO. Ss. 67.—IR. 

r. Priority of charges for younger 
children.|}—-MiILIs v. MILts (1846), 9 
I kg. R. 299; 3 Jo. & Lat. 242.—IR. 


t. Priority over mortgage or charge.] 
—WaLcoTr v. CONDON (1852), 31. Ch. 





b. 
De v. Bagot, [1901] 1 I. R. 529.— 


c. Whether registration gives priority. ] 
—~ RICHARDS t. BRERETON (1853), 5 
Tr. Jur. 336.—IR. 


d. Direction given to set apart & 
invest fund—Whether priority given.] 
—The mere direction to set apart & 
invest a fund to answer an annuity is 
not sufficient to give priority to annui- 
tant.—Re Hooper (1886),4N,Z. L. RR. 
54 (8. C.).-— N.Z. 


or peculiarity, interest is not to be 
allowed upon the arrears of an annuity. 
—SNARR Vv. BADENACH (1855), 10 O. Et. 
131.—CAN., 

e. No interest is allowable 
in respect of arrears of an annuity. 
—GOLDSMITH tv. GOLDSMITH (1870), 
17 Gr. 213.—CAN. 

f. ~] — Interest will not be 
allowed on arrears of annuity.— CRONE 
v. CRONE (1880), 27 Cir, 425.-- CAN. 

g. J— Interest’ on the arrear 
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Sect. 7.—Interest on arrears: Sub-sects. 1 & 2, A. & 


B.; sub-sects. 3,4 & 5.] 


723. ——— On arrears of voluntary annuity.]— 
BEDFORD (DUKE) v. CoKR, No. 721, ante. 

‘: On principal & interest due on 
annuities.}|—Interest not to be given on the principal 
& interest, reported due on annuities, by the 
master. Nor on arrears of an annuity in leu of 
dower.—CREUZE v. Lowrit (1793), 4 Bro. C. ©. 
316; 29K, KR. ca ; sub nom. CREUZE v. LIUNTER, 
2 Ves. 157, L. C ° 
Sade — Apid. Booth v. Leycester (1838), 3 My. & Cr, 

9: Mansfiel Ogle (1859), 4 De G. & J. 38. Refd. 

Eeaabure ey. Hunter (1796), 3 Ves, “260: Parker v. Hutchin- 
son (1796), 3 Ves. 133; Bruere wv. Pemberton (1806), 12 
Ves. 386; Turner v. Turner Cian 1 Jac. & W. 39; 
Whatton v. Cradock (1836), 1 Keen, 267 ; Hollingsworth v. 
Shakeshaft (1851), 14 Beav. 492. Mentd. Tucker v. 
Tucker (1833), 2 L. J. K. B. 143. 


725. Resolution of corporation to pay interest— 
Whether valid within Municipal Corporations Act, 
1835 (c. 76).|\—Under above Act, ss. 66, 67, a 
corpn, executed a bond for payment of an annuity 
to a person removed from office, & also for 
payment, on demand, of arrears due before the 
date. The obligee consenting not to press for the 
arrears, the council passed a resolution to pay him 
interest thereon :—Held: such resolution, & 
orders of the council for payment of the interest, 
were unsanctioned by above Act, s. 92, & were 
liable to be quashed on being brought up by 





certiorari. R.. Sov. 3 WARWICK COoRPN. (1846), 8 
Q. B. 926; 15 L. J. Q. B. Se - 7L. T. O.S. 137; 
10 J. P. 789; 10 Jur. 962; 115 E. R. 1128. 
Annotations ‘\—Mentd. RR. v. areas Corpn., Jer 


Tamworth Corpn. (1868), vo. Sheffic ti 
6Q.B 


Corpn. (1871), L. R. 6 

726. Annuity secured by term—Whether claim 
for interest affected—Where annuitant’s title so 
doubtful as to require direction of court.|—Interest 
not given on the arrears of an annuity unpaid 
for several years during the progress of the 
cause, although the suit was instituted by, & a 
receiver appointed on the application of, the 
residuary legatee, & the surplus income out of 
which the annuity was payable was brought into 
ct., & made productive. 

In order to entitle an annuitant, whose annuitv 
is payable from a fund which has been brought 
into ct., to any profit which may have been made 
by the investment of the arrears of his annuity, 
he should procure the arrears to be set apart & 
distinguished from the general estate.—TAYLOR v. 
TAYLOR (1849), 8 Hare, 120; 68 HE. R. 298. 
Annotations :—Apld. Edwards ». Warden eee 1 App. Cas. 

281; Re Hiscoe, Hiscoe v. Waite (1902), 71 L. J. Ch. 347, 

Refd. Lainson v. Lainson a) 18 eee a Booth vw, 

Coulton (1861), 30 L. J. Ch. 378. 

727. Right of sunutlant fe interest — Annuity 
payable from fund brought into court—Arrears 
must be set apart from general estate.]|—-TAYLOR 
v. TAYLOR, No. 726; ante. 

728. Validity of "provision for interest.] — A 
clause giving interest on arrears of an annuity 
held not objectionable.—TynTE »v. HODGE, TYNTE 
v. BEAVAN (1864), as reported in 2 Hem. & M. 287; 
13 W. R. 172; 71 i. RR. 474. 


19 L. T. 4383; 7° 
» 652. 


of an annuity bequeathed to a married 
woman for her sole & separate use, not. 
given, tated fo the fund was productive, 
& though there was a large residuum. 
—ANDERSON ¥. DWYER (1804), 1 Sch. 
& Lef. 301.—IR. 


BLAKE (1842), 3 
I. Eq. R. 72; 
IR. 


interest cannot be recovered upon the 
arrears of an annuity.—MARTYN ?. 
Dr. & War. 1253 5 
2 Con. & Law. 65.-~ 
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729. -.|—A provision for payment of 
interest on arrears of an annuity is not invalid. 
Forp v. TYNTE (1864), 8 New Rep. 559; 10 L. T. 
93. 


SUR-SECT, 2.—CLAIMS AGAINST GENERAT 
ASSETS. 
A. Annuity under TVill. 

730. No interest allowed — Unless arrears are 
great.|-BATTEN v. EARNLEY (1723), 2 P. Wms. 
163; 24 EE. R. 683. 

Annotation yar ont Re Hiscoe, Hiseoe . Waite (1902), 71 
hes ; 


Ta i 


731. ——.]— Lorp v. Wiautwick, No. 700, 
ante. 
732. .| — Annuitants under a will are not 





entitled to interest on the arrears of their annuities. 
—Bootn v. Couuron (186]), 2 Gilf. 5143; 30 
I, J. Ch. 378; 3 L. T. 770; 7 Jur. N.S. 207; 
9 W. RR. 830; 66 E.R. 216, 

elation :—Apld. Wheatly v. Davies (1876), 85 Th. . 


733, —— Whether annuity charged on corpus 
or income.]—An annuitant under a will of personal 
estate is not entitled to interest on the arrears of 
his annuity, whether the annuity be charged on 
corpus or income.—WHEATLY v. DAVIES (1876), 
$5 L. T. 306; 24 W. R. 818. 

734. .|--Atrears of an annuity given by a 
will do not as a rule carry interest.—Re 
Hiscor v. WAITER (1902), 71 L. J. Ch. 347. 
ra ae Distd. 7?e Salvin, Worseley v. Marshall, [1912] 

dh, 


chen a's 





B, Annuity under Deed. 


See, now, R.S. C., Ord. 55, rr. 62, 68 ; 
Act, 1838 (c. 110), s. 17. 

735. No interest allowed — Annuity secured by 
pide Men an EPEeey (DuKr) v. CoKkE, No. 721, 
ante. 

736. -—— Arrears accruing after death of 
grantor—Unless absence for misconduct of grantor 
is shown.|—-An owner of real estates in Mngland & 
Ircland granted a number of annuities, some 
of which were spec ifically charged by the deeds 
upon the grantor’s English estates, with powers 
of distress & entry for recovering the umount, & 
all costs, losses, charges, damages, & expenses 
occasioned by the saine not being duly paid ; 
others were secured by the covenant ‘of the gi ‘antor 
& a surety, with a proviso for redemption on pay- 
ment of a certain sum, & all costs, charges, & 
expenses; all of them were further secured by 
warrants of attorney to confess judgment, upon 
which judgments were entered up. Upon a bill 
filed by an assignee of these annuities, after the 
death of the grantor, for payment of the arrears 
of the annuities, together with interest :—Held: 
he was not entitled to interest upon the arrears 
of any of the annuities, there being no proof that 
he had been delayed by the absence or conduct of 
the grantor.—-BootH v. LEYCESTER (1838), 3 
My. & Cr. 459 ; 8 J. J. Ch. 49: 2 Jur. 985; 40 
BE. R. 1004, L. C.; affy. 8S. C. sub nom. Boot v. 


Judgments 


whereupon the mtgee exccuted a 
bond conditioned for performance of 
covenants in a deed to secure an annuity 
to the son :—Held; as damages may 
be recovered at law for a breach not. 
exceeding the penalty, equity will give 


h. -}—The ct. ane. give in- 
terest on the arrears of an annuity 
AYLMER v. AYLMER (1828), 1 Mol. V8, 


k. -}— The established rule 
of this ct. (which, however, is only 
general & not inflexible) "is, that 








l.—— at enol FARMER (1867), 
1 — R. Eq. 466.—IR. 

——.]—ForBES v. ELLIOTT (1830), 
8 Sh. (Ct. of Sess.) 825.— SCOT. 

n. Interest allowed.)}—A son, tenant 
in tail in remainder, joincd his 
futher tenant for life in suffering a 
recovery, & then they mtged. the land, 


interest upon the arrears of ost an 
annuity.—G ns v. Cox (1784), 1 Ridg. 
ane Rep. 153.—-IR. 

—— hae v. BENNIS (1790), 
2 Hide Parl. Rep. 256.—IR. 


.})— O'DONNEL VW. 
(1810), 2 Mol. 519.— IR. 
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LEYCESTER, PALMER vw. (1836), 1 
Keen, 247. 


Annotations :-—Folld. Jenkins v. Briant (1848), 16 Sim. 272 ; 
Re Powell’s Trust (1852), 10 Hare, 134; Lainson »v. 
Lainson (1853), 18 Beav. 7; Mansficld ». Ogle (1859), 4 
De G, & J. 38; Wheatly ». Davies (1876), 35 L. T. 306. 
Refd. L. ©. & D. Ry. v8. E. Ry. (1891), 61 L. J. Ch. 204. 
Mentd. Wedderburn v. Wedderburn (1840), 2 Beav. 208. 
737. ~—.| — After the death of a person 

who had covenanted to pay an annuity, a suit was 

instituted for the administration of his assets, 
pending which, the annuity became in arrear. 

The ct. refused to allow interest on the arrears.— 

JENKINS v. BRIANT (1848), 16 Sim. 272; 11 L. T. 

O. S. 392; 60 HK. R. 879. 

Annotation :—Refd. Re Powell’s Trust (1852), 10 Hare, 134. 
738. Annuity under mortgage deed.|— 

A. mtge. deed provided, that so long as the mtgor. 

paid the mtgee. the sum of £3,000 per annum, it 

should be lawful for the mtgor. to receive the rents 
of the mtged. estates :—Held : the £3,000 must be 
treated as an annuity, & no interest was payable 

on the arrears.—HYRE v. BURMESTER (1864), 3 

New Rep. 400; 33 L. J. Ch. 655, n.; 10. T. 10; 

10 Jur. N.S. 379; 12 W. R. 542; revsd. on other 

grounds, 4 De G. J. & Sm. 4385, L. C. 

See, now, R.S. C., Ord. 55, rr. 62, 63. 

739. Interest allowed——From date of judgment.| 
—By a settlement made in 1897 on the marriage 
of his brother, testator covenanted to pay to 
the trustees thereof an annuity of £400 during 
the joint lives of the brother & his wife. The 
annuity was paid down to the quarter preceding 
testator’s death, which took place in Oct. 1902. 
After his death an administration action was 
commenced by the residuary legatees under his 
will, & accounts & various inquiries were directed. 
By a certificate of the master, dated Apr. 30, 1908, 
the arrears of the annuity were found to be 
£2,158 Gs. 6d., & the whole arrears were not finally 
paid until Aug. 24, 1910:—Held: interest was 
payable at 4 per cent. upon the arrears of the 
annuity from the date of the judgment, in accord- 
ance with the provisions of R. 8. C., Ord. 55, 
rr. 62, 63, & on such parts as accrued due sub- 
sequently to the judgment, from the dates when 
they respectively accrued due down to actual date 
of payment in all cases.—Re SALVIN, WORSELEY v. 
MARSHALL, [1912] 1 Ch. 382; 81 L. J. Ch. 248; 
28 T. Ju. R. 1903 56 Sol. Jo. 2413 sub nom. Re 
SELVIN, WORSLEY v. MARSHAL, 106 1. TY. 35. 


LEYCESTER 








SuB-srcT. 3.—ANNUITY GIVEN AS JOINTURE. 


740. No interest allowed— Except in special 
case.|—Interest not allowed on arrears of jointure, 
except on a very special case indeed.—BICKNELL 
v. BRERETON (OR ANON.) (1755), 2 Ves. Sen. 661 ; 
28 H.R. 4213 sub nom, BIGNAL v. BRERETON, 1 
Dick. 278, I. (2, 
utunotation :—Consd. Creuze v. 

(793), 4 Bro. CLC. 316, 

741, ——.|— The ct. will not give interest on 
the arrears of an annuity, secured by a bond in 
bar of dower.—TEw v. WINTERTON (HARL) (1792), 
8 Bro. C. C. 489; 1 Ves. 45]; 29 Li. It. 660. 
Annotations :— Consd, Torre v. Browne (1855), 5 H. L. Cas. 

556. Refd. ooth vw. Leycester (1838), 3 My. & Cr. 459; 

Lainson v, Lainson (1843), 22 L. T. O. 8. 150. Mentd. 

Knight v. Maclean (1792), 3 Bro. C. C. 496; Hovey v. 

Blakeman (1799), 4 Ves. 596; Clarke v. Seton (1801), 6 

Ves. 411; KR. v. Mainwaring (1815), 2 Price, 67; Mackin- 

tosh v. Ch. W. Ry. (1865), 4 Giff. 685 ; Hilly South Stafford- 

shire Ry. (1874), L. 1. 18 Jaq. 154. 

742. -.|—CREUZE v. LowTu, No. 724, ante. 

743. —-—.|—— Interest not given upon arrears 
of maintenance any more than upon arrears of a 
jointure.—MELLIsiI v. MELLISH (1808), 14 Ves. 516 ; 
33 Ih. R. 619. 


Lowth, Michel v. Bunter 
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Sup-secrT. 4.—ANNUITY FOR MAINTENANCE. 

744, Whether interest allowed.|— Interest for 
the arrears of an annuity, from what time. 

Interest is a thing pretty much in the dis- 
cretion of the ct. (LORD PARKER, C.).—-LITTON v. 
LITTON (1718), 1 P. Wms, 5413 2 Eq. Cas. Abr. 
530, pl. 8; 24 EK. R. 508, L. C. 

745, .]|—In respect to arrears of an annuity, 
there is no certain rule of giving interest ; the most 
frequent instances are where it was the bread of a 
wife or child. The ct. gave interest on the arrears 
of an annuity, from the time a master’s report was 
confirmed, which was twenty-eight years, in favour 
of the representative of the annuitant only.— 
DRAPERS Co. v. DAVIS (1741), 2 Atk. 211; 26 E. ht. 
531, L. C. 

746. ——.|—-A bill for the arrears of an annuity 
of £30 secured by bond in the penalty of £500, 
an account decreed of the arrears due since the 
year 1741, & interest at 4 per cent. to be computed 
at the end of each half year. 

As this was given by way of maintenance, & a 
bond to secure the payment, pltf. is clearly entitled 
to interest, for the ct. have gone further in an 
annuity given for maintenance, & decreed interest, 
though it was only a bare simple grant of an 
annuity, without any power of entering, if in 
arrear.—NEWMAN v. AULING (1747), 3 Atk. 579 ; 
26 li. R. 1184, L. C. 


.{nnotations :-—Refd. Booth v. Leycester (L888), 3 My. & Cr, 
459; Torre v. Browne (1855), 5 H. Tu. Cus. 556. 








747. .}— BEDFORD (DUKE) v. CoKE, No. 
721, ante. 

748, ——.|—-MELLISH v. MELLIsH, No. 743, 
ante. 

749, -——.]—TORRE v. BRoWNE, No. 399, ante. 


SUB-SECT. 5.—ANNUITY SECURED By BOND. 

750. Whether interest allowed.]— LEGATT vw. 
SHNEWELL (1717), Gilb. Ch. 141; 25 E. R. 99. 

751. When application for relief from 
penalty is necessary.|—-Where there is either a 
clause of entry, or nomine poena, or some penalty 
upon the grantor which he must undergo, if the 
grantee sued at law, & which would oblige him to 
come into this ct. for relief ; which the ct. will not 
grant but upon equal terms; & there can be no 
other but decreeing the grantor to pay the arrears, 
with interest for the time, during which the pay- 
ment was withheld (LORD TaLBort, C.).—FERRERS 
(COUNTESS) v. FERRERS (EARL) (1733), Cas. femp. 
Talb. 2; 25 E.R. 627, L. C. 

_fnnotations :---Consd. Drapers Co. v. Davis (1741), 2 Atk. 

211; Robinson «+. Cumming (1742), 2 Atk. 409. 

752, Annuity for maintenance.|] — NEw- 
MAN v. AULING, No. 746, ante. 

753. Time from which interest allowed— 
When payments fall due.|—LeGaTr v. SHEWELT, 
(1717), Gilb. Ch. 141; 25 E.R. 99. 

754, Death of grantor.|—(1) In 1795 an 
annuity was granted for the grantor’s life, & was 
secured by a bond & by a warrant of attorney, on 
which judgment was entered up. The grantor 
died intestate in 1810, at which time the annuity 
was greatly in arrear. The grantor’s assets con- 
sisted solely of a fund in ct. which had been 
accumulating from the grantor’s death. No 
administration was taken out to the grantor until 
1834 :—Held: the grantee was entitled to be paid 
the arrears of the annuity, with interest at 5 per 
cent. from the death of the grantor. 

(2) Many of the provisions of Civil Procedure 
Act, 1833 (c. 42), though made with reference to 
proceedings at law, will be adopted by this ct.— 











186 


Sect. 7.—Interest on arrears: Sub-sects. 5,6, 7 & 8. 
Sect. 8.] 


Hype wv. Prick, Hart v. CRADOCK (1837), 8 Sin. 

578 3 Coop. Pr. Cas. 193; 6 L. J. Ch. 358 3. 1 Jur. 

735; 50 KB. RR, 229. 

Annotations :—.ts to (1) Consd. Re Powell's Trust (1852), 10 
Hare, 134. As to (2) Refd, A.-G. vw. Ludlow Corpn. (1849), 
1 i & 7, 216. Generally, Mentd. Morse v. Tucker (1846), 
a are, 


755. Date of decree.|—Upon a bond with 
a penalty for securing an annuity :—Held: interest 
was not payable on the arrears, except from the 
date of the decree, as directed by the General 
Orders. 

A creditor is not entitled, under the General 
Order 46 of Aug. 1841, to interest from the date of 
the decree, on a debt which accrues duc subse- 
quently.—LAINSON v. LAINSON (1853), 18 Beav. 7; 
23 L.d.C0h.170; 22 L. T. O.S8.150; 17 Jur. 1044 ; 
52 E.R.33 sub nom. LAINSON v. LAINSON, LAINSON 
a. EDE, 2 W. R. 82. 

Annotation :—Refd, Jee Salvin, Worseley v. Marshall, [1912] 

1 Cth. 332. 

Whether interest is recoverable beyond penalty.] 
—See Bonns, Vol. VIL., p. 217, Nos. 585, 590. 








SUB-SECT. 6.—CLAIM AGAINST LAND CHARGED. 


756. Annuitant in possession of estate charged 
With annuity—Need not quit possession—Until 
interest given by grantor.|—Where an annuitant 
has entered, & is in possession of the estate charged 
with it, the ct. will not oblige him to quit the 
possession, till the grantor allows hin interest for 
the arrears of his annuity.—ROBINSON v. CUMMING 
(1742), 2 Atk. 409; 26 HK. R. 646, L. C. 
a{nnotations :—Apld. Booth v. eycester (1838), 3 My. & Cr. 

459. Consd, Jacobs v. Davis, [1917] 2 K. B. 432. _ Refd. 

Re Stevens, Cooke v, Stevens, [1898] 1 Ch. 162. Mentd. 

Webber «. Hunt (1815), 1 Madd. 1383; Cohen «. Sellar, 

11926] 1 K. B. 536. 


SUB-SECT. 7.--IOrrecr oF DELAY. 

757. No interest allowed — Unless delay caused 
by conduct of grantor.|]—IJnterest somctimes given 
for the arrears of an annuity where frequent 
demand madec.—STAPLETON v. CONWAY (1750), 3 
Atk. 727; 1 Ves. Sen. 427; 26 E. Rt. 1217. 
Annotations :—Mentd. Maleolin +, Martin (1790), 3 Bro. CLC. 

40; Bourke v. Ricketts (1801), 10 Ves. 330. 











758. -—— .}—BootTn v. LEYcEsStTrmr, No. 
7360, ante, 
759. ——.| —P. carried in a claim as an 


incumbrancer upon real estate in respect of an 
annuity, & in Nov. 1855, the chief clerk certified 
£1,002 to be due to him for arrears. The cause 
did not come on for further consideration till 
July, 1858. P. then claimed interest on the 
£1,002 from the date of the certificate as against 
subsequent incumbrancers :—Held: (1) as the 
payment of the arrears had been delayed merely 
through hindrances in the prosecution of the suit, 
& not in consequence of misconduct or improper 
attempts to evade payment, intcrest ought not to 
be allowed, & Civil Procedure Act, 1833 (c. 42), 
s. 28, did not alter the casc. 

(2) The chief clerk’s certificate, though adopted 
by the judge, was not an order for payment of 
money within Judgments Act, 1838 (c. 110), 8. 18, 
so as to make the sum found due carry interest. 


RENTCHARGES AND ANNUTTIES, 


Interest on arrears of an annuity will not be 
given, except under special circumstances.— 
MANSFIELD (KARL) v. OGLE (1859), 4 De G. & J. 
38; 28 L. J. Ch. 422; 38 L. T. 0.8. 84; 5 Jur. 
N.S. 419; 7W.R. 42383; 450. R. 15,1. JJ. 
Annotations :—.1s to (1) Folld. Blogg v. Johnson (1867), 36 

L. J. Ch. 859. Refd. Re Salvin, Worseley v. Marshall, 

{1912} 1 Ch. 332. 

760. During period of non-enforcement.]— 
Interest directed to be computed on the arrears 
of an annuity, from the time of filing the bill; 
till which time the non-payment was attributed 
to the neglect of the annuitant in not using means 
to enforce payment, the fund being effective.— 
ee v. MorGaAN (1784), 2 Dick. 648; 21 H.R. 
Annotations :—Consd. Brown v. Newall (1837), 2 My. & Cr. 


558. Refd. East India Co. ¥. Campion (1837), 11 BU. 
158; Small v. Attwood (1838), 3 Y. & C. Kx. 105. 


761. -|—The ct. will not charge an 
exor. who has been guilty of delay in accounting, 
with interest on arrears of income unpaid by him. 

I. was entitled to a life income from the estate 
of her husband, & diced in 1861. <A bill was filed 
by her exor., in ]862, against the exor. of her 
husband’s will, who had been his partner in busi- 
ness, for an account of income due to her estate : 
in 1863 accounts were directed. In 1866 a 
certificate was made, finding that a large sum was 
due from the husband’s exor. :—Held: he was not 
chargeable with interest before the date of the 
certificate.—BLoca v. JOHNSON (1867), 2 Ch. App. 
225; 36 L. J. Ch. 859; 16 L. T. 306; 15 W. RR. 
626, I. C. 

762. ——-.]— (1) A fund was established 
at Bombay by the covenanted civil servants of the 
Hast India co. serving in that Presidency, for 
granting pensions & annuities to members, their 
widows & children. By the original arts. certain 
persons were appointed managers, & they were 
declared to be ‘‘ the trustees of the Fund,” & the 
property was vested in them :-—Held: they were 
not mere trustees for the assocn., but ‘ trustees ”’ 
properly so called, & the members of the fund 
were the beneficiaries, so the defence of Stat. 
Limitations could not be set up against a claimant 
on the fund, merely on account of lapse of time. 

(2) Payments were to be made annually to 
certain persons who were entitled to annuitics 
chargeable on the fund :—Held : where such persons 
had, by their own conduct, occasioned the non-pay- 
ment of the annual sums, they were not entitled to 
interest on those sums for the time during which 
they had so occasioned the non-payment.— 
MDWARDS v. WARDEN (1876), 1 App. Cas. 281; 45 
L. J. Ch. 713; 351. T.174, UI. 
z{nnotations :— 218 to (1) Refd. Hughes . Coles (1884), 27 

Ch. 1), 231; He Turner, Klaftenberger vv. Groombridge, 

{1917} 1 Ch, 422. 

763. Where progress of suit delayed—Suit 
instituted by residuary legatee.|—TAyLOR v. 
TAYLOR, No. 726, ante. 

764. Delay not caused by debtor.]— 
MANSFIELD (EAR) v. OGLE, No. 759, ante. 























SUB-SECT. 8.—STATUTORY PROVISIONS. 
See Civil Procedure Act, 1833 (c. 42), s. 28; 
Judgments Act, 1838 (c. 110), 5. 17. 
765. Civil Procedure Act, 1833 (c. 42)—-Whether 
applicable—Adoption by courts of equity.]-— 
HYDE v. PRICE, HART v. CRADOCK, No, 754, anle. 


PART VI. SECT. 7, SUB-SECT. 6. 
q:. No interest npayable.jJ—Ie USSHER's ESraTE, [1918] 11. RR. 259.—IR. 


PART VI. SECT. 7, SUB-SECT. 8. 
r. Whether from date of court’s decrce.J—GREIG v. MERCITANT Co. OF KDINBURGH, [1921] S. C. 76.—SCOT, 


Part VI.—PAYMENT OF RENTCHARGES AND ANNUITIES. 








766. Action on bond.]—Above Act, 
s. 28, giving interest on debts or sums certain does 
not apply to such a case.—CROSSE v. BEDINGFIELD 
(1841), 12 Sim. 35; 10 L. J. Ch. 219; 5 Jur. 836 ; 
59 BH. R. 1043. 
Annotation :—Consd. Itc Powell's Trust (1852), 10 Hare, 134. 
767, Discretion of court not affected.]| 
—Interest not allowed on the arrears of an annuity, 
& the discretion of this ct. on the question is not 
affected by above Act, s. 28.—RHe PowELy’s TRUST 
(1852), 10 Hare, 184; 68 E. R. 870. 
Annotation -—Refd. Mansfleld v. Ogle (1859), 4 De G. & J. 


768. —— Payment not delayed through 
misconduct of grantor..—MANSFIELD (EARL) v. 
OaLE, No. 759, ante. 

769. Judgments Act, 1838 (c. 110) — Whether 
applicable—Chief clerk’s certificate not order for 
payment of money.|—MANSFIELD (HARL) v. OGLE, 
No. 759, ante. 

770. —— Judgment given for securing 
annulty.] —KNIGHT v. BOowYER, No. 497, ante. 














SEectT. 8.—RIGHTS AND LIABILITIES OF SURETIES. 
Res, gencrally, GUARANTEE, Vol. XXVI., pp. 9 
et seq. 

771. Principal or surety—Depends on terms of 
instrument.]—(1) By deed of annuity in considera- 
tion of £9,000 therein stated to be paid to L., E., 
M., & M., L. granted to D. & H. an annuity or clear 
yearly rent of £1,800 for three lives, charged upon 
his estate: & I, K., M., & M. covenanted to pay 
the annuity or yearly rent, with a proviso for 
repurchase by them, or any or either of them. 
They executed their joint & several bond & warrant 
of attorney to confess Judgment on the bond, the 
judgment to be as a further security for the annuity, 
& to be entered forthwith against L. & KH. but not 
against M. & M. until default of payment, & 
execution not to be entered on the judgment against 
LL. & WK. until the annuity should be forty days in 
arrear; & KE. for further securing the annuity. 
agreed, in the event of not becoming the purchaser 
of L.’s estate in twelve months, to assign, at L.’s 
expense, a mblge. which I. held on it, & also to 
procure the guarantee of a competent person for 
payment of the annuity :—Held: H. was a 
principal grantor of the annuity, & not a surety. 

(2) The question, whether a person is principal 
or surety in the grant of annuity, is to be deter- 
mined on the terms of the instruments; no 
extrancous evidence is admissible for that purpose. 

(3) Any cquities between grantors of an annuity 
are not to affect the grantees, unless they have 
notice of them at the time of the grant.—L[OLLIER 
v. Eyre (1840), 9 Cl. & Fin. 1; 8 E.R. 318, H. L. 
AAnnotations :—.4s to (2) Consd, Pooley v. Harradine (1857), 

7K.& B.4313; Greenough v7. McClelland (1860), 2 KH. & KE. 

424, As to (2) Refd. Strong wv. Foster (1855), 17 CG. B. 

201. Asto (3) Consd, Pooley v. Harradine (1857), 7K. & B. 

431; Rouse v. Bradford Banking Co., [1894] 2 Ch. 32. 

Rofd. Wythes «. Labouchere (1859), 3 De G. & J. 593. 

Generally, Mentd. Ewin v. Lancaster (1865), 6 B. & 3. 

571; Holme vo. Brunskill (1878), 3 Q. B. D. 495. 

772. Liability of surety——Indemnity against 
rentcharge—Whether binding on _ heir.|—-RAms- 
DEN Vv. OLDFIELD & APPLEYARD (1720), 2 Eq. Cas. 
Abr. 890; 22 i. R. 383, LL. C. 

173. Effect of default of annuitant.]— 
The Prince of Wales having granted an annuity 
for his own life, payable by the treasurer of his 
privy purse, which annuity was assigned by the 
grantee to another, with the prince’s assent; & 
a surety having given bond to the assignee of the 
annuity, conditioned to pay it, if the prince, or 
the treasurer of his privy purse, or any other person 
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for the prince, did not pay it at the respective 
quarter days :—Held: the surety was bound at all 
events at law by the terms of the obligation to pay 
it, if the prince, etc., did not at the stipulated 
times of payment; whether or not the grantee 
or assignee of the annuity had the right or means of 
compelling payment against the principal or his 
funds, by reason of any default of such grantee 
or assignee in not presenting a particular of his 
demand to the prince’s treasurer as required in all 
cases within 35 Geo. 3, c. 125, s. 7, on pain of being 
foreclosed of such demand; whatever equitable 
claim might be founded by the surety on such 
neglect.—O’ KELLY v. SPARKES (1808), 10 East, 
369; 103 EB. R. 815. 
774, ——— To executor of one of 
annuitants.|—By deed 
distinct annuities to A. ow wp. uussug wae --- -- 
grantors & the survivor, it was witnessed that _ 
‘ed with A. & B. & their exors. to pay t. 
93, or either of them, when the grantors 
make default in payment. A. died :— 
the interest in the aa being several, 


ewe eS 


BIRCIAM ,_.__,, 
K.B.106; 31. J. O. 8. in. p. vu y ave ae eee 
Annotations :—Mentd. Palmer v. Sparshott (1842), 4 Man. & 

G. 137; Sorsbie v. Park (1843), 12 M. & W. 146. 

775. Contribution to co-sureties—Effect of 
bankruptcy.J—(1) One of three co-sureties for the 
payment of this annuity, paid money on account of 
the annuity after the bkpcy. of a co-surety :— 
IPPON S: UAE ue Wie aswec- os ee Oe 
tribution, although he had obtained 


* mid "r 





she annuity, wiumougiu vie vee 
insolvent at the time of such 


The grantor of an annuity assigned it, together 
with all securitics, for a valuable consideration to 
A., but part of the consideration money belonged 
to B., one of the co-suretics for navment of the 


-~_ MLaAA I 


Leen paid principal the 
* Fis a 3 a-- -i°2h of 


Gy Bde LUV dd tware e2-~--- 

the other sureties were liable 

(3) although the stock assigned furs sus vue. 2 Oo 
the annuity would ultimately revest in B., by the 


deed made between him & A. that did not discharge 
= ™ ~ Tam /1297) 6 


M. v. Hawes 


Thomas (1840), 6 M. & W. 733. 
——.|—See GUARANTEE, Vol. XXVI., p. 64, 
Nos. 453, 455. 
776. Rights of surety against grantor — On 
: ' of principal—Redemption of annuity by 
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Sect. 8.— Rights and liabilities of sureties. Part VII. 
Sect. 1: Sub-sects. 1 & 2, A. & B. (a).] 


& to proceed by action against the grantor, who 

had obtained his certificate, for the arrears of the 

annuity subsequent to the commission.— WATKINS 

eo FLANNAGAN (1827), 3 Russ. 421; 38 E. R. 
3. 

annnaion :—Refd. Re Parker, Morgan v, Hill (1894), 7 KR. 


— -——.]—See GUARANTEE, Vol. XAVI, 
pp. 133, 134, Nos. 966, 967, 970, 971. 

777. —— Effect of agreement with third 
party..—An annuity bond was executed by two 
brothers, one as principal, the other as surety. By 
agreement afterwards, between them & a third 
brother, for the settlement of their several claims 
& debts, & for the apportionment of property to 
meet the latter, the annuity bond was included. 
The surety in that bond was afterwards compelled 
to pay; & his representative brought an action 
against their principal to be reimbursed :—JTeld: 
the agreement was an accord, in respect of the 
annuity bond; & as third parties were bound by 
that agreement, the surety was also bound, & 
the action could not be maintained.—CARTWRIGUT 
v. COOKE (1832),3 B. & Ad. 701; 1L, J. K. B. 261; 
110 KE, R. 256. 

Annotation :—Mentd. Ford v. Beech (1848), 11 Q. B. 852. 
Damages recoverable.|—Src GUARANTER, 
Vol. XXVI., p. 1386, No. 997. 

Rights of surety against creditor.)—Sec GUARAN- 
TEE, Vol. XXVI., p. 108, No. 745. 

Discharge of surety—Payment into court.]— 
See GUARANTEE, Vol. XXVI., p. 15’, No. 1178. 
Giving time to principal.|— Sce GUARANTEE, 
Vol, XXAVIL, p. 180, No. 1872. 

--—- Discharge of co-surety by creditor.!— See 
GUARANTER, Vol. XXVI., p. 203, No. 1588, 








RENTCHARGES AND ANNUITIES. 


—— Death of principal.]|—Sce GUARANTEE, Vol. 
XXVI., p. 207, No. 1618. 

778. —— Bankruptcy of principal.})— By 7 
Geo. 4, c. 57, s. 51, it is enacted that the discharge 
of any prisoner under the Act “ shall & may extend 
to any sum & sums of money which shall be pay- 
able, by way of annuity or otherwise, at any future 
time or times, by virtue of any bond. covenant, 
or other securities of any nature whatsoever ; 
& that every person & persons who would be a 
creditor or creditors of such prisoner for such sum 
or sums of money, if the same were presently due, 
shall be admissible as a creditor or creditors of 
such prisoner for the value of such sum or sums of 
money so payable as aforesaid, which value the 
said ct. shall ascertain, etc.; & such creditor or 
creditors shall be entitled in respect of such value 
to the benefit of all the provisions made for credi- 
tors by the Act, without prejudice nevertheless to 
the respective securities of such creditor or creditors, 
excepting as respects such prisoner’s discharge 
under the Act” :—Held: the discharge of the 
grantor of an annuity under the Act, did not release 
one who had as surety for the grantor executed 
a joint & several warrant of attorney to secure the 
instalments of the annuity. 

Semble: the grantor was not discharged from 
liability to his surety for payments made by the 
latter in respect of the annuity subsequently to the 
grantor’s discharge under the Act.—HOCKEN v. 
BROWNE (1838), 4 Ring. N. C. 400; 6 Dowl. 684; 
6 Scott, 194; 71. J. C. P. 197; 2 Jur. 3503 182 
E. R. 841. 
Anniation -—Apld. Abbott v. Bruere (1839), 5 Bing. N.C. 

OIA, 

.|—See GUARANTEE, 


Vole XXXVI, 
p. 198, No. 1508. 
~—— Bankiuptcy of surety.|—Sce GUARANTER, 
Vol. XXVI., p. 209, Nos. 1647, 1648; BANK- 
ruptTcy, Vol. IV.. pp. 267, 268, Nos. 2515-2519. 
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Part VIl—Forfeiture and Extinguishment of Rentcharges 
and Annuities. 


SECT. 1.—RENTCHARGES. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—FORFEITURE. 

779. Proviso for cesSer on annuitant interfering 
with management of estate—Frivolous action 
against trustees.|— Testator devised real estate to 
trustees upon trust out of the rents to pay certain 
annuities to his wife & son respectively for life, & 
after the death of the survivor upon trust for the 
son’s sons in fee, with limitations over; with a 
proviso that, if his son should in any way inter- 
meddle with or interfere, or attempt to intermeddle 
with or interfere, in the management of testator’s 
real or personal estate, the annuities to him should 
immediately cease. He gave, devised, & be- 
queathed unto his daughter absolutely all his 
residuary real & personal estate, & appointed the 
trustees his exors. The son brought an action 
against the trustees alleging that his annuities 
had not been paid, & making charges of waste & 
other improper conduct in the management of the 
estate, none of which allegations or charges were 
established :—Held: the action, being in fact 
frivolous & vexatious, was in breach of the proviso, 
& the annuities had, in consequence. ceased.— 
ADAMS v. ADAms, [1892] 1 Ch. 369; 61 L. J. Ch. 


237; 66. 7.98; 40 W. R. 261; 8T.L. BR. 236 ; 


36 Sol. Jo. 215, C. A, 

Annotations :—Refd. Re Sax, Barned_v, Sax (1893), 62 L. J. 
Ch. 688. Mentd. Je Williams, Williams v. Williams, 
[1912] 1 Ch. 399. 

See, also, Sect. 2, sub-sect. 1, post. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—EXTINGUISHMENT. 
A. By Act of IRentcharger. 


780. Release—Necessity for deed.J}—A declara- 
tion on a promise in consideration of relinquishing 
a rent must show that the relinquishment was by 
deed.—GREGORY v. NEVILL (1593), Cro. Eliz. 292 ; 
78 KE. R. 546. 

781. To patron while living vacant— 
Rentcharge charged on parsonage.|—A release in 
the time of vacation to the patron discharges an 
annuity with which the parson is charged in respect 
of the parsonage.—HOE’s CAsE (1592), 5 Co. Rep. 


70b; 77H. R. 161. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Hancock . Field (1607), Cro. Jac. 
170; Altham’s Case (1610), 8 Co. Rep. 150 b; Tampct’s 
Case (1612), 10 Co. Rep. 46b; Harrison v. Hucksley 
(1616), Cro. Jac. 401; Whitton v. Bye (1618), Cro. Jac. 
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to the same uses as were limited by a settlement of 
July 21, 1893, of other estates under which they 
stood limited at testator’s death to the use of his 
daughter V. in tail male with remainder to his 


sorter v. Phillipps (1622), Palm. 218; Henn ». 
ee ih ; Philips v. Bury (1694), Skin. 
12; Thorp +. 


486 ; 
1663), 1 Sid. 
inane toe (1699), Freem. K. B. 5 


47; G 
Thorp (1701), 12 Mod. Rep. 455. 





782. To owner of land charged—Not 
binding as against execution creditor.]—A. & his 
wife, & B. & his wife, were seised of the rectory of 
L.. in fee, & levied a fine thereof to C. & D. & the 
heirs of C., who granted & rendered a rentcharge of 
£30 per annum out of the rectory to A. for his life 
to begin after the death of his wife, with a proviso 
that the rent should not extend to charge the per- 
sons of C. & D. but only the rectory; & rendered 
the rectory to A. & his wife, during the life of the 
wife ; remainder to B. & his wife in tail, remainder 
to B. in fee; A. acknowledged a recognisance in 
nature of a statute staple to E.; the wife of A. 
died, B. & his wife entered into the rectory, & were 
thereof scised in tail, remainder to B. in fee. A. 
released to B. & his heirs the rent. K. sucd a 
certiorari to the clerk of the statutes, etc.; & the 
recognisance was certified ; & E. sued out an extent, 
by which the rent was extended & liberate delivered 
to KE. HE. for arrears of the rent during six years 
& a half, brought debt against B. who all that time 
was tenant of the land, & averred the life of A. :— 
Held: as against E. the rent was not extinct by 
the release of A.—LILLINGSTON’s CASE (1607), 7 
Co. Rep. 38a; 77 HW. R. 4663; sub nom. ANON., 
4 Leon. 235. 

Annotations :-—Refd, Re Herbage Rents, Greenwich Charity 

Comrs. v. Green, [1896] 2 Ch. 811. Mentd. Winchcombe 

v, Winchester (Bp.) & Pulleston (1616), Hob. 165 ; Jtobins 

v, Warwick (1661), 1 Keb. 71; Nurse v. Yerworth (1674), 

3 Swan. 608; Barker v. Keete (1678), Freem. K. B. 249; 


Le Neve v. Le Neve (1747), Amb. 436: Aspden v. Seddon, 
Preston v. Seddon (1876), 1 Ex. D. 496. 


783. Presumption of release—Rents per- 
mitted to run largely in arrear.|—-Owner of a charge 
not to be presumed to have released it by per- 
mitting it to run largely into arrear; nor without 
proof, to be suspected of so doing to prejudice 
those in remainder.—ASTON v. ASTON (1749), 1 
Ves. Sen. 264; 27 WW. R. 1021. 1. C. 

Annotations :--— Reid. Stackhouse v. Barnston (1805), 10 Ves. 
tn Mentd. Chumberlyne v. Dummer (1792), 3 Bro. C. C, 
OL 
784, Settlement operating to release 

moiety—-Concurrence of owners of other molety— 
Unsettled moiety subject to entire charge.|—By a 
voluntary settlement of 1868 a husband & wife & 
each of them did “ grant, release, dispose of & 
confirm ’’ a moiety of the wife’s hereditaments ‘‘ & 
all the estate right title interest property claim & 
demand ”’ of either of them in, to, & out of the same 
to trustecs & their heirs on certain trusts. 

The husband was entitled to a rentcharge 
issuing out of the hereditaments, but it was not 
mentioned in the settlement. The settlement 
containcd no covenants for title :—Jfeld: the 
settlement operated by way of release & not by 
way of grant of the rentcharge, & as the husband 
& wife, the owners of the unsettled moiety of the 
hereditaments, had concurred, that moicty, by 
virtue of Law of Property (Amendment) Act, 
1859 (c. 35), 8. 10, remained subject to the entire 
charge.—PRIcE v. JOHN, [1905] 1 Ch. 744; 74 
L. J. Ch. 469; 92 L. T. 768; 53 W. JR. 456. 

785. Rentcharge payable while tenant in tail 
in possession—Effect of disentail..—By his will 
dated June 16, 1910, testator settled the B. estates 
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7851. Rentcharge payable while tenant 
in tail in possession—Effect of disentail.} 
rd yoo ESTATE, [1915] 1 I. R. 


t. Subsequent conveyance to devisce 
of rentcharge.)~—If a testator devise 
an annuity to B. & thereby charge 





certain premises, 
quently convey a portion of the pre- 
mises charged to the devisee of the 
rentcharge, the rentcharge is thereby 
extinguished.— Hkwson vv. C LIN 
(1851), 17 L. cs O. Ss, 296.—IR. 

a. Divorce decree.}] — A husband 
executed a trust deed inter vivos in 
which he provided an annuity for his 


sister F'. in tail male with divers remainders over. 
He also devised other property to the use that his 
trustees should receiver a rentcharge ‘‘ during such 
period or periods continuous or discontinuous ”’ as 
either of them, V. & F., ‘‘ shall be tenant for life 
in possession or tenant in tail male or in tail in 
possession under this my will ’’ of the B. estates & 
pay the same to such one of them, V. & F., “as 
shall for the time being be tenant for life in 
possession or tenant in tail male or in tail in 
possession under this my will”’ of the B. estates. 
By a disentailing assurance dated July 22, 1918, 
V. disentailed the B. estates & resettled them to 
such uses as she should appoint or in default of 
& until & subject to any such appointment to the 
uses which immediately before the execution of the 
disentailing assurance were subsisting or capable 
of taking effect :—Held: V. did not as a result of 
the disentailing assurance cease to be tenant in 
tail male in possession of the B. estates under 
testator’s will, &, therefore, the rentcharge given 
to her by the same will had not been determined 
by the execution of the disentailing assurance.— 
ke MEEKING, MEEKINU v. MERKING, [1922] 2 Ch. 
523; 92 L. J. Ch. 68; 128 L. T. 585. 


B. By Opcration of Law. 
(a) In General. 

786. Grant by co-owner —Partition.] — ANON. 
(1572), Moore, K. B. 95; Plowd. Queries 2; 172 
K, R. 464. 

787. ——— Release to co-owner by grantor.|— 
ABERGAVENNY’S (LORD) CASE, No. 82, ante. 

788. Rentcharge for term of years to lessor— 
Grant of reversion by lessor to lessee.|—-Lessce for 
ten years granted a rentcharge unto his lessor for 
the ycars; afterwards the lessor granted the 
remainder in fee to the lessee. It was the opinion 
of the whole ct. that the rent was gone & extinct, 
because the lessor who had the rent, is a party to 
the destruction of the lease, which is the ground of 
the rent.—_BUCKHURS8T’s CASE (1589), Godb. 137; 
4. Leon. 2; 78 HE. lt. 83. 

789. Effect of possession by Crown—Rentcharge 
not extinguished—Distress suspended.]|—-BUSDEN’s 
CASE (1590), Sav. 125; 123 I. R. 1049. 

790. Recovery of & eviction from manors— 
Whether rentcharge extinguished.}—Bur’s CasE, 
No. 6, ante. 

791. Grant by lessee to stranger—Surrender by 
lessee to lessor.]|—-DAVENPORT’S CASE, No. 263, 
ante. 

792. Grant to charity— Successive sales of land 
without notice.]|—EAST-GREENSTED’S CASE (1634), 
as reported in Duke, 64. 

793. Land charged becoming highway.] —A 
rentcharge issuing from lands adjoining certain 
roads, & granted at a time when the roads were 
private occupation roads, in respect of the use of 
such roads & the use of a sewer laid down in one 
of them, is not determined by the roads becoming 
highways repairable by the inhabitants at large, 
& the sewer becoming vested in, & discontinued 


wife should she survive him. Six 
wecks after he raised an action of 
divorce against her & subsequently 
obtained decree of divorce :—Held : 
the wife’s right to the annuity was 
extinguished by the decree of divorce. 
—RITCHIE v. RITCHIE’S TRUSTEES 
(1874), 1 KR. (Ct. of Sess.) 987; 11 
Se. L. R. 569.— SCOT. 


& subse- 
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by, the local authority ; & it matters not that the 
grantor of the rentcharge had covenanted in the 
grant to keep the roads & sewers in repair.— 
MERRETT v. BRIDGES (1883), 47 J. P. 775. 

Grant pur autre vie—Effect of death of grantor.] 
—See DESCENT, Vol. XVIII., p. 14, Nos. 132, 133. 
Effect of death of grantee.]— Sce Nos. 
264-270, ante. 

Lapse of time.]|—Sce LIMITATION OF ACTIONS, 
Vol. XXXII., p. 408, Nos. 863, 864. 


(b) Merger. 

Sce, generally, EQuiITy, Vol. XX., pp. 503-514, 
Nos. 2329-2423. 

794. Acquisition by rentcharger of land charged 
—Estate in fee simple.|—Where £100 is charged 
upon a real estate, which estate itsclf comes to the 
person entitled to the money, if in fee, the charge 
is merged ; but where the £100 charged is secured 
by a term or other legal estate in a third person, 
there the charge is not merged, nor if the estate 
which comes to the person entitled to the money 
be only an estate tail CHANDOS (DUKE) v. TALBOT 
(17381), 2 P. Wms. 601; Kel. W. 25; 24 E. Rh. 
877, L. C. 

Annotations -—Refd. Hall v. Terry (1738), West temp. Tlard. 

5003; Nicholls 7. Judson (1742), 2 Atk. 300; 2G. 

Milner (1744), 3 Atk. 112; Basset v. Basset (1744), 3 

Atk. 203; Chester v. Willes (1754), Amb. 246; Pearce v. 

Loman (1796), 3 Ves. 135; Astley 7. Milles (1827), 1 Sim. 

298: Horton ». Smith (1858), 27 . J. Ch. 773; Henty v. 

Wrey (1882), 21 Ch. 1). 332. Mentd, Prowse v. Abingdon 

Le 1 Atk. 482; Honner v. Morton (1828), 3 Russ. 65; 

Yemnant v."Hood (1859), 27 Beav, 74. 

795. —— Purchase of part—Crown hi ving rent- 
charge.|—BRIDGEWATER’S (HAKL) CASE (1583), 
Sav. 69; 123 E.R. 1017. 

796, —— ——-.|—Butt’s Casz, No. 6, ante. 

797. ——— Lease for long term— Rentcharge 
revives on surrender.|—A rentcharge for life is 
suspended by the acceptance of a lease for years 
of the land; & revives again by a surrender of the 
lease.—PETO v. PEMBERTON (1628), Cro. Car. 101 ; 
Hut. 94; 79 E.R. 6893 sub 20m. PEITO v. PEM - 
BERTON, Het. 50, 713; Litt. 58, $2. 

Annotations :—Refd. Thompson v. Leach (1690), 2 Vent. 

198; Cage v. Acton (1699), 1 Ld. Raym. 515. 

798. As tenant in tail.|—CHANbos (DUKE) 
v. TALBOT, No. 794, ante. 

799. ——— Charge secured by legal estate in third 
a a a (DUKE) v. TALBOT, No. 794, 
ante. 

800. —— Devise of part—Devise over & above 
rentcharge.|—(1) A rentcharge is extinguished by 
a devise, to the grantee, of part of the land out of 
which the rentcharge issues, notwithstanding the 
devise is expressly made over & above the rent- 
charge. 

(2) When a charge on the land is clear, & upon 
the construction of a will it is doubtful whether or 
not testator meant to transfer the charge from the 
realty to the personalty, it will be held to continue 
a charge on the land.—DENNETT v. PAss (1834), 
1 Bing. N. C. 388; 1 Scott, 218; 4L. J.C. P. 70; 
131 E. R. 1167. 

801. ——.]— FREEMAN v. EDWarps, No. 489, 
ante. 

802. Owner of estate becoming entitled to 
charge.|—Testatrix devised to L., a married 
woman, certain real estate for her life inremainder, 
& subsequently charged the property with an 
annuity for her life, commencing immediately, 
which was to be for her separate use, & also with 








RENTCHARGES AND ANNUITIES. 


another annuity. L.’s life estate fell into 
possession, & she entered into the reccipt of the 
rents. The husband of L. died. Subsequently 
the income of the estate became insufficient to pay 
her annuity & the other annuity charged upon the 
property by the will of testatrix :—Held: in the 
absence of any act showing an intention on 
the part of L., after she became feme sole, to merge 
the annuity in her life estate, & it being against the 
interest of L. so to do, the ct. would not presume 
a merger by opcration of law after the death of 
her husband.—ByaAm v. SUTTON (1854), 19 Beav. 
556; 24 L. T. O. S. 64; 18 Jur. 847; 2 W. R. 
684; 52 I. R. 467. 

803. .|—Testator was owner in fee of an 
estate on which there was a charge of £6,000, to 
which he was absolutely entitled, & a subsequent 
charge of a jointure in favour of LB. Testator 
devised the estate in fee to B. :—Held: she took 
discharged of the mtge.—SWINFEN v. SWINFEN 
(No. 3) (1860), 29 Beav. 199; 4 L. T. 194; 7 
Jur. N.S. 89; 9 W.R.175; 54 HE. R. 608. 

804. .|}—Where by the conveyance to a 
purchaser in fee of freehold property certain out- 
standing rentcharges were conveyed to a trustee 
in trust for the purchaser, his heirs, & assigns the 
fee being conveyed to the purchaser to uses to bar 
dower, & afterwards the purchaser specifically 
devised the property, but without mention of the 
rentcharges :—JJeld: the property was devised 
free from the rentcharges, & the trustee was 
ordered to convey them so that they be legally 
extinguished in the inheritance.—VALLANCE v. 
VALLANCE (1863), 2 New Rep. 229. 

Rentcharge in favour of owner redeeming land 
ance Lanp Tax, Vol. XXX., p. 311, Nos. 

v~-118. 








C. By Redemption. 


805. Provision for redemption -—- Payment of 
lump sum on marriage—Rentcharge not ex- 
tinguished until money paid.J—A man devises a 
rentcharge to his sister for life, & if she marries, 
that his exor. pay her £100 & the rent shall cease, 
& return to the exor.:—Held: the rentcharge 
shall not cease till the £100 be paid.—OSBORNE v. 
WICKENDEN (1670), 2 Saund. 197; 2 Keb. 712; 
85 H. Lt. 962 3; sub nom. OSBORNE v. WALLEEDEN, 
1 Mod. Rep. 272. 


annotation :— Mentd. 
Bing. 71. 


806. Notice of intention to redeem.]— 
3., by indentures, dated in 1800, for the considcra- 
tion of two sums of £2,000 & £2,000, granted unto 
G. two annuities of £300 each, charged on his 
freehold lands at 'I'.; & the indentures contained 
powers of re-purchase by C., his heirs & assigns, 
on giving notice in writing under his or their hands, 
& paying all arrears. In 1812, ©. agreed to sell 
all his lands, including those at T., to W. for 
£90,528, & to convey free from incumbrances, 
except certain mtges., & in pursuance of the agrec- 
ment W. was let into possession, & paid large sums. 
The annuities to G. being in arrear, in 1818 C. 
granted to him all hislandson trust to sell them, & 
out of the proceeds, to retain costs & pay incum- 
brances; &, in 1824, C. assigned to G. the unpaid 
balance of the said purchase-money, subject to 
prior charges, to apply the same in payment of 
what was stated in account to be due to G. 
Nothing was done on these deeds. W. filed a bill 
in 1825 for specific performance of the agreement 
with C. & for re-purchase of G.’s annuities, alleging 


Gravenor v. Woodhouse (1824), 2 
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that C., at W.’s request, gave G. such notice as 
was required to enable C., or W. in his place, 
to re-purchase the annuities, & that on the day in 
the notice mentioned, the agents of C. & W. went 
to G.’s residence, to pay the principal & arrears 
with costs, & to tender deeds of transfer for his 
execution, & G. being from home, they left a notice 
that the money & deeds would remain for ten days 
at the office of one of them. ‘The bill prayed for 

a declaration that the annuities had ceased from 

that day. GQ. by his answer, admitted the service 

of a notice, signed C., by E. & P., his attorneys, 

but insisted that they had no authority from C., 

& that the notice was irregular & of no avail, as 

not being in pursuance of the powers of 

re-purchase :—Held: the annuities had not 
ceased, the notice of repurchase was not in strict 
pursuance of the power in the deeds, & was also 
defective in not naming a place for payment of the 

money.—Joy v. BrrcH (1836), 10 Bli. N.S. 201; 

4 Ol. & Fin. 57; 6 E.R. 77, H. L. 

Annotations :—Refd. Hall v. Hawkins (1837), 1 Jur. 235; 
Seeretary of State in Council of India v, British mpire 
Mutual Life Assco. (1892), 67 L. T. 434. 

807. By transfer of annuities—Right to 
substitute annuities. |——lve DEVON’S (EARL) SETTLED 

Estates, WHITE v. DEVON (HARL) (1891), 36 


Sol. Jo. 139. 
.|—Pltis., by a decd ecxe- 





808, —— 
cuted in 1871, created a perpetual rentcharge of 
£10,000 a year for the benefit of first deft. The 
decd provided that pltfs. should be entitled at 
any time to redeem the rentcharge by transferring 
to the trustees thereof a specified amount of 
3 per cent. annuities. In 1888 National Debt 
Conversion Act, 1888 (c. 2), was passed :—Held: 
by virtue of sect. 25 (2) of that Act, pltfs. were 
entitled to redeem a rentcharge by transferring to 
the trustees the specified amount of 2? per cent. 
stock created under that Act.—_NORTHUMBERLAND 
(DUKE) v. PERCY, [1893] 1 Ch. 298; 62 L. J. Ch. 
331; 68 L. T. 45; 41 W. R. 597; 9 'T. L. R. 86; 
37 Sol. Jo. 80; 3 R. 156. 

.innotation :-—Refd. Re Howell-Shepherd, Churchill v. St. 

George’s Hospital, [1894] 3 Ch. 649, 

809. What payment necessary.|—FAWCET v. 
Bowers (1693), 2 Vern. 287; 23 1. R. 785. 

810. Annuity granted for life—No redemption 
after death of grantee.|—One sells his estate of 
£14 per annum for an annuity of £26 per annum 
during his life, with clause of re-entry for non- 
payment; & the annuity being in arrear, & the 
purchaser being unable to pay it any longer, the 
grantee re-enters, & devises these lands to deft., 
& dics about a year after; & pltf. having an assign- 
ment from the purchaser of all his interest, brought 
this bill to redcem, on pretence of its being in 
nature of a mtge., but was dismissed, no redemption 
being sought during the life of the grantee, whilst 
it was uncertain whether the bargain would be a 
good or a bad one; & it was only a conditional 
purchase, & not a mtge.—Cany v. PULFORD (1699), 
Pree. Ch. 95; 24 E.R. 46. 








D. Under Statutory Powers. 

See Law of Property Act, 1925 (c. 20), ss. 50, 
191; Scttled Land Act, 1925 (c. 18), ss. 69, 73 (1); 
Redemption of Rents Rules, 1925, Sched., Part II. 

811. Sale of land charged—Jurisdiction of court 
to order redemption—Where cost of redemption 
exceeds purchase price.|—The ct. will not, under 
the power given to it by Conveyancing & Law of 
Property Act, 1881 (c. 41), 8. 5, compel a vendor 
of land to pay money into ct. for the purpose of 
discharging an incumbrance upon the land, when 
the result of so doing would be to inflict a great 


19] 


hardship on him, as for instance, if the incumbrance 
is a perpetual rentcharge & the sum necessary to 
procure its discharge would far exceed the amount 
of the purchase-money payable to the vendor. 
A railway co. contracted to sell some superfluous 
land free from incumbrances for £868. The con- 
tract provided that, if the purchaser should decline 
to waive any valid objection to the title the co. 
might at any time rescind the contract without 
paying the purchaser any costs or compensation. 
The abstract of title showed that the land was 
subject to a perpetual rentcharge of £63 issuing out 
of it, this being the consideration for which the 
co. had purchased it under their statutory powers 
for the making of a railway which by a subsequent 
Act they were authorised to abandon. The pur- 
chaser required the co. to procure the release of 
the land from the rentcharge. This they declined 
to do, but offered to indemnity him against it. 
We declined to waive his requisition :—Held: 
the co. were entitled to rescind the contract under 
the condition & they were not bound to apply to 
the ct. under Conveyancing & Law of Property 
Act, 1881 (c. 41), s. 5, to declare the land freed from 
the rentcharge or to take any other steps to procure 
the release of the rentcharge.—Re GREAT NORTHERN 
Ity. Co. & SANDERSON (1884), 25 Ch. D. 788; 53 
Ju. J. Ch. 445; 50 L. T. 87; 32 W. R. 519. 
annotations :-~—-Refd. Rc Simpson & Moy'’s Contract (1909), 

HE BG fOe 016. Mentd. /?e Monckton & Gilzean (1884), 

812, ——- Though involving decision as to 
future interests in land.]|—(1) For the purpose of 
declaring land freed from a charge under Con- 
veyancing & Law of Property Act, 1881 (c. 41), 
s. 5, the ct. will determine a question of construc- 
tion as to the amount of the charge notwithstanding 
that there is a possibility of other persons acquiring 
an interest in the charge in future, 

(2) Testator by his will gave an annuity of £300 
a year to his granddaughter A., & after her death 
he directed that the sum should be raised & paid 
among her children as she should appoint, & in 
default of appointment in equal shares during their 
respective lives; & he gave to his granddaughter 
E. a like annuity to be paid to her & her children 
in the same manner as the annuity thereinbefore 
given to his granddaughter A. By a codicil he 
revoked the devises of the several annuities, & 
instead thereof gave to each of his granddaughters 
A. & i. an annuity of £150 to be payable in the 
same manner as the annuities of £300 :—Held: 
the substitution of the smaller annuities extended 
to the interests of the children of the grand- 
daughters.—P?e FremMnE’s CONTRACT, [1895] 2 Ch. 
778: sub nom. Re FreEME’s Iistatrer, te REME’S 
JONTRACT, FREME v. HALL, 64 L. J. Ch. 8623; 73 
J... T. 366; 44 W. R. 164, C. A. 














annotation :---As to (1) Refd. Fc Staples, Owen v. Owen, 
{1916] 1 Ch, 322, 
813. |—Re Evans & SBETTELL’s 


CONTRACT, No. 516, ante. 

814. Payment to trustees of compound settle- 
ment.|—-By a disentailing deed of 1924 the pro- 
perty sold was assured to the use of the vendor in 
fee simple subject to all charges & incumbrances 
affecting the same, When Settled Land Act, 1925 
(c. 18), came into operation the property was 
vested in the vendor in fee but subject to two 
family charges which were interests vested in 
possession, namely, a sum of £8,750 secured by a 
term of two hundred years, limited by a settle- 
ment of 1880, & a jointure rentcharge of £4.000 
imposed upon the property by a deed of 1925. 
Before the disentailing deed of 1924 the property 
had been subject to a compound settlement con- 
stituted by the documents, including a disentailing 
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deed of 1914, or some of them, mentioned in an 
order of the Ch. Div. dated Mar. 1, 1920, under 
which the trustees of the 1880 settlement were 
appointed trustees, for the purposes of Settled 
Land Acts, 1882 to 1890, of the compound settle- 
ment. By a vesting deed of 1926 it was declared 
that the property was vested in the vendor in 
fee simple & that the trustees of the 1880 settle- 
ment were trustces of the compound settlement 
for the purposes of Settled Land Act, 1925 (c. 18). 
In these circumstances the question arose whether, 
if the purchase price of the property was paid to 
the existing trustees, the purchaser got a good 
title discharged from all claims in respect of the 
£8,750 & the £4,000 jointure rentcharge :—Held : 
immediately before Settled Land Act, 1925 (c. 18), 
came into operation the property was not settled 
land, but as it had been subject to a compound 
settlement under which the £8,750 was still a 
subsisting charge by Settled Land Act, 1925 
(c. 18), s. 3, the settlement was dcemed to be 
subsisting for the purposes of that Act; & under 
sects, 31 & 33 the trustees of the settlement were 
trustecs of it for the purposes of Settled Land Act, 
1925 (c. 18), & a receipt by them of the purchase 
money would free the land sold from the £8,750 ; 
as under sect. 31 the trustees of the compound 
settlement were the trustees of any settlement 
constituted by the compound settlement & any 
instrument subsequent in date or operation, 
therefore the property was subject to a compound 
settlement constituted by the settlement of 1880, 
the disentailing deeds of 1914 & 1924, & the deed 
of 1925 which imposed the jointure of £4,000 & 
on the receipt by the trustees of the purchase- 
money the property in the hands of the purchaser 
would be free also from the £4,000 rentcharge.— 
Re ALINGTON (LORD) & LONDON CoUNTY COUNCIL’S 
JONTRACT, [1927] 2 Ch. 253; 96 L. J. Ch. 465; 
71 Sol. Jo. 695. 

815. Rentcharger absolutely entitled in fee 
simple in possession.|—-Where a rentcharge owner 
is absolutely entitled thereto in fee simple in 
possession or is empowered to dispose thercof 
absolutely or to give an absolute discharge for the 
capital value thereof the landowner wishing to 
redeem may obtain a certificate of the requisite 
redemption money under Conveyancing & Law of 
Property Act, 1881 (c. 41), s. 45. Local comrs. 
of sewers were entitled to perpetual rentcharges 
for which the landowners’ liabilities to repair 
sea walls had been commuted under a local Act, 
which transferred those liabilities & imposed 
various duties to & on the comrs. :—ZJleld: the 
comrs., notwithstanding their statutory liabilities 
& duties in respect of the rentcharges, were 
absolutely entitled thereto in fee simple in 
possession within Conveyancing & Law of Property 
Act, 1881 (c. 41), s. 45.—Re CanDICOoT & WENT- 
LOOGE AcT, 1884, ETON COLLEGE v. SEWERS 
Comrs., [1920] 2 Ch. 463; 89 L. J. Ch. 618; 64 
Sol. Jo. 668; subnom. ETON COLLEGE v. CALDICOTT 
& WENTLOOG Comrs., 124 L.T.18; 85 J.P. 21; 
18 L. G. R. 626. 

Land improvement charges.|—See LAND ImM- 
PROVEMENT, Vol. XXX., pp. 281, 294, Nos. 66, 67, 
205. 
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c. Annuity dependent on ownership d 
or possession — Whether statute can 
work forfeiture.}—Re MACKLEM & 





NIAGARA FALIS PARK CoMRS. (1887), 
14 A. HK. 20.—CAN 
: Whether temporary absence 
works forfeiture. }—-MACKLEM v. MACK- 


RENTCHARGES AND ANNUITIES. 


Srcr. 2..—ANNUITIES. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—FORFEITURE. 


816. ‘* Any act with a view to charge annulty ”’ 
—Sale of new annuity—-Authority to retain from 
settled annuity.|—By a marriage settlement an 
annuity for the life of the wife’s mother was 
assigned to trustees, for the wife for life, remainder 
for the husband for life, remainder for the issue of 
the marriage. Provided that if the husband 
should, during the life of the wife or of her mother, 
become bkpt., compound with, or assign his effects 
for the benefit of his creditors, or should do any 
act with a view to charge the annuity, his interests 
should be for the benefit of the issuc. The 
husband, after his wife’s death, sold an annuity to 
one of the trustees of the settlement, & signed an 
unstamped agreement to deposit the settlement 
with him, & authorising him to retain the annuity 
so sold out of the settled annuity :--Held: the 
husband had forfeited his interest in the settled 
annuity.—-STEPHENS v. JAMES (1831), 4 Sim. 499 ; 
58 E.R. 186. 

817. ‘* Become liable to be vested in another 
person ’’—Revocable authority to trustees—To pay 
annuity to creditors.|—Under a settlement, O. was 
entitled to a life interest in an annuity, with a clause 
of forfeiture if he should enter into a composition 
with his creditors, or charge, assign, or in any 
manner by way of anticipation dispose of the 
annuity, or until anything should happen whereby 
it should vest or become liable to be vested in 
another person. O., being indebted to his bankers 
to a large amount, in pursuance of an agreement 
with them, gave the trustees a written authority 
to pay the annuity, as it should become duc, to his 
bankers, who were to apply it partly in payment 
of interest & in reduction of the debt. It was 
alleged that there was an agreement with the 
bankers that the authority should be revocable :— 
Held: this occasioned a forfeiture of the life 
intcrest.—OLDHAM v. OLDHAM (1867), L. R. 3 Eq. 
404; 36L. J. Ch. 205; 15 W. R. 300. 
“innotation :---Mentd. 2te Swanucll, Morice +, 

(1909), 101 L. T. 76. 

818. Proviso for cesser on association with 
named person.|—Proviso that an annuity should 
cease if a lady should associate, continue to keep 
company with, or cohabit or criminally correspond 
with EF. <All intercourse whatever, though the 
most innocent, is within the terms of the deed.— 
DORMER (LORD) v. KNIGHT (1809), 1 Taunt. 417; 
127 Ik. R. 895. 
ainnotation :—Reid. Denny’s Trustee vr. Denny & Warr, 

[1919] 1 K. 3. 583. 

819. Proviso for cesser on remarriage.|—An 
agreement that ‘‘ In the event of the contemplated 
marriage taking place between M., the only 
daughter of L., & my son W., G. promise to 
pay my son W., or, in the event of his decease, 
to M. his wife, during her life, £100 sterling per 
annum in half-yearly payments of £50 & for which 
sum he or she is authorised to draw on me, through 
my bankers, Messrs. etc. of B. on Dec. 31 & 
June 30 of each year; this payment to commence 
from Dec. 31,1839. In case circumstances induce 
me to change my bankers, I promise to nominate 
some other person who will honour the above- 
mentioned draught of £50 half-yearly in favour of 
my son W., or his wife M. I, however, beg to 
stipulate that I shall consider this arrangement 


Swannell 


e. Korfeiture of one’s rentcharge— 
Whether other rentcharger’s interest 
enlarged thereby.) — BREADALBANE’S 
TRUSTEES v. PRINGLE (1841), 3 Dun]. 
(Ct. of Sess.) 357.— SCOT. 
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null & void should M., the widow of my son W., 
at any future time rem This settlement of 
£100 per annum will cease from the day of any such 
remarriage.’’ The marriage took place; & M. 
survived W. G. paid the annuity to M. up to her, 
G.’s, death, & on her death her exors. refused to 
continue the payment :—Held: M. was entitled 
to the annuity during her widowhood.—GREENE 
4 pene (1854), 22 L. T. O. S. 311, L. C. & 


820. Proviso for cesser on separation of husband 
& wife.]|—A proviso annexed to the grant of an 
annuity for its cesser on the annuitant, a married 
man, living apart from his wife, is void.—NICHOLL 
v. JONES (1866), L. R. 3 Eq. 696; 36 L. J. Ch. 554 ; 
15 W. R. 393. 

Aan :—Mentd. Williams v. Mayne (1867), 16 W. Rh. 


$21. -I—By a post-nuptial settlement the 
husband assigned certain leaseholds to trustees 
upon trust to pay the rents to his wife for life, 
or so long as she should continue the cohabiting 
wife or the widow of the settlor, for her separate 
use, & upon the determination of the trust in favour 
of the wife the husband took an interest in the 
settled property. Some years after the date of the 
settlement the husband & wife separated by 
mutual consent, & they had not since cohabited :— 
Held: the restriction of the wife’s enjoyment of 
the rents to the period of cohabitation was not 
void as against the policy of the law, & the trust 
in her favour determined upon her ceasing to live 
with her husband.—Re HOPE-JOHNSTONE, HOPE- 
J OHNSTONE Vv. HOPE-J OHNSTONE, [1904] 1 Ch. 470; 
73 L. J. Ch. 321; 90 L. T. 253; 20 T. L. R. 282. 

Bankruptcy of annuitant.|—See BANKRUPTCY, 
Vol. V., pp. 659, 663-666, 669, Nos. 5871, 5872, 
5891, 5899, 5908, 5911, 5932. 

Effect of writ of sequestration.|—See Exrcu- 
TION, Vol. XXI., pp. 598, 599, No. 1836. 

Effect of garnishee order.|—Sce EXECUTION, Vol. 
AXXI., p. 640, No. 2195. 

Annuitant subject to restraint on anticipation. |-—- 
—See HusBanD & Wirr, Vol. XXVII., p. 116, 
Nos. 929, 930. 

Duration of annuity.|—Sce Vart IV., Sect. 1, 
sub-sect. 2, B., anie. 

Construction of will.|—Sce WILI1s. 











SUB-SKCT. 2.—ILXTINGUISUMENT. 
A. Iedemption. 
(2) When No Provision in Contract. 

822. General rule—Not redeemable.}|—By a 
public Act, the Waterloo Bridge co. were authorised 
to raise money for the purpose of completing thcir 
undertaking, cither among themselves, or by the 
«wdmission of new members, or by granting annuities 
for term. of years, or for life. The Act did not con- 
tain any provision that the annuities should or 
should not be redeemable. The co., however, in 
the original grant, reserved to themselves a power 
of redemption :—Held : under these circumstances, 
that an auctioneer putting up to sale one of these 
annuities, was bound, in his particulars of sale, 
to describe it as a redeemable annuity. 

It is true that an annuily may be redeemable 
but it is not necessarily so; & it is not redeemable, 
unless there be a special provision to that effect 
in the deed granting it (ABBOT, C.J.)._-COVERLEY 
v. BURRELL (1821), 5 B. & Ald. 257; 106 E. R. 


1186. 
A uaencn :—Mentd. Grosvenor v. Green (1858), 28 L. J. Ch. 


823. Parol evidence not admissible—To prove 
J.— VOL. XXXIX. 


right to redeem.|—-Grant of annuity bill filed to 
redeem, suggesting that it was part of the agree- 
ment that it should be redeemable, but the agree- 
ment left out of the deed, on the idea that if 
inserted the transaction would be usurious; parol 
evidence offered to this, but not admitted to 
contradict the deed, not being charged to have 
been omitted by fraud.—1IRNHAM v. CHILD (1781), 
1 Bro. C. C. 92; 2 Dick. 554; 28 E. R. 1006, L. C. 


Annotations :-—Consd. Townshend v. Stangroom (1801), 6 

Ves. 328; Fe Marlborough, Davis v. Whitehead, (1894] 

2 Ch. 133. Mentd. Cripps v. Jee (1793), 4 Bro. C. C. 472; 

Bonnett v. Sadler (1808), 14 Ves. 526; Squire v, Campbell 
1 My. & Cr. 459; Fowler v. Fowler (1859), 4 De 

_& d. 250; Jervis v. Berridge (1873), 8 Ch. App. 351; 

decors v. Batavia & General Plantations Trust, [1924] 1 

Ch. 287. 

824. -]}—Parol evidence that it was 
part of the agreement for an annuity, that it should 
be redeemable, although not made part of the con- 
tract in writing, refused to be admitted.—Port- 
MORE (LORD) v. Morris (1787), 2 Bro. C. C. 2193 
29 BE. hk. 122. : 

Annotations :—Consd, Haynes ». Haro (1791), 1 Hy. Bl. 659 ; 

Townshend v, Stungroom (1801), 6 Ves, 328. 


825. - .I—Parol evidence to prove that 
an annuity was intended to be redeemable, no 
such covenant being in the deed, is inadmissible.— 
HARE v. SHEARWOOD (1790), 3 Bro. C. C. 1683; 1 


Ves. 241; 29 E. BR. 470. 
Ataialion :— Consd. Townshend v, Stangroom (1801), 6 Ves. 
328. 


826. J—A. grants an annuity for his 
own life to B., to secure which, a bond & warrant 
are given, & judgment entered. B. dies. After 
his death, the ct. will not admit evidence of a parol 
agreement between the parties that A. should be 
at liberty to redeem the annuity on certain terms, 
especially if it be the evidence of the attorney 
concerned, as a ground to order the securities to 
be given up, & satisfaction entered on the judg- 
ment.—HAYNES v. HARE (1791), 1 Hy. Bl. 659 ; 
126 EK. QR. 376. 

Duration of annuity.|—Sec Part 1V., Sect. 1, 
sub-sect. 2, B., ante. 




















(6) By Order of Court. 

827. Default in payment after decree—Annuity 
becomes irredeemable—Loss of right to set aside.|— 
A decree in a suit to redeem an annuity having 
been made, that, in default of payment by pltf., 
the annuity should be irredeemable, pltf. was 
restrained from proceeding at law to set aside 
the annuity deed.— FLIGHT v. CHAMBRE (1849), 14 
Jur. 123. 

828. Ascertainment of value—Amount of 23 per 
cent. government stock.]— Where an annuitant, 
entitled to a perpetual annuity properly secured, is 
willing to receive a present payment of cash in lieu 
of his annuity, the amount of such cash payment 
ought to be such a sum as, at the price of the day, 
will purchase 24 per cent. govt. stock sufficient 
to produce the annuity, excluding any charge for 
brokerage.—Hicks v. Ross, [1891] 3 Ch. 499; 60 
L. J. Ch. 853; 65 L. T. 200; 40 W. R. 172. 
attelin Beads Ite Hollins, Hollins v. Hollins, [1918] 


(c) By Agreement. 

829. Agreement by third party to redeem— 
Absence of consideration.|—The son granted an 
annuity secured upon a living, of which he was 
incumbent & his father patron. The annuitant 
having proceeded to a sequestration of the living, 
for payment of his arrears, the father assured him, 
that he would sell the advowson & redeem the 
annuity out of the proceeda of the sale; & the 
annuitant, relying on that assurance, withdrew 

O 
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the sequestration ; subsequently the advowson 
was sold, & the son vacated the living, so as to 
defeat the annuitant’s security :—Held: the 
annuitant could not compel the father to perform 
his agreement to redeem, inasmuch as that agree- 
ment was an agreement without consideration.— 

SIMPSON v. HILL (1823), 2 L. J. O. 8S. Ch. 32. 

830. Payment to third party— With whom 
annuitant living-—By authority of gist ee 
By aseparation deed dated Apr. 22, 1797, A. the 
husband, covenanted with C., to pay B. the wife, 
during her life, into her proper hands, for her 
separate use, or to such persons as she should 
by any note in writing signed with her proper hand 
appoint, notwithstanding coverture, the yearly 
sum of £163 16s., by weekly payments of £3 3s. 
‘he deed contained a proviso for redemption of 
the annuity, on payment by A. to his wife, ‘‘ to 
& for her separate use,’’ of £1,000, & all arrears of 
the annuity then due. In Nov. 1797, A. gave D., 
with whom B. lived, a bond & warrant of attorney 
for £1,400, & interest, payable in 1799; & in his 
answer to a bill filed by A. in 1800, to restrain 
proceedings at law upon those securities, C. 
admitted, that as to £1,000, the consideration was 
the sum agreed to be paid by A. for the redemption 
of the annuity; & upon A.’s death the bond & 
warrant of attorney were found amongst his 
papers. In covenant by E., the administrator of 
C., against F. the exor. of A., to recover thirty- 
nine years’ arrears of the annuity, I’. pleaded that 
A. had, unter the proviso, paid to B. for her separate 
use, £1,000 & all arrears. At the tria:, the judge 
told the jury that the absence of any payment or 
claim for thirty-nine years, though not conclusive 
was evidence for their consideration, whether the 
annuity had been extinguished by payment of 
the £1,000 & arrears, under the proviso; & that, 
if the bond & warrant of attorney were given to 
TI). by the authority of A. & for her use, for the 
£1,000, & the money thereby secured was actually 
paid to D. or to his personal representative, such 
payment was a payment to B., within the issue :— 
Held: the direction was correct.—BOsTocK v. 
HuME (1844), 7 Man. & G. 893; 8 Scott, N. R. 
590; 13 L. J. C. P. 225; 135 E. R. 362, Ex. Ch. 

831. Offer to redeem made in _  pleadings— 
Whether court will enforce.|—The persons entitled 
to three annuities offered by their bill to redeem 
the six prior annuitants :—Held: it was in the 
discretion of the ct. whether it would enforce 
against pltf. an offer made by his bill, & under the 
circumstances of the present case, the offer ought 
not to be so enforced.—KNIGHT v. BOWYER (1858), 
2DeG.&J.421; 271. J. Ch. 520; 31L. T. O.S. 
287; 4 Jur. N.S. 569; 6 W. R. 565; 44 HE. R. 
1053, I..JJ.3 subsequent proceedings (1859), 4 
De G. & J. 619, L. JJ. 

Annotations :—Consd. Hunt v. Luck, [1901] 1 Ch. 45; 
Re Jordison, Raine v. Jordison, [1922] 1 Ch. 440. Refd. 
Kast Stonehouse U. C. v. Willoughby, [1902] 2 K. B. 318. 
Mentd. Radcliffe v. Anderson (1860), KE. B. & E. 819; 
Dickinson v, Burrell, Dickinson ». Burrell, Stourton v. 
Poa ara L. R. 1 Kq. 337; Bagnall v. Carlton (1877), 
882. Notice of intention to redeem—Payment 

to ss Ya of annuitant—Waiver of notice.|—By the 

deed securing an annuity which A. had granted to 

b., who resided abroad, power was given to A. to 

redeem the annuity upon paying a certain sum of 

money, & giving B. six months’ notice in writing. 
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f. Release obtained by fraud—Whether 
commtttce of lunatic may impeach 


390.— CAN. 


&. Release b 
undcr settleme 


rclease.|—Ite MoSukrnuy (1861), 10 Gr. 


letter — Of annuity 
—LHffect of.}—LANGLEY 
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C., who was B.’s general agent in this country, 
received the redemption mou from 44-5 
delivered up to him the annuity eed without the 
notice required by the deed, & B., in fact, had oe 
notice whatever that the money was & out to be 
aid. C. had a general authority to invest & also 
receiveaprincipal moneys as well as interest for 
B. :—Held: C. had, therefore, authority to waive 
the stipulation as to notice, & to receive the 
redemption money as he did for B.—WEBBER Vv. 
GRANVILLE (1860), 30 L. J. C. P. 92 ; 7 Jur. N.S. 
420. 
838. Construction of agreement — Grant of 
second annuity—Variation of right to redeem first 
annuity—Revival of right on cesser of second 
annuity.|—In 1838 pltf., then a widow, in con- 
sideration of £4,990, agreed to grant to C. an 
annuity of £538 during her life, & by the deed of 
grant, C. covenanted that if pltf. should at any 
time be desirous of repurchasing the annuity, C. 
would, on receiving all arrears on the annuity of 
£538, accept £4,990 in full for such repurchase. 
Pltf. afterwards married K., & in 1845 K., in con- 
sideration of £1,000, granted to C. another annuity 
of £133 5s. during the joint lives of pltf. & himself ; 
& at the same time it was agreed between K. & U. 
that ©. would accept the reduced sum of £480 
instead of £538 on the first annuity, provided K. 
would not redeem one of the annuities without 
redeeming both. The reduced sum of £480 was 
aid & received up to K.’s death in 1861. Pltf. 
hen gave notice to C. of her desire to redeem the 
first annuity :—Held: upon the construction of 
the agreement, upon the death of K. the right of 
C, to the full amount of £538 revived ; upon each 
transaction, when the reduced sum was paid & 
received, all question of arrears was concluded 7 & 
hence pltf. was entitled to repurchase the annuity 
on payment of £4,990 & arrears since the death of 
K. at the rate of £538 ; but without paying arrears 
in respect of the difference between £538 & £480 
during the joint lives of herself & K.—KING v. 
OHAPILIN (1863), 9 L. T. 45; 9 Jur. N.S. 984. 
Mortgage by way of annuity deed.]—See Monr- 
GAGE, Vol. XXXV., pp. 271, 272, Nos. 285-291. 
Right to policy to secure annuity.|—See JINSUR- 
ANCE, Vol. XXI1X., pp. 380, 381, Nos. 3047-3053. 
Presumption from non-payment.]——Sce No. 830, 
ante. 
Duration of annuity.|—Sce Part IV., Sect. 1, 
sub-sect. 2, B., ante. 


(d) Application of Redemption Money. 


834. Consolidated Fund Permanent Charges 
Redemption Act, 1873 (c. 44)—Annuity granted by 
statute—Purchase of land in City of London.j|— 
Re MARLBOROUGH’S (DUKE) PENSION (1894), 10 
T. L. R. 402 


B. Release. 

835. General release—Of all actions -—— Affects 
arrears only.|—ANON. (1582), Godb. 11, pl. 17; 
78 E.R. 7. 

836. .|—A release of all actions 
shall not discharge the growing arrears of an 
annuity.—TUKE v. CHEEK & CASTREL (1602), Cro. 
Eliz, 897; 78 EB. R. 1120. 

837. Release by parol——Annuity created by 
deed.]—CuriT v. JACKSON, No. 979, post. 

838. Right to obtain release—When sequestra- 
tion issued against annuitant.|—-The ct. has no 














». LANGLEY (1840), 2 I. Hq. R. 313.-— 
IR. 


h. Release given by illiterate person— 
Whether set astde when consideration 
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jurisdiction to order, upon motion, a person not a 
party to the cause, to pay into ct. the arrears of 
an annuity granted by him to deft. against whom a 
sequestration has issued for want of a sufficient 
answer, unless the grantor has, by his conduct, 
waived the objection to the jurisdiction. But he 
may, notwithstanding, & without applying for 
the leave of the ct. obtain from the grantee a 
release of the annuity.-—-JOHNSON v. CHIPPINDALL 
(1828), 2 Sim. 65; 57 BE. R. 711. 


Annotat Refd. Wilson v. Metcalfe (1839), 8 L. J. Ch. 


10Ons :— 
331; Ward v. Booth (1872), L. R. 14 Kg. 195: Re Slade, 


Slade v. Hulme (1881), 18 Ch. D. 653; Craig v. Craig & 
Hamp, [1896] P. 171. 

839. What amounts to release—Deed not neces- 
sary.|——A. having, in 1835, granted to B. an annuity 
of £150, for twenty-one years, with certain allow- 
ances to B. on the sale by him of spirits made by 
A., by a deed containing a proviso that when the 
allowances should exceed £400 a year, the annuity 
should not be payable so long as those allowances 
exceeded £400 a year, by a memorandum 1n writing, 
in 1836, without deed, it was agreed that in 
consideration of B.’s relinquishing the annuity, 
A. should pay to B. £300 a year, from a certain 
day, for seven years, in lieu thereof. In a letter 
addressed by A. to B., in 1838, & assented to by B., 
A. declared that B. was entitled under the deed 
to certain specified allowances, not to be less than 
£400 a year, or to be made up to that amount, & 
that B. was to receive £300 a year over & above all 
other allowances under the agreement of 1836, 
so as to yield him together not less than £700 a 
year :—Held: (1) that B. was entitled under the 
agreement of 1836, taken by itself, to the £300 a 
year, irrespectively of the amount of allowances 
receivable by him; (2) no release of the annuity 
by deed was necessary; & abstaining from 
demanding or receiving the annuity was a sufficient 
relinqguishment.—HomgE v. Bootu (1842), 3 Man. 
& G. 709; 4 Scott, N. R. 526; 11 L. J.C. P. 74; 
133 HK. R. 1325. 

840. Annuity not paid or received—After 
agreement substituting new annuity..—HompE v. 
Bootu, No. 839, ante. 

841. Release executed by mistake—Transaction 
set aside.|—A. executed a bond to B. & C., con- 
ditioned for payment of an annuity of £100 to D. 
for life, & assigned an annuity of £120 for the life 
of M. & a policy of insurance for £700 on M.’s life, 
to B. & C., upon certain trusts for further securing 
the annuity of £100. M. died, & A. died shortly 
afterwards, having, as was then believed, received 
the £700 & applied it to his own use. Shortly 
afterwards D., in consideration of £500, released 
A.’s personal representative & B. & C. from the 
annuity of £100 & the securities for it. Some years 
afterwards it was discovered that A. had placed 
the £700 in a bank, in the names of B. & C., where 
it still remained :—Held: the release having been 
executed under a mistake was inoperative, & the 
£700 remained impressed with the trusts for 
securing the annuity of £100.—HorE v. BECHER 
(1842), 12 Sim. 465; 11 L. J. Ch. 153; 6 Jur. 93; 
59 H.R. 1211. 

Annotations :—Refd. Fitzgerald v. Fitzgerald (1868), L. R. 
2P.C.83. Mentd. Rogersv. Acaster (1851), 14 Beav. 445 ; 
Widgery v. Tepper (1877), 5 Ch. D. 516. 

842. Release obtained by fraud—Agent of 
grantor withholding purchase-money—Release left 
in possession of agent.|—The grantor of an annuity 
entrusted T. with a sum of money for the purpose 
of redeeming it. T., without paying the money, 





inadequate.]}—A release of an annuity, | soveral years ; 
given by an illiterate person without inadequate as 
professional tance, & for inade- 


quate consideration, was set aside after 


the 
to deft., by whose s0 om 328 Y 
covenant the annuity was secured, M‘MINN (1846), 9 I. Hq. R. 526.—IR. 
although, considering the neture of 
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obtained from the grantee a deed of release of the 
annuity. The grantee, however, did not sign any 
receipt for the money. T., who acted in the whole 
transaction as the agent of both parties, retained 
the money, & for the purpose of concealing his 
fraud, continued the payment of the annuity. He 
afterwards died insolvent:—Held: under the 
particular circumstances of the case the grantor 
was not discharged.—VANDELEUR v. BLAGRAVE 
(1847), 17 L. J. Ch. 45; 10 L. T. O. S. 2615 11 


Jur. 935, L. C. 
Annotation :— Consd. Wall v. Cockerell (1860), 29 L. J. Ch. 
6. 


843. —— Annuity deed delivered to 
grantor.|—In 1842, pltf. granted an annuity, & 
one solr., C., acted on behalf of both parties. In 
July, 1845, an arrangement was made between 
pltf.’s solr. & C., who was supposed by him to be 
still acting as the solr. of the annuitant, that 
£9,850 was to be paid to C., as the agent of the 
parties entitled to the annuity, & thereupon a 
release was to be executed of the annuity. On 
Sept. 24 following, pltf.’s solr. paid to C. part of 
the £9,850, but C. not having possessed himself of 
the securities which were on that occasion to be 
delivered up, a new arrangement was made for a 
temporary delay; & on Oct. 4 following, the twu 
solrs. met to complete the transaction, when the 
residue of the £9,850 was paid by pltf.’s solr. to C., 
& the annuity deed, which had been previously 
given by the annuitant to C., and the memorandum 
of the judgment which had been entered up were 
delivered up by C., but no release of the annuity 
was executed by the annuitant. In May, 1846, 
the annuitant employed another solr., who made 
application for payment of the annuity, as if 
nothing had transpired touching the redemption 
or re-purchase of it. On bill filed by pltf. to 
restrain proceedings at law to obtain the payment 
of arrears of the annuity, notwithstandi the 
denial by the annuitant in his answer of C. having 
any authority to enter into any arrangement for 
the purchase of the annuity, the proceedings at 
law were restrained upon pltf. paying into ct. the 
amount of the annuity due & to become due from 
time to time, & undertaking forthwith to bring 
an action at law against the annuitant to try the 
question of C.’s authority to make the arrangement 
for the purchase of the annuity, the annuitant 
admitting the tender by pltf. of a release of the 
ay eee v. SWINDALL (1847), 16 L. J. 

th. 165. 

Presumption from non-payment.]|— See No. 879, 
post. ° 

Duration of annuity.|—See Part IV., Sect. 1, 
sub-sect. 2, B., ante. 





C’. Rescission. 
(a) In What Cases Set Aside. 


844. Inadequacy of price.|—An annuity being 
purchased for four years’ purchase, on a life of 
thirty, subject slightly to the gout, set aside for 
inadequacy of price.—HEATHCOTE v. PAIGNON 
(1787), 2 Bro. C. C.167; 29 EB. R. 96, L. C. 
Annotations :— d. Grifith v. Spratley (1787), 1 Cox, 

vo 383; Gibson v. Jeyes (1801), 6 Ves. 266; Low 

v. Barchard (1803), 8 Ves. 133 ; are v. Horwood (1807), 

14 Ves. 28; Hz p. Thistlewood (1812), 19 Ves. 236. Apld. 

Douglas v. Culverwell (1861), 3 Giff. 251. fd. Day v. 

Newman (1788), 2 Cox, Eq. Cas. 77; Hoffman v. Cooke 

(1800), 5 Vos. 623 ; Underhill v. Horwood (1804), 10 Ves. 

209; Pennell v. Millar (1857), 23 Beav. 172; Falcke »v, 

Gray (1859), 4 Drew. 651. 


ce being held the socurley: it might not have been 


-— GARVE v. 
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845. ——-.]—BarNnarRpD v. FLIntT (1793), 3 
Anst. 733, n.; 145 E.R. 1022, n. 

846. -]—Mere inadequacy of value is not 
a sufficient ground to set aside an annuity.— 
age v. PHILIPS (1796), 3 Anst. 732; 145 E. R. 

847, .|—An annuity cannot be sect aside 
upon mere inadequacy of price; which can be 
applied only as evidence of fraud. The notion of 
a market price, ascertained in the usual way upon 
the principle of calculation at an insurance office, 
is not a just criterion of the value. Therefore a 
bill to set aside an annuity, the circumstances not 
amounting to fraud, was dismissed with costs.— 
Low v. BARCHARD (1803), 8 Ves. 183; 32 E.R. 
303, L. C. 

848. ——— Onus on grantor to prove transaction 
fair.|—If a legatee agrees to sell to the exor. of the 
will his legacy for an annuity, the burden will lic 
on the exor. to show that there was no unfairness 
in the transaction. Re Birws’ Estate, GRAY v. 
WARNER (1873), L. R. 16 Hq. 577; 42 LL. J. Ch. 
556; 28 L. T. 835; 21 W. R. 808. 

Aenea :—Mentd. Harloc v. Harloc (1875), 44 lL. J. Ch. 


849. Sale by solicitor to client.}—Sale of an 
annuity by an attorney to his client sct aside 
under the circumstances.—GIBSON v. JEYES 
(1801), 6 Ves. 266; 31 E. R. 1044, L. C. 

Annotations -—Consd. Holman v. Loynes (1854), 4 De G. M. 
& G. 270; Moody vw. Cox & Hatt, [1917] 2 Ch. 71. Refd. 
Morse v. Royal (1806), 12 Ves. 355 ; Cane v. Allen (1814), 
2 Dow, 289 ;' Adamson v. Evitt (1830), 9 L. J. O. 8. Ch. 1; 
Hunter v. Atkins (1834), Coop. temp. Brough. 164; Dent 
v. Bonnett (1839), 4 My. & Cr. 269; Edwards v. Meyrick 
(1842), 2 Hare, 60; Cooke v. Lamotte (1851), 15 Beav. 
234; Hoghton v. Hoghton (1852), 15 Beav. 278 ; Barnard 
v. Hunter (1856), 28 L. T. O. S. 152; Savery v. King 
(1856), 6 H. L. Cas. 627; Waters v. Thorn (1856), 22 
Beav. 547; Johnson v. Fesemeyer (1858), 3 De G. & J. 
13; Gresley v. Mousley (1859), 4 De G. & J. 78; Smith 
v. Kay eee 7H. L. Cas. 751; King v, Anderson (1874), 
23 W. R. 196; Pisani v. As-G. for Gibraltar (1874), L. KR. 
5 P. C. 516; Widgery v. Tepper (1877), 38 L. T. 434; 
Krlanger v. New Sombrero Phosphate Co. (1878), 3 App. 
Cas. 1218; Ward v. Sharp (1884), 63 L. J. Ch. 313; 
Plowright _. Lambert (1885), 52 L. T. 646; Luddy's 
Trustee v. Peard (1886), 33 Ch. D.500 ; Readdy v. Prender- 
gast (1886), 55 L. T. 767; Liles v. Terry (1895), 12 T. L. R. 
26:3 Lagunas Nitrate Co. v. Lagunas Syndicate, [1899] 
2 Ch. 392; #te Rogerstone Brick & Stone Co., Southall v. 
Wescomb, [1919] 1 Ch. 110. Mentd. Lovesy v. Smith 
(1880), 49 L. J. Ch. 809; Bischoft’s Trusteo v. Frank 
(1903), 89 L. T. 188. 

850. Retention of part of consideration money— 
By agent for both parties.]|—If the person employed 
by the grantor of an annuity to raise money, & 
by the grantee to pay the consideration, retain any 
part of it for a debt due to himself from the grantor, 
«& for the expenses of deeds, the ct. will set aside the 
annuity on payment of principal & interest, though 
the grantee is not privy to the retainer.—CALTON 
v. PORTER (1824), 2 Bing. 370; 9 Moore, C. P. 
703; 8L.J.0.8.C. P. 43; 1380 E. R. 348. 
Annotations :—Distd. Barber v. Thomas (1849), 7 C. B. 612. 

Refd. Jones v. Silberschildt (1826), 4 Bing. 26; Aberdein 

v, Jerdan (1850), 20 L. J. Q. B. 111. 

851. Payment to agent of grantee.]— 
To induce the ct. to set aside a warrant of attorney 
given to secure an annuity, on the ground of an 
improper returning or retaining of part of the 
consideration money, the fact of such returning or 
retaining must be distinctly & unequivocally 
swornto. | 

At the time of executing an annuity deed, the 
grantor, an attorney, received the full amount of 
the consideration money, £170, & immediately 
paid thereout £8 6s. 6d. for the costs of preparing 
the securities & enrolling the memorial, £20 
to the grantee’s agent, in satisfaction of a liability 
to him, the agent, upon a bill of exchange drawn 
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by the grantor upon & accepted by his father, & 
which wie within a week of maturity :—Held: 
this was not such a transaction as would warrant 
the ct. in setting aside the securities eleven years 
after the date of the grant.—BARBER v. THOMAS 
(1849), 7 C0. B. 612; 137 E. R. 248. 

852. Grant obtained by undue influence.]— 
Grant of an annuity fraudulently obtained by a 
person having a spiritual ascendancy over & woman, 
who was under a state of religious delusion, set 
aside upon principles of public policy.—NORTON 
v. RELLY (1764), 2 Eden, 286; 28 E. R. 908, L. C. 
Annotations -—Retd. Nottidge v. Prince (1860), 2 Giff. 246; 

Alleard v. Skinner (1887), 36 Ch. D, 145. 

Undue influence generally.]—See CONTRACT, Vol. 
XIT., pp. 98 et seq. 

Failure of consideration.|—See CONTRACT, Vol. 
XII., p. 224, Nos. 1859, 1860. 


(b) Recovery of Purchase Price. 


853. When recoverable—Contract executed.]-— 
Where A. purchased an annuity for his life, which 
was regularly paid up to the time of his death, 
but no memorial of the grant of annuity was 
enrolled :—Held: A.’s extrix. could not, on that 
ground, insist that the contract was void, & 
recover back the consideration money paid for 
the annuity. 

Where the grantor of an annuity avoids it on the 
ground of non-compliance with the statute, the 
grantee also has a right to treat it as void & to 
recover back his money, & there is a great difference 
also where the grantee still has power to avoid the 
annuity. But here the contract has been fully 
executed as in Andree v. Fletcher (1789), 3 Term 
Rep. 266, & there are many strong cases respecting 
illegal wagers, where it has been held that money 
actually paid over cannot be recovered back 
(HOLROYD, J.).—DAVIS v. BRYAN (1827), 6 B. & C. 
651; 9 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 726; 6L. 3.0.8. K. B. 
237; 108 E. R. 591. 

Annotations :—Refd. Molton v. Camroux (1849), 4 Exch. 17; 

ZJte London Celluloid Co, (1888), 39 Ch. D, 190. 

854. What amount recoverable—Whole amount.| 
—Where an annuity is rescinded after it has been 
paid for some time, the purchaser is entitled to 
receive back his whole purchase-money.—BEAaAv- 
CHAMP v. BoRRET (1792), Peake, 148; 170 BE. RR. 
110, N. P. 

Annotations :—Dbtd. Hicks . Hicks (1802), 3 Mast, 16. 

Refd. Bromley v. Holland (1802), 7 Ves. 3. 

855. Less payments by grantor.]— 
Where an annuity is sct aside & an action brought 
for the money an account is always taken of all 
money received under the annuity.—ByYNE v. 
VIVIAN (1800), 5 Ves. 604; 31 E. R. 762, L. C. 
Annotations :-—Distd. Bromley v. Holland (1800), 5 Ves, 

610. Folld. Holbrook 7. Sharpey (1812), 19 Ves. 131. 

Refd. ane v. Howden (1837), 3 My. & Cr. 97; Mans- 

tield v. Ogle (1855), 1 Jur. N.S. 415. 


856. .|—Where the grantee of 
an annuity, set aside for a defective registry, brings 
an action for money had & received to recover 
back the consideration money paid for it, the 
grantor may set off the payments made in respect 
of such annuity, though for more than six years 
unless pltf. reply the Statute of Limitations.— 
Hicks v. Hicks (1802), 8 East, 16; 102 E.R. 502. 
Annotations :—Consd. Holbrook v. Sarai § (1812), 19 Ves. 
131. Distd. Davis v. Bryan (1827), 6 B.& C. 651. Consd. 

Cowper v. Godmond (1833), 3 Moo. & S. 219. 

857. -}—-The Ct. of Ch. has 
jurisdiction, even after the grantor of an annuity 
has twice failed at law in his attempts to set aside 
the annuity, to declare it void & order the securities 
to be delivered up, & the payments of the annuity 
from the date of it to be deducted from the 
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consideration paid for it. ‘The price paid by the 
grantee, & not that by the assignee, is to be taken 
in the account.—BRomMLrEyY v. HOLLAND, TYRRELL 
& OAKDEN (1802), Coop. G.9; 7 Ves.3; 35 E.R. 
458, L. C. 

Annotations :—Consd, Low v. Barchard (1803), 8 Ves. 133, 


Apld. Ware v. Horwood (1807), 14 Vex. 28. Consd. 
A v. Hadden (1817), 2 Mer. 164; Hawkins v. Hall 
(1897), Donnelly, 236. Refd. Dutt v. Atkinson (1803), 


3 Ves. 577; Holbrook v. Sharpey (1812), 19 Ves, 131 : 
Simpson v. Howden (1837), 3 My. & Cr. 973; Irving v. 
Thompson (1839), 9 Sim. 17; Mansfield v. Ogle (1855), 
24 L. J. Ch. 450. Mentd. Brisbune v. Dacres (1813), 5 
t ; Luke ». South Kensington Hotel Co. (1877), 
a ; Brooking v. Maudslay & Field (1888), 38 








858. —— a ati ranedaed on setting aside 
an annuity, for want of a memorial registered, an 
account of the consideration, with interest & costs, 
& of all the annual payments: the balance on 
either side to be paid ; the securities delivered up ; 
é& a reconveyance.— HOLBROOK v. SHARPEY (1812), 
19 Ves. 131, 34 EB. R. 467. 








859. Price paid by grantee—Not by trans- 
feree.|— BROMLEY v. HOLLAND, TYRRELL & OAK- 
DEN, No. 857, ante. 

860. Cost of conveyances — Allowed.|-—~ 





Where an annuity was ordered to be set aside on 
the terms of an account being taken before the 
prothonotary, who was to ascertain what sum 
might be due from the grantor to the grantce in 
respect of principal & interest :—Held: the latter 
was entitled to be allowed the fair & reasonable 
disbursements for the conveyances, by which the 
annuity was secured, but he could not claim sums 
paid by him for insuring the life of the grantor, 
unless there had been a special provision in the 

deed to that effect.—WILLIAMSON v. GOOLD (1823), 

1 Bing. 316; 8 Moore, C. P. 324; 130 HE. RR. 128. 
861. ——— Cost of insuring life of grantor—Not 

allowed—In absence of special provision.|—-WIL- 

LIAMSON v. GOOLD, No. 860, ante. 

862. Nature of remedy—Money had & received 
—When available.|—-The Stat. Limitations is no 
bar to an action brought to recover back the 
consideration paid for an annuity, notwithstanding 
more than six years have elapsed since the date of 
the grant, where the grantor, having for some years 
paid the annuity without objection, has, within 
six years from the commencement of the action, 
elected to avoid the annuity by reason of a 
defective memorial. Money had & received is 
the proper form of action in such a case.—COWPER 
v. GODMOND (1833), 9 Bing, 748; 3 Moo. & S. 
219; 2L. J.C. P. 162; 1381 E.R. 795. 

_{nnotations :-—-Apld. Churchill v. Bertrand (1842), 3 Q. B. 
568; Huggins vw. Coates (1843), 5 Q. B. 432; Molton «. 
Camroux (1849), 4 Jixeh. 17. 

863. —~—~— Tender of old deeds unneces- 
sary.|——The grantee of a void annuity, on account 
of an informality in the deeds, cannot maintain 
an action for money had & received to recover 
back the money, until he has demanded fresh deeds 
from the grantor. But it is not necessary for the 
grantee to tender back the old deeds previous to 
the commencement of such action.—-WIDDLE v. 
LynAM (1795), Peake, Add. Cas. 30; 170 EK. R. 
183; sub nom. WEDDEL v. LYNAM & JONES, 1 
Esp. 309, N. P. 

Annotations :—Consd. Waters v. Mansell (1810), 3 Taunt. 
56. Apld. Cowper v. Godmond (1833), 3 Moo. & 8. 219. 
864. I—To entitle the grantee 

of an annuity to recover back the price, as money 

had & received, it is sufficient if the grantor has 
communicated to the grantee that there are defects 
in the memorial, & has treated for a compromise on 
the ground of the annuity being void, although 
the grantee neither demands payment of the arrears, 
nor tenders new securities, nor delivers up the old 
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ones, before he sues; & although the grantor has 
taken no active measures to set aside the securities. 
—WATERS v. MANSELL (1810), 3 Taunt. 56; 128 
kK. R. 23. 

non :—Apld. Cowper v. Godmond (1833), 9 Bing. 


865. —— Not on avoidance by adminis- 
trator of grantor.|—Intestate granted an annuity 
to pltf. After his death, his administratrix caused 
the annuity to be vacated for a defect in the 
memorial. Pltf., to recover the balance of con- 
sideration money, brought indebitatus assumpsit 
against the administratrix for money had & 
received by the intestate to pltf.’s use, stating 
promises by intestate & by deft. :—Held: although 
a right to recover the consideration money became 
vested in pltf. on the refusal to continue the annuity, 
such right did not go back, by relation, to the 
time when that money was originally paid: & 
therefore counts in the above forms were not 
applicable.-—CHURCHILL v. BERTRAND (1842), 3 
Q. B. 568; 2 Gal. & Dav. 548; 11 L. J. Q. B. 270; 
G Jur. 855; 114 E.R. 625. 

.{nnotation :—Refd. Molton v. Camroux (1849), 4 Exch. 17. 

866. ——— Security set aside ——- Validity of 
annuity not affected.|—IJf{ any one of the securities 
for an annuity be set aside, the grantce nay recover 
back the purchase money in an action for money 
had & received, for failure of consideration. Though 
it does not appear on what ground the security 
was set aside, nor whether the objection to it 
affects the validity of the annuity. As, where a 
rule was obtained by the grantor to set aside the 
warrant of attorney & proceedings thereon, on 
grounds some of which would, & some would not, 
affect the validity of the annuity ; & the rule was 
made absolute in terms not showing which objection 
prevailed ; & no evidence was given on the point.— 
Huaeains v. COATES (1848), 5 Q. B. 4823; 1 Dav. 
& Mer. 483; 13 L J. Q. B. 46; 2L 7. O.S. 











227; 8 Jur. 334; 114 EH. R. 18133 previous 
proceedings (1842), 1 Dowl. N.S. 827. 
867. Lien.] — BAZZELGETTI v, BATTINE, 


BATYVINE v. BAZZELGETTI (1818), 2 Swan. 156, n. ; 
36 K. R. 5763 sub nom. BOSALQuET v. BATTIE, 
cited in 2 Wils. Ch. at p. 151, i. C. 

sinnotations :-—Distd. Davis v. Marlborough (1819), 2 Wils, 

Ch. 130. Consd. Knight v. Bowyer (1858), 2 De G. & J. 

421. Refd. Pelly ». Wathen (1849), 7 Hare, 351. 

868. .| —Qu.: where an estate '' & 
all woods ”’ upon it are demis«d for a term, without 
express words making the termor dispunishable 
of waste, upon trust by different specified ways & 
means, including “ felling timber,’ to raise & pay 
an annuity when in arrear, whether this gives the 
annuitant any interest in the timber, or operates 
as a mere personal agreement. 

It has been decided in the ct., that though at 
law, when an annuity is set aside, the annuitant 
may, on giving credit for the payments of the 
annuity which he has received, recover back the 
price of the annuity, & notwithstanding a party 
cannot on general principles be relieved in this 
ct., unless he does what is equitable, yet that when 
an annuity is set aside in this ct. for non-compliance 
with the Act, the annuitant has no lien on the 
estate for the price of the annuity (LORD ELpon, 
C.).—DAviIs v. MARLBOROUGH (DUKE) (1819), 
4 wae Ch. 180; 2 Swan. 108; 37 HE. R. 258, 


Annotations :—Refd. Pelly v. Wathen (1849), 7 Hare, 351: 
Mansfield v. Ogle (1855), 24 L. J. Ch. 450. Mentd. Cooper 
vo. Reilly (1829), 2 Sim. 560; Portmore v. Taylor (1831), 
4 Sim. 182; King ». Hamlet (1835), 9 Bli. N. S. 575; 
Paynter v. Carew (1854), Kay, App. XXXVI.; Bromley 
v. Smith, Boustead vw. Bromley, Smith v. Bromley (1859), 
26 Beav. 644; Webster v. Cooke (1867), 36 L. J. Ch. 753: 
O’Rorke v. Bolingbroke (1877), 2 App. Cas. 814; Fry v. 
Lane, Re Fry, Whittet v. Bush (1888), 40 Ch. D. 312. 
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Effect of Statutes of Limitation.|—See Limira- 
aes ACTIONS, Vol. XXXII., pp. 335, 336, Nos. 
~—200. 


(c) Practice. 


869. Claim by trustees for creditors—Necessity 
Of affidavit of circumstances from grantor—llle- 
gality of consideration.;—Where an annuity is 
sought to be set aside for an illegality in the pay- 
ment of the consideration, there must be an 
affidavit of the circumstances from the grantor 
himself,_-DARTNALL v. WELLESLEY (MARQUIS) 
(1822), 3 Brod. & Bing. 255; 7 Moore, C. P. 68; 
129 Ik. R, 1282. 


D. Presumption from Non-Payment. 


870. General rule— Limits as in Statute of 
Limitations..—To a bill filed for payment of a 
rentcharge, one of defts. pleaded twenty-six years’ 
possession without accounting for or paying over 
to pitf. any part of the rents & profits, Plea 
allowed ; but, under the circumstances, ordered 
to stand over till a co-deft. had answered, pleaded, 
or demurred. 

Cts. of equity will presume a release within the 
same limits of time, within which juries will be 
directed to presume it; whether any statute of 
limitations is applicable to the case or not.— 
BALDWIN v. PEACH (1835), 1 Y. & (. Fix. 453; 
160 E. R. 185. 

871. -—-— Long interval— Annuitant main- 
tained by party liable.|—Interest & an annuity 
‘payable by a brother to a sister presumed, after a 
long interval, to have been satisfied, she having 
lived with & been maintained & clothed by her 
brother.—_SHADBOLT v. VANDERPLANE (1861), 29 
Beav. 405; 654 E. R. 684, 

872. What period sufficient—Over forty years.] 
—SouTuHcot v, SouTHCOT (1636), 1 Rep. Ch. 108; 
21 HK. R. 521. 

878. ——— Over twenty years — Lands sold in 
period.|—BaALpwIN v. PROCTER (1636), 1 Rep. Ch. 
102; 21 B. Rh. 520. 

874. Purchaser with notice.|— Account 
of arrears of an annuity decreed against a pur- 
chaser with notice ; the length of time not being 
sufficient to raise a presumption of satisfaction.-— 
ee v. WILLIAMS (1799), 5 Ves. 130; 31 E.R. 
507. 

875. ——— Over thirty years— Lands sold in 
period.|—BALEs v. PROCTER (1639), 1 Rep. Ch. 
144; 21 E.R. 532. 

876. ~J—L. gives D. an annuity for 
life, she dics in 1718, & in 1740 a bill is brought by 
her representative for the arrears from 1708 to the 
death of D., the ct., from the length of time, 
pene it to be paid, & dismissed the bill with 
costs. 

Though it is a rule, that the statute of limitations 
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k. Merger—Conveyance to annuitant 
of gart of land— which annuity 
Cc Hig aw ecto eae v. GRAY (1888), 
SAE R. 321; Affd., 188. C. R. 553.— 








1. ——— By estoppel.}—RaDHEY LAL 
v. HESH- 4D (1885), I. L. 
vi Al . 864.— IND. 

m Annuity given by mort- 


gage deed—Mortgagee becoming ypur- 
chaser of equity of redemption.)— 
NARAIN v. SatJapDi BEGAM 


0. Eviction of 
LACHMI 
(1917), T. 1. Rt. 39 All. 700,—IND, 


annuity extinguish 





J-—A., by will, granted an 
eumulty oeerecanie on ao pouse, 
ree of which he afterwards conveye a 4 ‘nt t 
to annuitant Held: an ext he Power of annuitant to appoint to suns 
ment of the annuity ; either by analogy 
to the common law, which holds that a 
purchase by a grantee of a rentc 
of a portion of the land out of which 
R. it issues extinguishes the rent; or 
because the grant of the three houses 
revoked the will.—HEWSON v. CAROLIN 
(1852), 4 Ir. Jur. 214.—IR. 
lessee 
of extinguishment o 
»}——JONES v. KRAR- 
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will not run as to a legacy, yet it will not hold as 
to an annuity.—SMALLMAN v. HAMILTON (LORD) 
(1760), 2 Atk. 71; 26 E. R. 4438. 

877 ——.] —- WHITE v. PARNTHER, No. 


650, ante. 

——.]—Decree dismissing a bill for 
arrears of an annuity, on the ground of presumed 
satisfaction & lapse of time; varied by directing 
the bill to be retained for twelve months, pitt. 
to be at liberty to establish her claim in an action 
at law.—HAWORTH v. BoSToOcK (1842), 9 Cl. & Fin. 
59; 8 E.R. 337, H. L. 

879. ——— Seventeen years—Presumption of lost 
release.|—If, in an action of covenant for arrears 
of an annuity, deft. plead a release, lost by time 
& accident, &, to induce the jury to presume a 
release, show that the annuity was not paid for 
seventeen years, & that pltf. had borrowed money 
of the grantor of the annuity, & regularly paid him 
interest, without setting off the annuity. The 
jury ought not to find for deft., unless they are 
satisfied that there is fair ground for supposing, 
that, at some particular period during the seventcen 
years, pltf. actually executed a release of the 
annuity; &, to rebut the presumption of such a 
release, the jury may look at the situation of the 
parties, & take into their consideration the cir- 
cumstances of pltf. being a near relative of the 
grantor of the annuity, having large expectations 
from him, & of the grantor being a very old man, 
peremptory with his relatives, & very attentive to 
his pecuniary concerns.—BiacG v. RoBERTS (1827), 
3.0. & P. 43; 172 1. R. 315, N.P. 

880. Five years.}— A marricd woman 
being entitled to an annuity, charged on a planta- 
tion & residuary estate in Jamaica, devised to A., 
her husband, under an authority from A., received 
the produce of the estate from 1811 to 1816, & 
never accounted for it: during that period she 
never applied for any arrears of her annuity :— 
Held; the annuity must be presumed to have been 
satisfied.—CARTER v. ANDERSON (1830), 3 Sim. 
370; 8L. J. O. S. Ch. 91; 57 HE. R. 1036. 

881. Twenty-six years.]—— RALDWIN  v. 
Pracn, No. 870, ante. 

882. Thirty-nine years — Evidence of re- 
demption.]—-BostTocx v. Humg, No. 830, ante. 

883. Presumption of lost release—When raised 
-——Grounds for supposing release executed.|—- 
LBiae v. RoBERTS, No. 879, ante. 

884. ——— Circumstances rebutting presump- 
tion.]|—BiaG v. ROBERTS, No. 879, ante. 

Effect of Statutes of Limitation.]|—See Part IX., 

vost. 
: Effect of laches.| —See Part VIII., Sect. 3, pos/. 

















E. Other Cases 


885. Death of grantee.|—If the grantee of an 
annuity die before the money becomes due, the 
payment is discharged.— PRICE v. WILLIAMS (1595), 
Cro. Eliz. 380 ; 78 E. R. 627. 

886. Death of grantor.;—An annuity pro 


NEY (1841), 4 I. Mq. R. 74.—IR. 
p. Annuity to nephew of testatrix 


—Failure to exercise appointment 
Effect of.}—Re SMITH’s ESTATE, WHITE- 
STONE ARRISON, PETITIONERS, 
[1905} 11. R. 453.—IR. 

q. Gift yf Mar y to daughter until 
marrtage—Proviso for cesser of the 
annuity on marriage.J—Re BARELIE, 
M‘CALMONT ¥v. BARKLIE, [1917] 1 I. R. 
1._— e 

xr. Oharge on life estate—Death of life 
tenant—Whether annuity discharged.) 


Sor purposes 
annutity— Whether 
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concilio, etc., to the grantee for his life not 
determined by the death of the grantor.—WARNE- 
FORD v. GILES (1597), as reported in Noy, 70; 
74 E.R. 1038. 

Disclaimer by annuitant subject to restraint 
on anticipation.|—See Husranpy & WIFR, Vol. 
XXVII., p. 107, No. 834. 

Presumption of gift from wife to husband.]— 
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Sce HusBanp & WIFE, Vol. XXVII., p. 172, 
Nos. 1402, 1403. 

Adultery of wife as defence to claim for arrears. | 
—See HUSBAND & WIFE, Vol. XXVII., pp. 236, 
237, Nos. 2069-2080. 

Annuity payable to infant under settlement— 
Repudiation of settlement by infant.|— Sve 
INFANTS, Vol. XAVIIT., p. 158, No. 181. 


Part Vill—Recovery of Rentcharges and Annuities. 


SECT. 1.—RENTCHARGES. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—ENTRY. 


A. Power to Enter and Hold Land until 
Satisfaction. 

See Law of Property Act, 1925 (c. 20), ss. 121, 
146. 

887. Power incidental to grant.] — Roper v. 
Ropmr, No. 545, ante. 

888. Power conferred by instrument —- Limited 
by way of use—Nature of estate.|—-If a rentcharge 
be granted in fee with a clause of distress, & a fine 
be levied of the lands to the use & intent that if 
the yearly rent should be behind, & no sufficient 
distress, the grantee, his heirs or assigns, may 
enter till the rent be paid: on half a year’s rent 
becoming arrear, the grantee may enter; for this 
is not a condition, but a limitation to the use & 
shall be construed according to the intent of the 
parties. 

A fine levied to the grantce of a rentcharge, 
with a power limited by way of use, to enter on 
non-payment of the rent, ‘‘ & retain until he be 
fully satisfied,’’ conveys to him on entry an estate 
in possession, of which his lessee may maintain 
ejectment ; foritis quasi a conditional inheritance 
until the rent be paid. 

Qu.: If a man grant a rentcharge in fee, & 
covenant to levy a fine to the uses, intents, & 
purposes, that if the rent be behind, the grantee 
then & from thenceforth may enter, etc., & after- 
ward the fine is levied, whether he can enter for 
rent arrear, due & demanded before the fine was 
levied.—LLAVERGILL v. ILARE (1618), Cro. Jac. 
ye 3 Bulst. 250; 2 Roll. Rep. 12; 79 EK. R. 
35. 

Annotations :—Apld. Jemmot v. Cooly (1666), 1 Lev. 170. 


Refd. Pateson v. Dances, Salisburies Case (1662), 1 Keb. 
Aah Mentd. Tewkesbury v. Diston (1805), 2 Smith, K. B, 
uv e 


889. —-— Executor of owner of rentcharge-— 
Whether entitled to enter.|—-HASsELL d. HopGSoN 
v. GOWTHWAITE, No. 39, ante. 

890. -]—Ilf an annuity be granted 
out of land, with power to the grantee, & his 
assigns, in case the annuity be in arrear, to enter 
& retain possession of the land until payment, & 
the grantee enter fornon-payment, of the annuity, 
& die in possession of the land, the arrears being 
still unpaid. Semble: the exor. of the grantee 
took such an interest in the land as would entitle 
him to maintain an ejectment.—DoE d. SUGDEN 
v. WEAVER (1848), 2 Car. & Kir. 754. 

891. —— Right of annuitant to bring ejectment 
Without making demand.]—-Lands were devised 
in fee, charged with an annuity ; & power was given 








ONS 


—Re SHaw’s WILL (1892), 10 N. Z. 
L. R. 625.—N.Z. 


partnership being continued—Dissolu- 


tion of partnership—Hffect on annuity.] 
—MENZIES’S TRUSTEES 


- TRUSTEES, [1909] S. 0. 239; 46 Sc, 
Annuity payable conditionally on 7 RYSTON. 6S. 1, T. 580. SCOT. 


to the annuitant to distrain, if the annuity were in 
arrear for twenty days after the day of payment, 
being lawfully demanded ; power was also given, 
if it should be in arrear for forty days, to enter & 
enjoy the lands, & to take the profits, until the 
annuitant should be thereby paid & satisfied all 
the arrears, with all costs, or until, the person 
entitled to immediate possession should pay all 
the arrears & costs :—Held: upon the annuity 
being forty days in arrear, the annuitant might 
bring ejectment, without making any demand.— 

Dor d. Brass v. HORSLEY (1834), 1 Ad. & El. 766 ; 

3 Nev. & M. K. B. 567; 314. J. K. B. 1833 110 

KB. Wh. 1400. 

Annotation :—Refd. Doe ad, Chawner v. Boulter (1837), 6 

d, & El. 675. 

892. Devolution of power — Chattel in- 
terest.|—Dor d. SUGDEN v. WEAVER, No. 890, 
ante. 

893. ——~ Sale to railway company—Validity of 
power against receiver.|— When lands are sold to a 
railway co. in consideration of a rentcharge, the 
parties may agree for its being secured by a power 
of entry; & a conveyance made upon such an 
agreement, whereby the land was conveyed to uses 
that the grantor should take the rentcharge, & if 
it fell into arrear should enter until satisfaction, 
was held to entitle him to leave to enter against 
a receiver of the undertaking appointed by the 
ct.— FORSTER v. MANCHESTER & MILFORD Ry. (Co., 
Re MANCHESTER & MILFORD Ry. Co. (1880), 49 
L.'J. Ch. 454. 

894. Powers of grantee in possession—To grant 
lease.]— HAVERGILL v. HARE, No. 888, ante. 

895. |—JEMMOT 1. COOLY (1666), 1 
Lev. 170; 2 Keb. 270; 83 KH. R. 353 3 sub nom. 
JEMoT v. CooLEY, T. Raym. 158; 1 Saund. 112; 
1 Sid. 344, Ex. Ch. 

Annotations :—Oonsd. Parkhurst v. Smith (1741), Willes, 
327. Refd. Hassell d. Hodgson v. Gowthwaite (1744), 
Willes, 500; Doe d. Biass v. Horsley (1834), 1 Ad. & El. 
766; Doe d. Butler & Howard v. Kensington (1846), 10 
Jur. 305. Mentd. Doe d. Parsley v. Day (1842), 2 Q. Lb. 
147; Doe ad. Darke v. Bowditch (1846) ,8 Q. B. 973. 

896. Recovery of unpaid rent — From 
tenant in possession—Action for use & occupation. | 
—An action for use & occupation may be main 
tained by a grantee of an annuity after a recovery 
in ejectment against a tenant, who was in possession 
under a demise from year to year, for all rent in his 
hands at the time of notice by the grantee, & down 
to the day of the demise in the ejectment; but 
not afterwards.—BIRCH v. WRIGHT (1786), 1 


Term Rep. 878; 99 KH. R. 1148. 
Annotations :—Reftd. Re Brindley, Ex p. Hankey (1829), 

Mont. & M. 247; Standes v. Christmas (1847), 9 L. T. 
QO. 8.169; Blundell v, Drummond (1848), 14 Jur. 573, n. ; 


R. v. Paulson, [1921] 1 A. C. 271. Mentd. Pulteney v. 








eee 





a. Alimentary annuities unprotected 
v. BLACK’s by continuing trust — Hffect of.) — 
ForBEs’s TRUSTEES v. TENNANT, 


200 RENTCHARGES 


Sect. 1.—Rentcharges : Sub-sect. 1, A. & B.; sub- 
sects. 2,3 & 4, A.] 


Warren (1801), 6 Ves, 73; Denn d. Jacklin ¢. Cartwright 
(1803), 4 Kast, 29; Cholmondeley rv. Clinton (1820), 
2 Jac. & W. 1; R. «. Herstmonceaux (1827), 7 B. & C 


551; Doe d. Fisher vr. Giles (1829), 5 Bing. 421; Buck- 
worth rv. Simpson (1835), 5 Tyr. 344; Doe d. Chadborn 
r. Green (1839),9 Ad. & #1653; Brydgert, Lewis (1842), 
3 Q. B. 603; Doe d. Clark rv. Smaridge (1845), 7 Q. B. 957 ; 
Cattley v. Arnold, Banks t. Arnold (1859), 1 John. & H. 
651; R.. St. Giles without Cripplegate (1863), 4B. & SS. 
509; Willesden Overseers v. Paddington Overseers (1863), 
3B. & S. 593; De Nicols ». Saunders (1870), 22 L. T. 661 ; 
Phillips «. Homfray (1883), 24 Ch. D. 439; Horn v. Beard, 
(1912) 3 K. B. 181; A.-G. v. De Keyser’s Royal Hotel, 
ly C. 508; Wheeler v. Keeble (1914), Ltd., [1920] 


897. To charge cost of repairs.} — Pltfs. 
were entitled to a rentcharge, created by a deed 
of 1778, which contained a power on non-payment 
to enter upon the premises charged, & receive the 
rents, etc., until satisfaction of all arrears of the 
rentcharge, ‘‘ together with all such costs, etc., 
as should be laid out, etc., by or by reason of 
the non-payment thereof.’”’ In 1844, the rent- 
charge being in arrear, & the property so dilapidated 
as to be unproductive, pltfs. entered into possession 
& expended moncy in repairs, etc. :—Held: they 
had no lien on the land for the moneys so expended, 
whether defts., the owners of a subsequent rent- 
charge, had notice of such repairs & had acquiesced 
in the making thereof or not, & the remedy of 
pltfs., if any, was at law. & depended on the con- 
struction of the deed of 1778.—HOoOPER v. COOKE 
(1856), 25 L. J. Ch. 467; 27 L. '. O. S. 178; 
2 Jur. N.S. 527, L. C. 

898. Land subject to two rentcharges — Entry 
by one grantee—Right of other to account—-& 
moiety of profits.|—A man devised a rentcharge 
of £10 per annum to A. issuable out of B.; witha 
clause, that if it should be behind, it should be 
lawful for him to enter, & hold till he was satisfied ; 
& by the same will devised a like rentcharge of £10 
per annum to B. issuable out of the same land, with 
like clause of entry, etc., the land was not of 
sufficient value to answer both the rents; & they 
were both in arrear, & both devisees had brought 
several ejectments, & had recovered: & deft. 
being in possession, the other grantee brought his 
bill to have an account of the profits, & that one 
moiety might be applied to satisfy the arrears of his 
£10 per annum & it was decreed accordingly.—- 
KURE v. EURE (1697), 1 Eq. Cas. Abr. 115, pl. 15; 
21E. R. 922. 

899. On what terms possession § restored—. 
Trustees in possession—Term limited by instru- 
ment.]— Where a trustee of a term of years, upon 
the usual trusts for securing annuitics, has taken 
possession of the estates under the trusts, the ct., 
although all arrears of the annuities may after- 
wards be paid will not order possession to be 
given up to the grantor, except upon such terms 
as will enable the trustee to resume it, & to receive 
the rents the moment the annuities are again in 
arrear.—JENKINS v. MILFORD (1820), 1 Jac. & W. 
629; 87 E. R. 508, L. C. 

Annotations :—Refd. Knight v. Bowyer (1858), 2 De G. & J. 

421. Mentd. Baylies v. Baylics (1844), 1 Coll. 537. 

900. Effect of failure to-enter—Action by sub- 
sequent incumbrancer.|—-Deft. made cognisance in 
replevin, under a power of distress for an annuity 
granted by G. to H. in Sept. 1806. Pltf. pleaded 
that in May, 1806, G., for securing another annuity, 
& in consideration of £3,000, granted, bargained, 
sold, & demised the premises in which, etc., to F. 
for ninety-nine years:—Held: no bar, without 
alleging entry by F., or that F. elected that the 
deed should enure by way of bargain & sale.— 
MILLER v. GREEN (1831), 8 Bing. 92; 2 Cr. & J. 


AND ANNUITIES. 


142; 1 Moo. & 8.199; 2 Tyr. 1; 
131 E. R. 336, Bx. Ch. 

Annotations -—Consd, Johnson +. Vaulknor (1842). 9 
925. Refd. Hogan v. Hand (1861), Id Most 2 Hs reer frie 
Mentd. Haigh e. Jaggar (1847), 16M. & W. 525: Doe d’ 
Agar v. Brown (1853), 1 C. 1. BR. 1048: Mann, Crogsman 
& Paulin t. Land Registry (Registrar), [1918] 1 Ch, 208. 
901. —-_—- By trustees of term —- Possession re- 

covered by landlord—-Removal of mining plant.)-— 

In 1824, A. leased to B. for twenty-one years, a 

colliery, with the right of putting up steam engines, 

etc., etc., for working it, subject to a proviso for 
re-entry on non-payment of rent or insolvency. 

B. erected on the colliery several steam engines 

affixed in the ordinary way to the soil, & after- 

wards, in 1827, assigned the colliery, with the 
engines, implements, etc., in use upon it, to trustees, 
in trust to permit B. to enjoy them until default, 
in payment of an annuity granted by him; & 
on such default to take possession, & sell then & 
pay the arrears. In June, 1829, A. recovered 
possession of the premises in ejectinent brought 
in pursuance of the proviso for re-entry. In 
Nov. 1829, the engines & other articles on the 
colliery were seized under a fi. fa. at the suit of an 
execution creditor of B.:—Held: the omission 
of the trustees to take possession on B.’s default 
in payment of the annuity, did not avoid the 
assignment.—MINSHALL v. LLoyp (1837), 2 M. & 

W. 450; Murp. & H. 125; OL. J. Ex. 115; 1 

Jur. 386; 150 EF. R. 834. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Mackintosh wv. Trotter (1838), 3 
M. & W. 184; Weeton ». Woodcock (1840), 7 M. & W. 
14; Elliott «. Bishop (1854), 10 Mxch, 496; Wilde ». 
Waters (1855), 16 C. B. 637; Walmsley «7. Milne (1859), 
7(. BLN. S. 115; Re Trevey (1866), 14 I. T. 1933 Ke 
Roberts, Ez p. Brook (1878), 10 Ch. D 100; Gough v. 
Wood, {18941 1 Q. B. 713, Ke De Falbe, Ward v. Taylor, 
{1901) 1 Ch. 523. 

902. Rentcharge by life tenant — Not en- 
titled to apportioned rents—For current quarter.|]— 
A mtgee. who is not in possession is not an assign 
of the mtgor. within Apportionment Act, 1834 
(c. 22), 8.2. M., the tenant for life of real estate, 
granted to W., in consideration of an antecedent 
debt of £6,000, a yearly rentcharge of £960, to 
be issuing out of the estate for a term of one hundred 
years, if M. should so long live, with powers of 
entry & distress in the event of the rentcharge 
falling into arrear; & M. also demised the estate 
for a term of two hundred years, if he should so 
long live, to a trustee upon trust for the better 
securing the rentcharge. M. died when the rent- 
charge was in arrear, but before W. or the trustee 
had entered on the estate :—Held: W. was not 
entitled to be paid the arrears of the rentcharge 
out of the apportioned part of the rents for the 
period which elapsed between the quarter-day last 
preceding M.’s death & the day on which he died.— 
Re ANGLESEY’s (MARQUIS) ESTATE, PAGET v. 
ANGLESEY (1874), L. R. 17 Eq. 283; 22 W. RK. 
507; sub nom. PAGET v. ANGLESEA (MARQUIS), 
WATKINS’ CLAIM, 43 L. J. Ch. 4373; sub nom. 
PAGET v. ANGLESEY (MARQUIS), Bx p. WATKINS, 
29 L. T. 721. 

903. Account against annuitant in possession— 
Whether offer to redeem necessary.|—A bill for an 
account of the rents & profits received by the 
grantee of an annuity in possession of the premises 
demised to secure the annuity, must contain an 
offer by pltf., either to redeem in the terms of the 
deed, or to repurchase upon equitable terms. to 
be settled by the ct.—KNEBELL v. WHITE (1836), 
aaa & C. Ex. 15; 5 L. J. Ex. Eq. 98; 160 E.R. 
Annotation :—Refd. Knight v. Bowyer (1858), 2 De G. & J. 


904. ——.]—Annuitant in possession of 
lands demised to secure his annuity, decreed to 


11. J. bx, 51; 
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account bill not filed to repurchase.—OLIVER v. 
FIARRISON (1837), 1 Jur. 918, 

905. Terms to secure annuity—-Right of entry 
not lost—Unless premises mortgaged by grantee of 
term.]--In an annuity deed, the grantor charged 
the annuity upon certain lands, & gave to the 
grantee power to enter & distrain after default of 
fourteen days after any quarterly payment & 
if it should be in arrear for twenty-one days, power 
to enter & hold possession till all arrears were paid. 
The grantor, for further securing the annuity, with 
the consent & approbation of the grantee, created 
a term for ninety-nine years in favour of C. upon 
trust, to permit the grantor to receive the profits 
until default in payment of the annuity for thirty 
days, & upon such default after demand, out of the 
rents, or by demise sale, lease, or mtge., to raise & 
pay off the arrears; the surplus rents to be 
received by the grantors; & on satisfaction or 
ceasing of the annuity, the term to be void :— 
Held: notwithstanding this term, the right of 
entry remained in the grantee of the annuity, & 
he could bring ejectment. Qu.: whether this 
would have been so had the right to lease or mtge. 
been exercised >—Dor d. BUTLER v. KENSINGTON 
(LORD) (1846), 8 Q. B. 429; 15 LL. J. Q. B. 153; 
6L. T. O. 8S. 390; 10 Jur. 305; 115 Is. Rt. 937. 


B. Forfeiture. 
a Law of Property Act, 1925 (c. 20), ss. 121, 
6. 


SUB-SECT, 2.—DISTRESS. 
See Distress, Vol. XVIIL, pp. 260 eb seq. 


SUB-sECT. 3.—LIMITATION UNDER SPECIAL POWER 
OF TERM OR TRUST TO RAISE ARREARS, 
See Law of Property Act, 1925 (c. 20), s. 121. 
Term limited by instrument—Rights & liabilitics 
as to entry.|—See Nos. 899-905, ante. 


SUB-sECT. 4.—ACTION ON COVENANT. 

A. Liffect of Assignment of Land or Rentcharge. 

See Law of Property Act, 1925 (c. 20), s. 79 (1). 

906. Burden of covenant—Does not run with 
land.|—(1) A covenant to pay a rentcharge with- 
out deducting for any taxes, shall extend to all 
taxes of a similar nature, & for like purposes with 
any before imposed, though not then subsisting. 

(2) A covenant to pay a rentcharge does not 
bind an assignee of the estate of the covenantor. 

This is a covenant by the grantor of the rent, 
who was seised in fee of the manor. Now, who 
this terre-tenant is does not appear, whether he be 
heir or assignee; or if he be assignee, I do not 
think him chargeable in law; for this covenant 
does not run with the land (Hott, C.J.).— 
BREWSTER v. KITCHIN (1697), 1 Ld. Raym. 317; 
Carth. 488; Comb, 424, 466; 5 Mod. Rep. 368 ; 
12 Mod. Rep. 166; 1 Salk. 198; 3 Salk. 340; 91 


BK. R. 1108. 
Apld. Bradbury v. Wright (1781), 
onsd. Louch v. Peters (1834), 1 My. 
Refd. Hopwood v. Barefoot (1709), 11 Mod. 
Blandford v. Marlborough (1743), 2 Atk. 542; 
. 261. As to (2) Consd. 
411; Austerberry v. 
Refd. Bally v. 


& K. 
Rep. 237 ; 
Festing v. Taylor (1862), 26 J. P 
Milnes v. Branch (1816), 5 M. & 8S. 
Oldham Corpn. (1885), 29 Ch. D. 750. 


PART VIII. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 4.—A. 


906i. Burden of covenant—Does not 
run with land.J—A covenant by the 


pass to the ass 
—KRENNEDY v. 


grantor to pay a rentcharge does not 


TEWART (1836), 4 Ir. L. 
Ree. N.8. 160; 71. L. R. 421, n.—IR. 
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Wells (1769), Wilm. 341. Generally, 
v. tugeley (1844), 6 Q. B. 107; of eicamagliny rest pat 


aily v. De Crespigny 
(1869), L. R 180. : 
Morrice (1736), Men Bank of England »v. 


ee temp. Hard. 219; Coxe v, Phillips 
(1736), Lee femp. Hard. 237; Good wv. Elliott (1790), 3 
Term Rep. 693; Furtado v. Rogers (1802), 3 Bos. & P. 
191; Tonteng v. Hubbard (1802), 3 Bos. & P. 291; Palmer 
«. Karith (1845), 14 M. & W. 428; Moon v. Durden (1848), 
2 Kxch. 22; Tidswell v. Whitworth (1867), 15 L. T. 574; 
Newby v. Sharpe (1878), 8 Ch. D. 39; Newlngton L. B. v. 
Cottingham L. B. (1879), 12 Ch. D. 725; Re Shipton, 
Anderson & Harrison, [1915] 3 K. B. 676; Blackburn 
Bobbin Co. v. Allen, [1918] 1 K. B. 540; Ertel Bieber . 
Rio Tiuto Co., Dynamit Act. v. Same, Vereinigte Koenigs & 
Laurahiitte Act. ». Same, [1918] A. C. 260; Metropolitan 
Water Board v. Dick, Kerr, [1918] A. C. 119. 


907. .i—Lands were enfeoffed to 
R. H. & deft., to the use, intent, & purpose that 
pitf., his heirs & assigns for ever, should receive 
& take out of the lands a yearly rent of £63 pay- 
able half-yearly ; & deft. covenanted with pltf. 
that R. H. & deft., their exors., etc., or some or 
one of them, would pay or cause to be paid to pltf., 
his heirs & assigns, the said yearly rent at the 
terms appointed for payment thereof :—Held: 
pltf. could not sue deft. in debt for arrears of the 
annuity. 

No doubt this covenant is collateral or in gross 
in one sense, that it does not run with the land or 
rent (PARKE, B.).—RANDALL v. RiaBy (1838), 
4M. & W. 130; 6 Dowl. 650; 1 Horn & If. 231; 
TL. J. Ex. 240; 150 EB. 1. 1872. 

Annotations :—Consd. Haywood v. Brunswick Bidg. Soc. 
(1881), 8 Q. B. D. 403. Refd., Evans v. Jones (1839), 7 
Dow). 482; Sison » Kidman (1842), 3 Man. & G. 810; 
Marshall v. Wilson (1866), 14 W. R. 699. 

908. .|— Where land has been granted. 
in fee in consideration of a rentcharge & a covenant 
to build & repair buildings. the assignee of the 
grantee of the land is not liable, either at law or in 
equity, on the ground of notice, to the assignee of 
the grantee of the rentcharge on the covenant to 
repair. 

we mtgees. they took the land subject to the 
rentcharge no doubt, so fur as the liability to dis- 
tress & re-entry were concerned. I do not think 
that either covenant runs with the land (LIND- 
LEY, L.J.)—Haywoop v. BRUNSWICK BUILDING 
SoclETY (1881), 8 Q. B. D. 403; 51 L. J. Q. B. 
73; 45 L. T. 699; 46 J. P. 356; 30 W. KR. 299, 
C. A. 

Annotations :— Consd. L. & S. W. Ry. v. Gomm (1882), 20 
Ch. D. 562; Austerberry v. Oldham Corpn. (1885), 29 
Oh. D. 750; Hall ». Ewin (1887), 37 Ch. D. 7 Expld. 
lege v. Hands (1890), 44 Ch. D. 503. 

Hotel v. Jenkins, (1927) 2 Ch. 225. 

Aitken (1882), 31 W. R. 425; He Nisbet & Potts’ Contract, 

[1906] 1 Ch. 386; L. C. C. v, Allen, [1914] 3 K. B. 642; 

Smith v. Colbourne, [1914] 2 Ch. 5383; Lord Strathcona 

S.S. Co. v, Dominion Coal Co., [1926] A. C. 108. Mentd. 

Barker v. Stickney, [1919] 1 K. B. 121. 

909. J—te BLACKBURN & DISTRICT 
BENEFIT BUILDING Society, Ha p. GRAHAM, No. 
964, post. 

910. Personal liability of covenantor -— 
After assignment.]—Mitnan v. SMALL (1853), 1 
W. R. 538, H. L. 

Ge ad :—Apld. Royal Bank v. Gardyne (1853), 1 W. Rt. 


911. Benefit of covenant—Does not run with 
rent.|—Where J. B., being seised in fee, conveyed 
to deft. & T. J. their heirs & assigns, to the use 
that J. B., his heirs & assigns, might have & take 
to his use a rent certain to be issuing out of the 
premises, & subject to the said rent, to the use of 
deft., his heirs & assigns, & deft. covenanted with 
J. B., his heirs & assigns, to pay to him, his heirs 
& assigns, the said rent, & to build, within one year, 
one or more messuages on the premises, for better 




















_ 





906ii, ——_  ———.] — BUTLER v. 
ee of the rentcharge. ARCHER (1860), 12 I. C. L. R. 104; 12 
Ir. Jur. 276.—IR. 
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Sect, 1.— Rentcharges: Sub-sect. 4, A. & B.; su 
sect. 5, A. (a) & (b).] 

securing the said rent, & J. B. within one year 
demised the said rent to pltfs. for 1,000 years :— 
Held: covenant would not lie for pltfs. for non- 
payment of the rent, or for not building the 
messuages, for the covenant was personal to J. B. 
—MILNES v. BRANCH (1816), 5 M. & 8. 411; 105 


E. R. 1101. 

Annotations :—Apld. Randall v. Rigby (1838), 4 M. & W. 
180; Haywood v, Brunswick Bldg. Soc. (1881), 8 Q. B. D. 
403. Refd. Doe d. Egremont »v. Hell (1842), 6 Jur. 


821; Magnay v. Edwards (1853), 1 W. R. 331 
912. .|—RANDALL v. RiaBy, No. 907, 


ante, 








B. Other Cases. 


913. Grantor not seised of land—Liability on 
covenant.|—NEWTON v. WEEKES (1648), Aleyn, 
79; 82 EB. R. 925. 

914. Rentcharge limited to grantee—To use of 
party entitled to payment.|—A. grants a rentcharge 
to B. for the life of C. habendum to B. his heirs & 
assigns, to the use of OC. with a covenant in the 
indenture to pay it to the use of C. If the rent be 
not paid to B. to the use of C., B. may maintain 
covenant against A.; for though the rentcharge is 
executed in C. by the Statute of Uses, yet a 
covenant being collateral remains undischarged 
with. BASCAWIN & HERLE v. CooK (1676), 1 
Mod. Rep. 223; 86 E. R. 843; sub nom. Cook v. 
IIERLE, 2 Mod. Rep. 138. 

915. Enforcement — Security of land insuffi- 
cient.|—A. for £2,100 grants an annuity for his 
own life of £300 a year to B. & charges 't upon an 
estate represented to be of the clear yearly valuc of 
£1,000 & B. agrees, that A. shall be at liberty to 
redeem the annuity at six months’ notice, on pay- 
ment of the purchase-money, & all arrears. A. 
suffers the annuity to run greatly in arrear; & 
the estate turns out to be subject to prior incum- 
brances, exceeding its annual income. On a bill 
filed against A. for a specific performance of his 
covenant to pay this annuity, the ct. decreed 
accordingly; & held, that B. was not obliged to 
resort to his remedy at law, or to the insufficient 
security of the estate.-—CARBERY (LORD) uv. 
WESTON (1757), 1 Bro. Parl. Cas. 429; 1 KE. R. 
668, H. L. 

916. Covenant for quiet enjoyment — What 
amounts to breach.|—Covenant, by deft., to per- 
mit & suffer the covenantee peaceably, & quietly 
to enjoy, etc., an annuity secured on premises 
demised by deft. for a term to trustees, for the 
purpose of such security, & for raising thereout 
by mtge. or sale, a sum of money to be paid 
to the annuitant: & that the covenantor would 
not hinder, molest or disturb him in the peace- 
able enjoyment, etc., & would do all such fur- 
ther & other lawful & reasonable acts & things, 
devices, conveyances & assurances in the law, for 
the further & better granting & securing, etc., as 
should be required :—Breaches—that, an arrear 
of annuity having accrued, deft. did not suffer 
ae the covenantee, peaceably to enjoy, etc. ; 

ut on the contrary, hindered, molested, & dis- 
turbed him in this, to wit, that although requested 
to do a reasonable act for the further securing, 
etc., that is to say, that deft., the covenantor, 
should direct the trustees to raise, levy, & pay to 
pltf., the arrears, & sum of money, etc., yet he 
would not, etc.; & that although requested to 
direct the trustees to take up money on mtge. of 
the premises, for the purpose of paying, etc., & 
to join therein & deliver up the deeds, would not, 
etc. :—Held: to be ill assigned, the refusal to 
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direct, not being an act of molestation; for the 
covenant not being personal in that respect, & 
it not being shown that the act required to be done 
by deft., was such a necessary act, as that the 
annuity could not be enjoyed without its being 
done on his part, & he was consequently under an 
obligation to give such direction, it was not broken 
by such refusal.—WaARN v. BickrorpD (1821), 9 
Price, 43; 147 EH. R. 15. 
Annotation :—Refd, Falmouth v. Thomas (1832), 3 Tyr. 26. 
917. Agreement to purchase land—Rentcharge 
to vendor as consideration—Vendor entitled to 
covenant.|—BoweEr v. Coopsr, No. 119, ante. 
918. Avoidance of rentcharge—Grantor Ilable 
on covenant.J—A declaration in covenant stated 
that deft. had granted an annuity to pltf., & for 
the better securing the annuity demised a rectory 
& prebendal stall to certain trustees, & covenanted 
for payment of the annuity ; & alleged as a breach 
the non-payment thereof. To this declaration 
deft., being under terms of pleading issuably, 
pleaded that the indenture was made with the view 
of charging, & was a charge upon, the rectory, 
the same being a benefice with a cure of souls, 
contrary to 13 Eliz. c. 20, & that the indenture & 
security were made to evade 13 Eliz. c. 20 :—Held: 
the plea was not an issuable one, as it stated no 
new fact upon which pltf. could go to the jury 
& 13 Hliz. c. 20, avoided the charge upon the 
benefice only, but not the covenant in the deed 
containing it.—SLOANE v. PACKMAN (18438), 11 
M. & W.770; 1 Dow. & L. 332; 12 L. J. Ex. $23 ; 
1L. T. O. S. 316; 152 E. R. 1015. 
Annotation :---Consd. Phillpotts v. Phillpotts (1850), 10 
Je » Ov. 


919. Rentcharge created by life tenant—-De- 
claring himself entitled to fee simple—Declaration 
treated as covenant—Estate of grantor liable.|— 
MONYPENNY v. MONYPENNY, No. 485, ante. 


Sun-srectT. 5.—SALE oR MORTGAGE OF LAND 
YHARGED. 
A. By Order of Court. 
(a) Discretion of Court. 

920. General rule—Exercise of jurisdiction dis- 
cretionary.|— When an annuity charged upon the 
corpus of settled real estate is in arrear the ct. 
has power to order the arrears to be raised by sale 
or mtge. of the estate, though the making of such 
an order is a matter, not of course, but of discretion. 
—Re TucKER, TUCKER v. TUCKER, [1893] 2 Ch. 
323; 62 L. J. Ch. 442; 69 L. T. 85; 41 W. KR. 
505; 37 Sol. Jo. 325; 3 R. 436. 


Annotations :—Consd. Hambro v. Hambro, [1894] 2 Ch. 5643 
Blackburne v. Hope-Kdwardes, [1901] 1 Ch. 419. 


921. .|—There is equitable juris- 
diction to order a sale or mtge. of land to raise 
arrears of a jointure rentcharge issuing out of the 
rents & profits of the land, though there is no 
express hace on the land. The exercise of such 
jurisdiction is discretionary.—HAMBRO v. HAMBRO, 
[1894] 2 Ch. 664; 63 L. J. Ch. 627; 70 L. T. 684 ; 
43 W.R. 92; 8 R. 413. 

Annotations :—Consd. Re Young, Brown v. Hodgson, [1912] 


ned 
2 Ch. 479. Refd. Re Herbage Rents, Greenwich, Charity 
Ch. 811; Re Jordison, Raine v. 


Comrs. v. Green, [1896] 2 
Jordison, [1922] 1 Ch. 440. 
922. Grounds for refusing order—Sale not 

necessary for other purpose.|— Unless the ct. finds 

it necessary to make a decree for the sale of the 
estate for some other purpose, there is no ground 
whatever for making a direction that the amount 
of those arrears, which, it is true, are now ascer- 
tained, but which will be liable, very probably, 
in the course of a succession of years, to fluctuate, 
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shall be raised in the manner proposed (SHADWELL, 
V.-C.).—GRAVES v. Hicks (1841), 11 Sim. 536; 
10 L. J. Ch. 185; 5 Jur. 674. 

Annotations :—Oonsd. Harrison v. Mason (1849), 12 LL. T. 

QO. S. 478; White v. James (1858), 26 Beav. 191; Hall 

v. Hurt (1861), 2 John. & H. 76. Dist@. Scottish Widows’ 

Kund », Craig (1882), 20 Ch. D. 208. Consd, Re Tucker, 

Tucker v. Tucker, [1893] 2 Ch. 323. i 

Hambro, [1894] 2 Ch. 564. Consd. Blackburne v. 

Mdwardes, [1901] 1 Ch. 419. Refd. Joel v. Mills (1857), 

3K. & J. 458; Taylor v. Taylor, Re Taylor’s Estate Act 

(1874), L. Kk. 17 Kq. 324. 

923. .|—Where a _ rentcharge is 
charged on the fee simple, but a term of years is 
vested in trustees upon trust that when the rent- 
charge is in arrear the trustees shall out of the 
rents & profits, or by mortgaging or demising the 
term, raise & pay the rentcharge, the owner of 
the rentcharge must resort to the term, & is not 
entitled to an order for sale of the fee simple to 
raise arrears of the rentcharge. 

Subject to the discretion of the ct. the owner of a 
rentcharge is entitled to an order for sale of the 
inheritance, but the ct. will refuse to make the 
order in certain cases, for instance, where a sale 
is not necessary for any other purpose & it is 
advisable to wait for a time (BUCKLEY, J.). 

Here I find a rentcharge issuing out of land which 
is secured by a term. There is express power to 
raise the arrears of a rentcharge by mtge. of the 
term. Having regard to the term & to what is 
said in Hall v. Hurt, No. 937, post, I do not see how 
1 can make the order which is asked for (BUCKLEY, 
J.).—BLACKBURNE Vv. HOPE-EDWARDES, [1901] 1 
Ch. 419; 70 J. J.Ch. 99; 83 L. T. 370; 48 W. R. 
701; 44 Sol. Jo. 645. 

a nnotation :—Refd. te Manchester’s SettImt., [1910] 1 Ch. 


924. Postponement advisable.] — B.Aack- 
BURNE v. LLOPE-EDWARDES, No. 928, ante. 


Hope- 











(6) When Order Made. 


925. Rentcharge charged on fee simple—With 
es of distress.|.—CuritT v. JACKSON, No. 979, 
post. 

926. —— ~——- No sufficient distress—Other 
concurrent rentcharges.|—-(1) A sale of lands 
decreed to raise arrears of a rentcharge granted with 
powers of distress & entry, there being nothing 
to distrain on, & there being twenty other con- 
current rentcharges with like remedies. 

(2) Suit by a grantee of a rentcharge, on behalf 
of himself & twenty others, to raise the arrears by 
sale sanctioned.— WHITE v. JAMES (No. 2) (1858), 
26 Beav. 191; 28 L. J.Ch.179; 4 Jur. N.S. 1214 ; 
7 W. R. 385; 53 BE. R. 870; sub nom. WHITE v. 
BARNES, 32 L. T. O. S. 118. 


Annotations :—As_to (1) Folld. Horton ». Hall (1874), L. R. 
17. Kq. 437. Consd. Scottish Widows’ Fund v. Craig 
(1882), 20 Ch. D. 208; Hambro v. Hambro, [1894] 2 Ch. 
564. Refd. Hallv. Hurt (1861), 2 John. & H.76; Dawson 

,2C. P. D. 38; Sandeman v. Rushton 

Ch. 136; Fe Tucker, Tucker v. Tucker, 


927. ——.]—A rentcharge for a certain 
period of time, in arrear, charged by an order made 
by the inclosure comrs. upon the inheritance of the 
glebe lands of a rectory, under the provisions of 
a private Act was, under the provisions of the 
same Act ordered to be raised by a sale of the 
glebe lands. In an action by the owners of a 
rentcharge in arrear, charged on glebe lands, for 
a declaration that they were entitled under the 
order made by the inclosure comrs. to a charge on 
the lands for the sums due & to become due of the 
rentcharge, & asking for a sale of the lands, the 
Ecclesiastical Comrs. were made defts. :—Held : 
they were not necessary parties. 

I am not awate of any authority which states 
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that because there are powers of distress & entry 
upon the property belonging to an ecclesiastical 
corpn., & becauso the payments which are to be 
made in respect of the rentcharge are not to be 
perpetual, but will be determined in a certain time, 
the owner of the rentcharge shall not be entitled 

to the ordinary remedies of having it raised by a 

sale or mtge. (HALL, V.-C.).—Scorrisi Wipows’ 

FunND v. Crala (1882), 20 Ch. D. 208; 51 L. J. Ch. 

363; 30 W. R. 463. 

Annotations :—Apld. Northern Assce. v. Harrison, [188] 
W.N. 74. nsd. Hambro v. Hambro, [1894] 2 Ch. 564. 
Refd. Bailey v. Kadham (1885), 54 L. J. Ch. 1067 ; Hornsey 

District Council v. Smith, [1897] 1 Ch. 843; Blackburne 

v. Hope-Kdwardes, [1901] 1 Ch. 419. 


928, —— |}—Re Tucker, TUCKER v. 
TUCKER, No. 920, ante. 

929. Estate in remainder—Subject to life 
interest.|—-PICARD v. MITCHELL, No. 402, ante. 














930. —— .]—PETTINGER v. AMBLER, 
No. 281, ante. 
931 Charge kept down by remainder- 








man.|—Testator gave all his real & personal estate 
to his son upon trust to pay thereout weekly & 
every week to testator’s wife during her life the 
sum of £1 10s. & subject thereto, upon trust for 
his son absolutely. Testator had been dead four 
years, & the weekly payment had been regularly 
made during all that period. The widow now 
asked that its future payment should be secured 
by the sale of the property & the investment of the 
proceeds. The estate consisted substantially of 
a leasehold public-house, & the business carried 
on there, & the total amount of it, if realised, 
would not have been equal to the amount of the 
capitalised value of the annuity :—Held: the 
property was given to the son absolutely, subject 
only to the payment of the annuity, & so long as he 
aid that he was entitled the quiet possession of 
iis property, & the widow was not entitled to have 
it sold.—Re PorrrerR, POTTER v. PoTTER (1883), 50 


lL. Tr; 8. 
Aran :—Apld. Re Parry, Scott v. Leak (1889), 42 Ch. D. 


932. Not perpetual.|—ScotrTisi Wipows’ 
FuND v. CRAIG, No. 927, ante. 

933. Reserved by former vendor.]— Land, 
on which an improved chief rent, which was pur- 
chased by pltf.’s testator in 1853, had been reserved 
by a former vendor of the land, was ordered to be 
sold to pay the arrears of the chief rent which had 
accrued due since that date.—Horron v. Hat. 
(1874), L. BR. 17 Eq. 487; 22 W. BR. 391. 
.{nnotations :—-Consd, Hambro v. Hambro (1894), 63 L. J. Ch. 

627. Refd. Kelsey v. Kelsey aie) 22 W. R. 433; Re 

Tucker, Tucker v. Tucker, [1893] 2 Ch. 323; Re Young, 

Brown », Hodgson, [1912] 2 Ch. 479. 

934. Rentcharge on rents & profits.|—Testator 
devised his real estates to trustees in fee, on trust, 
‘* out of the rents, issues, & profits,’’ to pay certain 
life annuities, & by sale or mtge. to raise money for 
payment of his debts, etc., & then to settle the 
estates, to the use that the annuitants should 
receive their annuities out of the same premises 
with powers of distress & entry, & subject thereto, 
to one for life, with remainder over :—Held: the 
annuitants were not entitled to be paid the arrears 
out of the corpus, though the rents were insufficient 
to keep down all the incumbrances. 

The annuitants are entitled to be paid their 
arrears out of the rents, accruing due from time to 
time, & they have that right at law, notwithstand- 
ing the tenant for life may have received the rents 
sd agape to the payment of the annuities & may 
not have kept them down....It is next 
contended, that the persons who have that legal 
right, are, in addition entitled to come & ask a 
ct. of equity for a sale & mtge. to satisfy these 
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Sect. 1.—Renicharges: Sub-sect. 5, A. (b) 
B.; sub-sects. 6 & 7, A.) 


arrears. . . . Thereis, however, in this casc, a great 
difference in both the situation of the parties & 
of the estate from that which existed in Cupii v. 
Jackson, No. 979, post (LANGDALE, M.R.).— 
PHILIPPS v. PHILIPPS (1844), 8 Beav. 193; 50 E. R. 


76. 
Annotation :—Refd. Lambert v. Turner (1862), 7 L. T. 521. 


985. —— If personalty insufficient.]|—Testator 
directed his trustees to sell his personal estate, 
& after payment of his debts, etc., to invest the 
residue, & out of the produce thereof, or if need be, 
hy the sale & conversion, from time to time, 
a a sufficient part of the principal, to pay two 
annuities; & he directed his trustees if occasion 
should be, from time to time to pay out of the 
rents & profits of his freehold & copyhold estates 
so much of the annuities as his personal trust 
estate should be insufficient for discharging. The 
personal estate being exhausted, & the annual 
rents of the real estate being insufficient to keep 
down the annuities :—Held: the arrears were to 
be raised by sale or mtge.—FENTIMAN v. FENTIMAN 
(1847), 16 L. J. Ch. 486. 

936. ——-_.|—- H AMBRO v. HampBro, No. 921, 
ante. 

937. Charge secured by term.!— Where, by a 
testamentary appointment under a power in a 
settlement, a charge was created & a term vested 
in trustees to raise the same by sale thereof: 
Semble : the money could not be raised by a sale 
of the fee though the term was insufficient for the 
purpose. But a life annuity being granted in the 
same settlement by way of rentcharge, & it appear- 
ing that arrears which had accrued could not be 
otherwise satisfied, a decree was made for sale of 
the fee.—ITALL v. Hunt (1861), 2 John. & H, 76; 
70 E.R. 977. 

Annotations :—Consd. Scottish Widows’ 
(1882), 20 Ch. D. 208; Hambro v. Hambro, [1894] 2 Ch. 
564. Folld. Blackburne v. Hope-Kdwardes, [1901] 1 Ch, 

419. Refd. He Tucker, Tucker v. Tucker, 1893] 2 Ch. 323 ; 

Fe Manchester’s Settlmt., [1910] 1 Ch. 106. 


938. .|—When testator bequeaths legacies 
& annuities, & then gives the residue of his 
property, after payment of his debts, funcral & 
testamentary expenses, legacies & annuities, the 
annuitants are not entitled as a matter of right to 
have the estate converted, & a sum sufficient to 
answer the annuity invested in such securities as 
the ct. would approve for the investment of funds 
under its control; but they are entitled to have 
the annuities sufficiently secured, for instance, by 
a mtge. of real estate of testator. 

Testator, after bequeathing £100 to each of his 
two exors., directed his exors. to pay to his father 
& his sisters life annuities amounting together to 
£700, & he declared that the residue of his property, 
after payment of his debts & funeral & testa- 
mentary expenses, & the legacies & annuities 
thereinbefore directed to be paid, should be divided 
amongst his next of kin & heiresses, as though he 
had died intestate with respect thereto. Testator’s 
estate consisted mainly of two freehold theatres & 
two leasehold theatres. The freehold theatres 
were respectively let on lease, at rents respectively 
of £700 & £1,317, & produced respectively, after 
deducting outgoings, net incomes of £629 & £888. 
Testator was the original lessee of the leasehold 
theatres at the respective rents of £750 & £25, 
for the respective terms of eighty years & seventy- 
one years. Of the eighty years nine years had 
expired, & of the seventy-one years twenty-six 
years had expired. Both these theatres were 
underlet at largely improved rents, & they 
respectively produced net profit incomes of £2,109 


(c), & 


Fund v. Craig 
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& £186. Each of the leasehold theatres, & one 
of the freehold theatres, was subject to a mtge., 
the mtge. debts together amounting to £12,500. 
Testator’s debts, other than the mtge. debts on 
the theatres, & his funeral & testamentary expenses 
& pecuniary legacies had been all paid out of his 
personal estate, & there remained a balance of 
£2,000 in the hands of the surviving exor. The 
annuities had been punctually paid since testator's 
death. The annuitants claimed to be entitled to 
have the leasehold theatres sold, & the mtge. debts 
paid out of the proceeds of sale, & that a sufficient 
sam should then be invested in the mode in which 
cash under the control of the ct. would be invested, 
to provide for the payment of the annuities. The 
residuary legatees proposed that the exors. should 
raise by mtge. of one of the Jeasehold theatres such 
a sum, as with the £2,000 in the exors.’ hands, 
would be sufficient to discharge testator’s mtge. 
debts, & that the annuities should be secured by a 
first mtge. on the two freehold theatres, the 
charge of the annuities on the residue of testator’s 
estate, subject to the new mtge. to be created, 
remaining undisturbed, with liberty to the 
annuitants to apply to the ct. for additional or 
other security, in case the annuities or any of them, 
should fall into arrear; & that, after payment of 
the interest on the new mtge. & the annuities, the 
residue of the income of the estate should be 
divided between the residuary legatees :—Held: 
the annuitants were not entitled to have the lease- 
hold theatres sold, but, the estate having been 
cleared by the payment of testator’s debts, & 
funeral & testamentary expenses, the annuitants 
were only entitled to have the annuities sufficiently 
secured, & the proposed security would be sufficient. 
—Re Parry, Scotrt v. LEAK (1889), 42 Ch. D. 570 ; 


61L. T. 380; 38 W. R. 226. 

Annotations :—Consd. Harbin v. Masterman, [1896] 1 Ch. 
351. Refd, Re Leeds, Mowbray v. Caermarthen (1895), 
39 Sol. Jo. 381; Re Kvans’ & Bettell’s Contract, [1910] 
2 a 438; Re Earle, Tucker v. Donne (1923), 131 L. T. 
383. 


939. .|—BLACKBURNE v. HoprE-EDWARDES, 
No. 923, ante. 

940. Rentcharge charged on glebe land— 
Necessity for notice to patron.|—-NORTHERKN ASSUR- 
ANCE Co. v. HARRISON, [1889] W. N. 74. 

Enforcement of land improvement charge.|— 
tg LAND IMPROVEMENT, Vol. XXX., p. 296, 

o. 221. 





(c) Practice and Procedure. 


941. Form of action—Action by one grantee— 
On behalf of himself & others.|— WHITE v. JAMES 
(No. 2), No. 926, ante. 

942. Parties—Charge on land of ecclesiastical 
corporation—Ecclesiastical Commissioners.|- ScoT- 
TISH Wi1DOWwsS’ FUND v. CRalIG, No. 927, ante. 


B. Under Express Power. 


943. Rentcharges on separate estates—Rents 
insufficient.|—Testator gave one estate to J., upon 
trust to pay to testator’s wife £18 a year for life, 
& after her decease he gave the estate to T. Testa- 
tor also gave a second estate to J. upon trust to 
pay testator’s wife £28 a year for life, & after her 
decease he gave this estate absolutely to J.3; & 
he declared, that if J. should neglect or refuse to 
pay the annuities from either of the said estates 
when they became due, that his wife should have 
power of selling the estates, & to appropriate 
the money to her own use. The rents being 
insufficient to pay the annuities :-—Held: the widow 
had a right to sell unless J. paid the full amount 
of the annuities, but he was not personally bound 
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to pay them.— BUTTON v. BuTToN (1840), 2 Beav. 
256; 4 Jur. 82; 48 E. R. 1178. 

944. Position of annuitant as trustee—May not 
purchase.]— Where the sale of property takes place 
under a power contained in an annuity deed, the 
annuitant is a trustee for the purpose of the sale, 
& neither he nor his attorney or agent is qualified 
to become the purchaser.—Re BLoye’s TRUST 
(1849), 1 Mac. & G. 488; 2 H. & Tw. 140; 15 
i ya he O. S. 517; 47 EB. R. 1680; sub nom. Re 
BLoyYe’s Trust, Hx yp. Lewis, 19 L. J. Ch. 89; 
14 Jur. 49, L. C.; affd. sub nom, LEwIs v. HILLMAN 
(1852), 3 H. L. Cas. 607, H. L. 

Annotations :-—Refd. Guest. v. Smythe (1870), 5 Ch. App. 
53,n.; te Postlethwaite, Postlethwaite v. Rickman 

(1888), 59 L. T. 58; Bath v. Standard Land Co., [1911] 

1 Ch. 618. Mentd. Re Hodge’s Settlmt. (1857), 3 K. & J. 

213; Re Barber’s Trusts (1863), 2 New Rep. 571; Re 

ird’s Trusts (1876), 3 Ch. D. 214; M‘Pherson v. Watt 

(1877), 3 App. Cas. 254; Do Pereda v. De Mancha (1881), 

19 Ch. D. 451 5 Luddy’s Trustee v. Peard (1886), 33 Ch. D. 

500; Jte Parker’s Will (1888), 39 Ch. D. 303; Nutt». 

Easton (1899), 68 L. J. Ch. 367; Re Hoffe’s Estate Act, 

ae 82 L. T. 556; Nodson v. Deans, [1903] 2 


945. Solicitor may not  purchase.] — Je 
BLOYE’s Trust, No. 944, ante. 

946. Application of proceeds of sale—-Costs of 
trustees.|—The grantor of an annuity which was 
the third incumbrance on his real estates, executed 
wa trust deed, to which the annuitant was not a 
party, whereby the estates were conveyed to 
trustees on trusts for sale to discharge the incum- 
brances according to their priorities; & the first 
trust of that deed was to pay the costs of the 
trustees in the conduct of the sale. After the 
execution of the trust deed the trustees applied 
to the annuitant for his consent to the sale. In 
answer to that application the solrs. of the 
annuitant offered to facilitate the sale, but asked 
for a copy of the trust deed ; adding, ‘‘ When we 
have seen the deed we shall be better able to inform 
you whether our clients will have any difficulty in 
joining in the conveyances’’ &, in answer to a 
subsequent application, they assented to the 
appropriation of a part of the rents towards 
rendering the property more eligible for sale. 
Part of the property was sold, the annuitant con- 
curring in the sale, whereby a sufficient sum was 
realised to pay the prior incumbrances; but it 
being apprehended that the residue of the property 
would not realise enough to pay both the costs of 
the trustees & to redeem the annuity the trustees 
applied to the annuitant for leave to retain in the 
first place out of the future proceeds of sale, a 
sum. sufficient to pay their costs. This being 
refused & a bill being filed to compel the annuitant 
to join in the conveyances :—Held: in the 
circumstances, he was not bound to do so, except 
upon the terms of having the annuity redeemed. 
—CROSSE v. GENERAL REVERSIONARY & INVEST- 
MENT Co. (1853), 3 De G. M. & G. 698 ; 2 Eq. Rep. 
579; 22 L. T. 0.8. 229; 43 1. R. 274, LC. 


SUB-SECT. 6.—APPOINTMENT OF RECELVER. 
Sce RECEIVERS, pp. 36, 37, Nos. 429-443, ante. 


SUB-SECT, 7.—ACTION FoR DEBT. 
A. When Action will lie. 

947. General rule — Rentcharge in fee.|—By a 
local Act of Parliament overseers of a parish were 
authorised to grant the fee simple of certain plots 
of land to certain parties, subject to the payment 
to the said overseers & their successors of certain 
yearly chief rents, & also subject to certain 
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covenants, amongst which covenants were, that 

the grantee, for himself, his heirs, etc., covenanted 

with the said overseers & their successors, ‘‘ that he 
would duly pay the said yearly chief rent to the 
said overseers,” etc. In an action of debt brought 

by the overseers against a grantee holding under a 

conveyance containing such covenant, for arrears 

of rent :—Held: on general demurrer, debt would 
lie. Qu.: whether since the passing of Real 

Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), s. 36, an 

action of debt lies for the recovery of the arrears 

of a rent in fee.—VARLEY v. LEIGH (1848), 2 Exch. 

446; 17L. J. Ex.289; 154 E. R. 567. 

Annotations :—Refd. Thomas v. Sylvester (187), L. R. 8 
Q. B. 368; Christie ». Barker (1884), 53 L. J. Q. B. 537 ; 
Re Herbage Rents, Greenwich, Charity Comrs. v. Green, 
[1896] 2 Ch. 811. 

948. ——- ——-..]—-Since the abolition of real 
actions by Real Property Limitation Act, 1833 
(c. 27), s. 36, an action of debt will lie for the 
recovery of a rentcharge in fee.—THOMAS v. 
SYLVESTER (1873), L. R. 8 Q. B. 368; 42 L. J. 
Q. B. 237; 29 L. T. 290; 21 W. Kh. 912. 
Annotations :—Distd, Whitaker v. Forbes (1875), L. R. 10 

G. P. 583. Folld. Booth v. Smith (1883), 61 L. T. 395. 

Apld. Christie v. Barker (1884), 53 L.7.Q.B. 537 5 Bowman 

# Smith (1885), 2 T. L. R. 101. Expld. He Blackburn & 

District Benetit Bldg. Soc., Hx p. Graham (1889), 42 

Ch. D. 343. Apprvd. Searle v. Cooke (1890), 43 Ch, D. 519. 

Consd. Re Herbage Rents, Greenwich, Charity Comrs, v. 

Green, [1896] 2 Ch. 811. Expld, Pertwee v. Townsend, 

[1896] 2 Q. B. 129. Refd. Adnam v. Sandwich (1877), 

2 Q. B. D. 485; Jones v. Withers (1896), 74 L. T. 572; 
Jonas v. St. Dunstan’s Overseers (1908), 98 L. T. 691; 
lYoley’s Charity Trustees v. Dudley Corpn., [1910] 1 K. k. 
317. Mentd. Dawson v. Robins (1876), 46 L. J. Q. WB. 
62; Wenlock v. River Dee Co. (1888), 57 L. J. Ch. 946; 
Darlow v. Shuttleworth, [1902] 1 K. B. 721. 

949. .}—An action of debt will lie 
to recover arrears of a rentcharge in fee created 
by decd.—BowMaAN v. SMITH (1885), 2 T. L. R. 101. 

950. Rentcharge upon condition — Annuitant 
not observing condition.|—A man devises an 
annuity charged on his real estate to his sister & 
heir-at-law, who is a feme covert, & a portion for 
her daughter, & by codicil says, on condition that 
they release all right, etc. Debt cannot be 
maintained for the arrears of the annuity incurred 
during the coverture, the sistcr being dead, & 
not having released.—ACHERLEY v. VERNON (1739), 
2 Com. 513; Fortes. Rep. 188; Wiles, 153; 92 
Hi. R. 1184. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Duddy v. Greshain (1878), 39 L. T. 
48; Zc Greenwood, Goodhart v. Woodhead, [1902] 2 Ch. 
198. 

951. Rentcharge secured by covenant.|—Ran- 
DALL v, RiGBy, No. 907, ante. 

953. Rentcharge on land situated abroad.| — 
An action of debt having been brought for arrears 
of a rentcharge upon lands in Australia prior to the 
commencement of Jud. Act, 1873 (c. 66) :—Held: 
the venue in such action was local, & it could not 
therefore be maintained in this country.—WuiT- 
AKER v. FORBES (1875), 1 C. P. D. 513; 45 L. J. 
Q. B. 140; 33 L. T. 582; 40 J. P. 486; 24 W. 1. 
241, C. A. 

Annotations :—Apld. Re Blackburn & District Benctit Bldg. 
Soc, Ex P; Graham (1889), 42 Ch. D. 343. Refd. British 

Yl 


South Africa Co. v. Companhia de Mogambique, [1893] 
A. C. 602 


954. Effect of Copyhold Act, 1852 (c. 79), s.16— 
Remedy not excluded.|—-Copyhold lands were com- 
pulsorily enfranchised at the instance of the lord 
in 1880, in consideration of the payment of annual 
rentcharges. At that date the boundaries of the 
copyholds lands were, & had been for some time 
previously, confused & incapable of identification, 
but no proceedings were taken on the enfranchise- 
ment, either by lord or tenant, under above Act 
to identify the parcels charged. The rentcharges 
were paid down to Feb. 1887, since which time no 
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Sect. 1.—Hentchurges: 
sub-sects. 8 & 9.] 


ed deri had been made :—Held: the enfranchise- 
while it put an end to the relationship of 
copy hold tenant & lord, & to all incidents of copy- 
tenure in the future, did not relieve the former 
copyhold tenant from liability for any past breach 
or neglect of his duty as such; accordingly, he 
remained liable in respect of the confusion of 
boundaries which had occurred during the subsis- 
tence of the copyhold tenure; &8., the owner of the 
rentcharges by purchase from the former lord, was 
entitled to a personal judgment for payment of the 
rentcharges & arrears, & to an inquiry to ascertain 
the parcels subject to the rentcharges, &, in the 
event of the non-ascertainment of such parcels, 
to substitution of other lands of deft. equal in 
value to the enfranchised lands; & the fact that 
the enfranchisement was compulsory, & at the 
instance of the lord, & that the lord had not availed 
himself of the statutory means of having the 
parcels identified, was no bar to the granting of 
such relief.—SEARLE v. COOKE (1890), 43 Ch. D. 
519; 59 L. J. Ch. 259; 62 L. T. 211, C. A. 
Annotations :—Refd. He Herbage Rents, ere ich, Charity 
Comrn, 0, eer rene 2 Ch. 811; Pertwee v. Townsend, 
11896] 2 Q. B. 
Colonial iands J—See CONFLICT OF Laws, Vol. 
XI., p. 346, No. 331. 
Land sold to different persons. art VIL, 
Sect. 4, sub-sect. 3, A., ante. 


. B. Who may Sue. 

See Real Property Limitation Act, 183° 
s. 36. 

955. Executor.] — LORINGE’S CasSE (13852), 4 
Co. Rep. 49 b; 76 EB. R. 1002 ; sub nom. LEVING'S 
JASE, Fitz. Nat. Brev. 121. 

Annotations ‘— Appryd. Thomas v. Sylvester el 3), L. RR. 8 
Q. B. 368. Refd. Ognct’s Case (1587), 4 Co. Rep. 48 b; 
Christie v. Barker age tn . J. Q. B. 5387; 

Townsend, [1896] 2 Q. B 300 


Sub-sect. 7, A., B., C. & D.; 





(c. 27), 


Pertwee v. 


C. Who may be Sued. 

See Real Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), 
5. 36. 

956. Grantor with no interest in land.]|—ANON. 
(1584), Owen, 3; 74 E. R. 857. 

957. Whether occupier.]—- DUNSH v. 
(1648), Aleyn, 62; 82 BH. R. 916. 
uinnotation :-—Refd. Re Berar eats Greenwich, Charity 

Compre. v. Green, [1896] 2 Ch. 811 

958. Pernors.] —- Debt for arrears of a rent- 
charge ought regularly to be brought against all 
the pernors of the profits of the lands liable; but 
if he be not, deft. can only take advantage of it 
by plea. —DUPPA v. MAyo (1669), 1 Saund. 282 ; 
2 Keb. 576; 85 E. BR. 3663 sub Hee DUPPER v. 


BASKERVILL, cited 5 Mod. Re ote p. 214. 
Annotations :—Retd. Doe d. Saye Sele . Guy (1802), 3 
Kast, 120. Mentd. Incledon v. Crips (1702), 2 Salk. 658 ; 
Strafford v. Wentworth (1720), Prec. Ch. 555; Mentney 
v. Petty (1722), Prec, Gh, 593; Jones v. Meredith (1739), 
2 Com. 661; Cutting Me Derby (1776), 2 Wm. Bil. 1075; 
Harry v. Jones (1817), 4 Price, 89; Smith v. Doe d. Jersey 
(1819), 7 Price, 379; Partington v. Woodcock (1835), 
6 Nev. & M. K: B. 6723 Marston v. Roe (1837), 2 Nev. 
& ie K. B. 504; cee v. paleen AEESO 7 Ad. & El. 841; 
Simmons ». Wood (1843), 5 Q. B. 1703; Startu 
Macdonald (1843), 6 Man. & G. 593; Thibault vo, tup 
Nera 18 L. J. Ex. 2; Doed. Phillips 0. ene ea: 
4C. 188; Croft ». Lumley (1858), 6 H. L. Cas. 672 
AcuokS v. Phillips ayes 5 & N. 1835 ; Cotesworth v. 
Spokes (1861), 30 L. J P. 220; > Stephenson v, Thomp- 
son, [1924] 2 K. B. 24 oe 
959. Mortgagees of undivided shares—- By de- 


mise of term.|—Testator devised lands in fee, 
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after the determination of certain life estates, to 
A., B. & C. as tenants in common, subject to & 
charged with the payment of £200, which he 
thereby bequeathed to & to be equally di divided 
among the children of his niece. uring 
the life of one of the tenants for life, ad their 
reversion in two undivided third parts of the lands, 
to mtgees. for 500 years :—Held: an action of 
debt could not be maintained against the termors 
for a share of the £200 so bequeathed.—BRAITH- 
WAITE v. SKINNER (1839), 5 M. & W. 313; 8 
L. J. Ex. 240; 3 Jur. 1054. 

960. Assignee of land — Portion of land 
charged.]|—Where a portion of lands that are 
charged with the payment of a rentcharge is 
assigned to a purchaser, an action at law for the 
recovery of the arrears of the rentcharge is main- 
tainable against the assignee of such portion, 
whether the charge was created by deed or by will. 
—BoorTsH v. SMITH (1883), 51 L. fT. 395; 47 J. 2. 
759, D. C. 

Annotation :—Refd. Pertwee v. Townsend, [1896] 2 Q. J. 


961. Profits not equal to rentcharge.| -- 
Where an ccclesiastical augmentation by way of 
rentcharge which has been granted to a vicar & his 
successors under 29 Car. 2, c. 8, as extended by 
Augmentation of Benefices Act, 1831 (c. 45), is 
in arrear, the whole amount in arrear is recoverable 
as a debt for which the assignee of the land so 
charged is personally liable, & is not limited to the 
extent of any profits which he may have received 
from the land.—PERTWEE v. TOWNSEND, [1896] 
2Q. B. 129; 651. J. Q. B. 659; 75 L. T. 104. 
Annotations -—Cons d. Re Herbage "hr ats, Groecnwich, 

Charity Comrs. v. Green, [1896] 2 Ch, 811. d. Foley’s 

Charity Trustees v. Dudley Corpn., [ 1910} 1 K. B. 317. 

962. Terre-tenant of part.) — CHRISTIE v. 
BARKER, No. 611, ante. 

963. Liquidator.|—An order having been made 
for the winding up of an unregistered co. under 
Cos. Act, 1862 (c. 89), directed under sect. 203 of 
the Act that certain land which was vested in 
trustees for the co., subject to a rentcharge should 
vest in the official liquidators, appointed for the 
purposes of the winding up by their official name. 
Pitfis., the owners of the rentcharge upon such 
land, sued the liquidators in their personal capacity 
to recover arrears of the rentcharge from them as 
terre-tenants :—Held: such action ought to be 
stayed as being manifestly groundless. 

The property is vested in him (the liquidator] 
by the order of the ct. & he does not seem to have 
any election in the matter; & therefore he cannot 
be personally liable on the ground that he has made 
an election (EsuHER, M.R.).—GRAHAM v. EDGE 
(1888), 20 Q. B. D. 683; 57 L. J. Q. B. 406; 58 
L. T. 918; 36 W. R. 529; 47. L. BR. 442, C. A. 
Annotation gta Ike Ebsworth & Tidy’s Contract (1889), 

42 Ch. D. 2 

964, After repudiation.j;—An unregistered 
co. were mtgees. in possession of land subject to 
a rentcharge created by deed. The co. was wound 
up under Cos. Act, 1862 (c. 89), s. 208, & the 
liquidators for some time paid the rentchar ge. 
Then, finding that the annual valuc of the property 
was not equal to the rentcharge, they obtained 
leave from the ct. to get rid of the land, & gave 
notice to the tenant in occupation of the land & 
to the owner of the rentcharge that they repudiated 
the land. The owner of the rentcharge claimed 
to prove in the winding-up for arrears which had 
accrued since the repudiation :—Held: the co. 
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were only liable so long as they were owners of the 
land; the liquidators had sufficiently repudiated 
the etigey 2 of the land, & no subsequent claim 
could be made for the rentcharge. 

Another point put to the ct. was that the 
covenant to pay the rentcharge run with the land. 
The decision in Thomas v. Sylvester, No. 948, ante, 
is against that contention: for there the judges 
evidently did not think that the covenant ran 
with the land, for they decided the case upon the 
question whether the owner of the rentcharge could 
sue the assignee as terre-tenant in an action for 
debt (Corron, L.J.).—Re BLACKBURN & DISTRICT 
BENEFIT BUILDING SOCIETY, Ex p. GRAHAM (1889), 
42 Ch. D. 343; 59 L. J. Ch. 183; 61 L. T. 745; 38 
W.R.178; 57. L. R. 565; 2 Meg. 1,C. A. 
nations = onan. Cundiff v. Fitzsimmons,'{1911] 1 K. B. 


P . ve Herbage Rents, Greenwich, Charity Comrs. 
v. Green, [1896] 2 Ch. 811. 


965. Tenant of copyholds—In whose occupancy 
arrears accrued.]|—SEARLE v. COOKE, No. 954, ante. 

966. Tenant for years.|—A tenant for years is 
not liable in an action of debt for non-payment of 
a rentcharge issuing out of the land of which he is 
in occupation nor in the case of a rentcharge created 
for charitable purposes is he liable in an action in 
the Ch. Div. at the instance of the A.-G. or the 
Charity Comrs.—Ite HERBAGE RENTS, GREEN- 
WICH, CHARITY COMRS. v. GREEN, [1896] 2 Ch. 
811; 65 L. J. Ch. 871; 75 L. T. 1483; 45 W. RR. 
743; 12 7. L. R. 621; 40 Sol. Jo. 716. 
Annotations :-—Refd. Moley’s Charity Trustces +, Dudley 


Corpn.,{1910) 1K.B.317; Cundiff v. Fitzsimmons, [1911] 
] K. B. 513. 


967. Highway authority.|—lor more than one 
hundred years a fee farm rent had been paid to 
certain charity trustees in respect of a piece of land 
acquired for the widening of a turnpike road & 
since forming part of the road, but no conveyance 
to the turnpike trustces was forthcoming. The 
rentcharge was paid, first, by the turnpike trustees, 
who had statutory power to buy land for widening 
the roads under their control, &, on the expiration 
of the turnpike trust in 1871 by virtue of 33 & 34 
Vict. c. 73, by deft. corpn., in whom as the highway 
authority the road had become vested under Public 
iTealth Act, 1848 (c. 63). The corpn. having 
refused to make any further payments, the 
charity trustees brought an action against them in 
the county ct. for arrears of the rentcharge :— 
Held: the ct. ought to presume that the land had 
been granted to the turnpike trustees as land sub- 
ject to a perpetual rentcharge, & deft. corpn. were 
liable as terre-tenants for the payment of the rent- 
charge.—FOLEY’s CHARITY TRUSTEES v. DUDLEY 
Corpn., [1910] 1 K. B. 317; 79 L. J. K. B. 410; 
102 L. T.1; 743.P.41; 81. G. R. 820, C. A. 

968. Freeholder with immediate right to pos- 
session.|—-A mtgee. in fee of land which is subject 
to a rentcharge is personally liable to pay the 
rentcharge although he has never bcen in 
possession. 

So long as the freeholder has an immediate right 
to take possession, he has sufficient pernancy of 
the profits to render him liable for a chief rent 
issuing out of the land (DARLING, J.).—CUNDIFF 
v. WirzsimmMons, [1911] 1K. B.513; 80 L. J. K. B. 
422; 1038 L. T. 811, D. C. 


D. Necessity for Demand. 
ae Real Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), 
s. 36. 
969. *‘To be paid if demanded ’’ — Demand 


PART VIII. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 9. 
ad. Relief in equity—Legal remedies 
useless or very dificult. bill in 
equity docs not lie to recover the arrears 


of a rentcharge, unless it be proved 
that there are circumstances 
render the legal remedies useless or 
very difficult.— BRADY v. FITZGERALD 
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neces eae v. LEA (1622), Palm. 320; 81 
EE. R. 1103. 


SuB-SECT. ,8.—RECOVERKY BY CHARITIES. 
See CHAniIvTiEs, Vol. VILI., pp. 352, 353, Nos. 
1488-1497. 


SUB-SECT. 9.—OTHER CASES. 


970. Relief in equity—Confusion of boundaries 
—Distress impossible..—HARDING v. SUFFOIK 
(COUNTESS) hee) 1 Rep. Ch. 61; 21 E. R. 507. 


Annotation :—Refd. Basingstoke Corpn. v. Bolton (1852), 


1 Drew. 270. 

971. Legal remedy insufficient. |—THORN- 
DIKE v. ALLINGTON (1667), 1 Cas. in Ch. 79; 22 
EK. R. 704. 

Annotation :—Apld. Re Alms Corn Charity, Charity Comrs. v. 

Bode, [1901] 2 Ch. 750. 

972. Remedy in personam.] — PALMER v. 
ee (1670), 1 Cas. in Ch. 184; 22 E. lt. 

973. Heir-at-law of purchaser.|-- 
Lands are sold to A. subject to an annuity of £15 
a year to the sister of the vendor; the lands are 
afterwards mortgaged & otherwise charged by A. 
&, thus charged, descend to his heir-at-law. <A 
ct. of equity will make a personal decree against 
the heir, for the arrears & growing payments of 
this annuity..-CHAMPERNOWNE v. HILLERSDON 
(1708), 4 Bro. Parl. Cas. 330; 2 E. R. 224, H. L. 

974, ——- Lands subject to charge sold—Charge 
directed against other lands.]|—-Lands out of which 
an annuity is issuing sold for payment of debts, 
it was decreed to be paid out of other lands unsold. 
—KENNOULE (Lonp) v. BEDFORD (EARL) (16786), 
1 Cas. in Ch. 295; 22 E. BR. 808. 

Annotation :—Refd. Salisbury v. Bugott (1677), 2 Swan. 603. 

975. Charge against purchase- 
money.|—-Testator bequeathed to C., the daughter 
of W., £10 per annum during her natural life, & if 
she should die before her mother, W., the same sum 
during her natural life, to be paid from the house, 
No. 1, Park Lane, St. Marylebone parish, to 
commence at my death. The daughter died before 
the mother; & the owner of the house subject to 
the annuity, paid the annuity to the mother for 
several years after the daughter’s death, & then 
sold the house without notice of the charge to the 
purchaser. Thereupon the motuer filed a plaint 
in the county ct. against the owner, seeking to 
obtain a provision for the annuity out of the pur- 
chase-money :—Held: (1) upon the construction 
of the will pltf. was entitled to the annuity ; (2) she 
had a right to confirm the sale of the house, & was 
entitled to be indemnified out of the purchase- 
money.—WILLIAMS v. SMITH (1870), 21 L. T. 745 ; 
18 W. R. 420. 

976. Foreclosure —No right.|—An annuity is 
granted out of lands, & made redeemable on pay- 
ment of a sum of money. The grantor cannot be 
foreclosed of the land, though he may of the 
redemption of the annuity.—CARNESEW v. ARSCOTT 
(1683), 1 Vern. 209; 23 BE. R. 419. 
en ee Shipton v. Casson (1826), 4 L. J. O. 3. 




















977. Recovery from corporation—When lands 
sequestrated.|—A.-G. v. COVENTRY CORPN. (1715), 
2 Vern. 713; 1 P. Wms. 306; 23 H. R. 1069, L. C. 


Annotations :-—Refd. Walker v. Bell (1816), 2 Madd. 21; 
Russell v. Kast Anglian Ry. (1850), 3 Mac. & G. 104. 


(1848), 12 I. Eq. R. 273.—IR. 

Non-existence of legal 
remedies. |}—HARRISON v. MASON (1849), 
12 L. TT. O. Ss. 478.—IR. 





which e. 
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978. Lien on title deeds—Deposited as security.] 
—RICHARDS v. BORRETT, No. 17, ante. 

979. Corpus & arrears—No distinction between 
remedies.|—-(1) Arrears of an annuity chargeable 
by deed, a marriage settlement, on land, or a 
rentcharge, held to be recoverable by bill in equity 
filed by the personal representative of the grantee 
against the son of the grantor, the devisee of the 
estate, although powers of entry & distress, & a 
right to pernancy of the rents, issues, & profits, 
in satisfaction of the annuity when in arrear, were 
expressly given & reserved to the grantee by the 
deed; & although the right to those remedies may 
have devolved on the representative, or he might 
have other legal remedies, by statute or otherwise, 
on the principle that the proceeding in equity may 
be the better & safer course; or may be more 
effectual & comprehensive than the remedies at 
law; or that there may be difficulties surrounding 
the legal remedy which the equitable course might 
obviate, in aid & furtherance of the proceedings 
atlaw; or that the ct. of equity might give further 
& more satisfactory relief, which it would be 
beyond the jurisdiction of a ct. of law to provide 
for. All these considerations afford ground 
sufficient to justify applications to cts. of equity 
by bill for relief, where & notwithstanding pltf. 
may possibly have concurrent, but not commen- 
surate remedies at law. It is competent to pltf. 
in such a bill to pray that the ct. will decree the 
amount of the arrears claimed & found due, to be 
raised by sale or mtge. of the estate; as cts. of 
equity have jurisdiction to decree estates with 
such incumbrances to be sold or mortgaged to 
satisfy them, where necessary. 

(2) A charge on land created by deed cannot be 
discharged but by deed, or at least, semble, by some 
formal act of release. Parol refusal to accept 
payment on the part of the grantee, is not such a 
sufficient indication of evidence even of an intention 
to disclaim the subject-matter, or acquit the party 
even in equity, as to support a defence on that 
ground against a demand set up by a personal 
representative. 

(3) A gross sum, the arrears of an annuity 
chargeable on land, is a debt, of the same nature 
asthe annuity itself, & capable of the same remedies 
for the recovery of it; although the sum claimed 
for such arrears be due to the representative of the 
grantee, & claimed as such by the suit in equity.— 
CUPIT v. JACKSON (1824), M‘Cle. 495; 138 Price, 
721; 148 EB. Qt. 207, Ex. Ch. 

Annotations :—As_ to (1) Distd. Philipps v. Philipps (1844), 
8 Beav. 193. Apld. Harrison v. Mason (1849), 12 L. T. 
O. 8. 478; White v. Barnes (1858), 32 lL. T. O. S. 113. 
Consd. Hall v. Hurt (1861), 2 John. & H. 76; Kelsey ». 
Kelsey (1874), L. R. 3 . Apld. Horton v. Hall 
(1874), L. R. 17 Eq. 437. td. Taylor v. Taylor, Re 
Taylor’s Ketate Act (1874), L. R. 17 Eq. 324. Consd. 
Scottish Widows’ Fund v. Craig (1882), 20 Ch. D. 208. Distd. 
Sandeman v. Rushton (1891), 61 L. J. Ch. 136. Apld. Re 
Tucker, Tucker v. Tucker, (1893] 2 Ch. 323. CGonsd. 
Hambro v. Hambro, [1894] 2 Ch. 564; Blackburne v. 
Hope-Hdwardes, [1901] 1 Ch. 419, Refd. Graves v. Hicks 
(1841), 11 Sim. 536; Ite Herbage Rents, Greenwich, 
Charity Comrs. v. Green, [1896] 2 Ch. 811. 

980. Execution-—— Amount recoverable—When 
sums advanced by receiver.|—Where an agent who 


Sect. 2: Sub- 


had negotiated an annuity between the grantor. 
& grantee, & was appointed receiver of the rents | 
of the estate on which it was charged advanced | 


money to the grantee in anticipation of the receipt 
of arrears, receiving from the grantor, on the money 
thus advanced, the usual & ordinary commission 
of 24 per cent. on annuity payments; but no 
assignment of the arrears was taken, nor was any 
stipulation made for the payment of interest :— 


RENTCHARGES AND ANNUITIES. 


Held: such advances must be considered as pay- 
ments made in liquidation of the arrears of the 
annuity; &, oe the estates proved 
insufficient to pay the annuity, or reimburse the 
agent the money he had advanced, the grantee 
could not issue execution for more than was due, 
after deducting the money received from the agent. 
—CARROLL v. GooLD (1828), 1 Bing. 190; 7 
oad C. P. 621; 1L.J.0.8.C.P.46; 130 E.R. 

—— Writ of elegit.|—See ExrcuTion, Vol. 
XXI., pp. 565, 566, Nos. 1411-1414. 

981. House destroyed by fire— Insurance by 
devisee of grantor—Insurance money paid into 
court.|—-Testator charged his real estate with an 
annuity to his widow, &, subject thereto, devised 
it to S. in fee, & appointed her his extrix. Testator 
had insured a house. Policy expired afew months 
after his death & was then renewed by S. Soon 
afterwards the house, which was the whole of his 
realestate, was burntdown. Theinsurance money 
was ordered to be paid into ct. on a motion by the 
widow, in a suit instituted by her against S. for 
the administration of testator’s estate.—PARRY v. 
ASHLEY (1829), 3 Sim. 97; 57 E. R. 936. 
ca is oma -—Refd. Warwicker v. Bretnall (1882), 23 Ch. D. 


982. Attornment of tenant of grantor—Right of 
rentcharger.|—-T. being tenant by the curtesy, 
demised to C. for ninety-nine years if he T. should 
so long live, at a peppercorn rent, to the intent 
that C. should re-demise as next mentioned; &, 
immediately after, C. re-demised to T., for ninety- 
eight years, if T. should so long live, at a rent of 
£55, with a proviso that, if the rent should be in 
arrear, C. might enter on the premises, & have hold, 
use, occupy, etc., the messuages, lands, etc., & 
take the rents & profits, until, by perception of the 
rents & profits, or otherwisc, he should be satisfied. 
Afterwards T. demised to deft. for sixty years. 
Before the sixty years expired, the £55, rent 
being in arrear, C. brought ejectment, & T. defended 
as landlord. C. recovered; & deft., to prevent a 
writ of possession being cxecuted, attorned to C., 
& thenceforward paid rent to him. Afterwards, & 
during the sixty years’ term, deft. was served with 
notice of an award, reciting a submission to 
reference by one I. & by T. & C. & that H. was 
entitled to an annuity, charged on the lands with 
the usual powers of distress, as trustee, under 
a grant by T. prior to T.’s demise to C.; & the 
award adjudged that H.’s rentcharge was in arrear, 
that H. was entitled to priority over C., & that H. 
should receive the rents. Deft. then signed a 
memorandum that he attorned to & became 
tenant of H.: & afterwards he paid rent to him :— 
Held: deft., by attorning to C. became tenant to 
him from year to year, C. having a right to enter 
& suspend his term of sixty years till C.’s rent- 
charge was satisfied; & afterwards deft., by 
attorning to Hf. upon notice of the award, became 
tenant to H. from year to year; & H. could 
maintain ejectment against deft. after giving him 
six months’ notice.—DogE d. CHAWNER v. BOULTER 
(1837), 6 Ad. & El. 675; 1 Nev. & P. K. B. 650; 
Will. Woll. & Dav. 3383; 6L. J. K. B. 1793; 112 
EK. R. 260. 

Annotation :—Consd. Doe d. Butler vr. Kensington (1816), 8 

Q. B. 429. 


Right against compensation money on com- 
pulsory purchase.|—See COMPULSORY PURCHASE 
oF LAND, Vol. XI1., p. 237, No. 1283. 

Recovery on enfranchisement of copyholds.]— 
See COPYHOLDS, Vol. XIITI., p. 157, No. 2027. 

Recovery in county court.|—See County Courts, 
Vol. XITII., pp. 480, 544, Nos. 297, 993. 


Part VIII.—REcOvERY OF RENTCHARGES AND ANNUITIES. 


SEcT. 2.—ANNUITIES. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—PROCEEDINGS FOR RECOVERY. 
A. Administration Action. 


ee of annuitant to bring.|—See ExXEcurToORS, 
os XIV., pp. 752, 758, 807, Nos. 7806, 7807, 
Annuitant necessary  __ 
Vol. XXIV., p. 763, No. 7920. 
Order for administration—Provision for annui- 
ties.|—See ExEcutTors, Vol. XXIV., pp. 798, 799, 
Nos. 8281-8286. 
Effect on pending proceedings.|—See EXxE- 
cuTors, Vol. XXIV., p. 775, Nos. 8055, 8056. 


-See EXECUTORS, 


B. Action for Debt. 


983. When action will lie—Annuity by deed.]— 
Debt will lie for the arrears of annuity by deed as 
a contract; & adhuc aretro existit, is well enough 
to show it was in arrear.— BROWNE v. PENDLEBURY 
(1592), Cro. Eliz. 268; 78 TE. R. 6238. 

984 Not before time for payment.|]— 
Diaas’ CASE (1583), Moore, K. B. 188; 72 EH. R. 
488. 





985. —-—-.|—In debt for an annuity pay- 
able at the Annunciation, or within twenty days 
after, the writ was brought Apr. 8, & held bad ; 
for no cause of action had then arisen.— BLUNDEN’S 
CASE (1598), Cro. Eliz. 565; 78 H. KR. 810. 

986. Necessity for demand — Action by execu-~- 
tors—No demand by annuitant.|—-Sanps v. LEA 
(1622), Palm. 320; 81 HE. R. 1103. 

987. Against whom maintainable—Executors.]| 
—Assumpsit cannot be maintained for the arrears 
of an annuity against exors., because there is no 
personal privity.—ANON. (1673), 1 Mod. Rep. 163 ; 
86 BE. R. 802. 

988. Sufficiency of consideration.]—Assumpsitt will 
lie on a promise to pay an annuity in consideration 
that lands are not charged with it.—RocKWoopD’s 
CASE (1589), Cro. Eliz. 164; 1 Leon. 192; 78 BE. QR. 
421. 

Annotation :—Refd. Dutton v. Pole (1677), 3 Keb. 814. 
.|—See CONTRACT, Vol. XII., pp. 200, 265, 
Nos. 1600, 2167. 

989. Discovery.|—An annuity deed, of which 
there was no counterpart, was placed in the hands 
of R., as agent for grantor & grantee. KR. received 
the annuity for grantee. The grantor redeemed 
the annuity by paying the amount of the purchase- 
money to R. , who, without express authority from 
the grantee, delivered the deed to grantor to be 
cancelled. R. having absconded without paying 
the grantee, & the grantee having sued grantor for 
arrears :—Held: he was entitled to call for an 
inspection of the deed.— DEVENOGE (OR DEVERNER 
v. BOUVERIE (1831), 8 Bing. 1; 1 Moo. & S. 29; 
1L.J.C.P.1; 131 E. R. 300. 





C. Action on Covenant 


990. When action lies.|When there is a bond 
& also a deed of covenant to secure an annuity, 
although the bond is forfeited before discharge 
under 16 Geo. 3, c. 88, the party may be sued upon 
the covenant, for payments becoming due after 
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the discharge.—CoTTEREL v. HoOOKE (1779), 1 

Doug. K. B. 973; 99 E. R. 68. 

Annotation :—Mentd. Davies v. Arnott (1825), 10 Moore, 
C. P. 539. 

991. Who y sue—Failure of some parties to 
execute deed.|—-Where, in covenant against the 
exors. of A., pltf. declared that A. covenanted with 
him & two others, that his exors., etc., should pay 
to them an annuity for the use of a third person, 
& averred that the other two never sealed the deed : 
—Held: all joint covenantees who may sue must 
sue, & the declaration was bad, inasmuch as it did 
not appear that any of the covenantees had not 
Baaerted to the deed although they did not seal 
it. Qu.: whether the declaration would have been 
sufficient if it had averred that the two covenantees 
not joined, had refused to assent to the deed.— 
PETRIE v. BuRY (1824), 3 B. & C. 353; 5 Dow. & 
ae K. B. 152; 3L. 3.0.8. K. B. 29; 107 E. R. 

64. 

Annotations :—Apld. Wetherell v. Langston (1847), 1 Exch. 
634. Refd. Foley v. Addenbrooke (1843), 4 Q. B. 197. 
Mentd. Dewhirst v. Jones (1864), 4 New Rep. 343. 

992. Whether eae | to failure 
of consideration.|—By an indenture between A., 
& B. & his wife, & C. of one part, & D., & E. & 
the same C. of another part, it was recited, that 
F’., also party to the deed, had requested to have 
a certain farm given up to him, in which B.’s wife 
was interested, he F. giving sureties, namely 
D., E. & C., for payment of an annuity to B.’s 
wife; & it was thereupon witnessed that, in 
consideration of the covenants thereinafter entered 
into by A., B. & his wife, & C. & of 10s., D., HE. & C. 
& each & every of them, covenanted with A., B. 
& his wife & C. to pay the annuity. There followed 
covenants by A., B. for himself & his wife, & C., 
severally, for quiet enjoyment, & for executing an 
assignment to F. when required. The deed was 
signed & sealed by D., BE. & C., & by F., but not by 
A. or B. In an action brought by A. & B. after 
the death of C. for breach of the covenant to pay 
the annuity :—Held: (1) the omission of A. & B. 
to execute the deed did not disable them from suing 
upon it; such omission did not amount to a total 
failure of consideration for the covenant sued 
upon, supposing such total failure to be an answer 
to the action, & the covenant to pay the annuity, & 
those for quiet enjoyment & for assigning, were not 
mutual & dependent: (2) at least after C.’s 
death, A. & B. might sue D.’s exors., D. & E. being 
also dead, for non-payment of the annuity, though 
the covenant for such payment was entered into 
both by & to C.—ROSE v. POULTON (1831), 2 B. & 
Ad. 822; 1L. J. K. B.5; 109 BE. R. 1348. 


Annotations :—<As to (2) Expld. Ellis v. Kerr (1910), 79 L. J. Ch. 
291. Generally, Mentd. Hume v. Bolland (1832), 2 Tyr. 
575; Cardwell v. Lucas (1836), 2M. & W. 111; Cooch v. 
ocatien ayer 2 Q. B. 580; Dewhirst v. Jones (1864), 


993. - Joint covenant.] — In consideration 
of the sum of £300, T. & R. by deed, severally & 
respectively, & for their several & respective heirs, 
exors., & administrators, granted, covenanted, 
& agreed, to & with L. & B. their heirs, exors., 
administrators, & assigns, to pay to L. & B. their 
exors., etc., one annuity, or clear yearly sum of 
£30 in the shares & proportions following, viz. 








PART VIII. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 1.—B. 


{. Whether action will lie to re- 
cover purchase-money of annuity.} —- 
In an action to recover the purchase- 
money for the arrears of an annuity, 
the fund out of which the arrears were 
to have been d having proved 
deficient, the circumstances of there 
having been only an equitable assign- 


J.—VOL. XXXIX. 


ment of the arrears, will not per se 
entitle pltf. to treat the transaction 
as a loan, & to recover the purchase- 
money.—JOHNSTON v. COTTINGHAM 
(1840), Arm. M. & O. 11.—IR. 


. Arrears of freehold annuit An 
action of debt :—Held: not to lie for 


the arrears offa freehold annuity.— 


WY ees 


(1842), Arm. 


PART VIII. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 1.—C, 


h. Who may be sued—Whether pur. 
chaser for value without notice.) — 
dat id v. MILLER (1867), 14 Gr. 25. 


k. When action lies—Against pur- 
chasers from AE ee Seca MATTHEWS 
v. MEARS (1874), 21 Gr. 643.—CAN, 


l. Deed of farm from father to son 
P 
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Sect. 2.— Annuities: Sub-sect. 1, C., D. & E.; sub- 
sect.2. Sects.” ~ ~~ 


the sum of £15 being one moiety of the annuity, 
unto L. his exors., etc., & the sum of £15 the remain- 
ing moiety, unto his exors., etc., to be 
respectively paid quarterly. The powers for 
tter securing the payment of the annuity con: 
tained in the deed were all given to L. & B. jointly, 
& the deed also contained a joint power of attorney 
to them to enter pe a joint judgment; & a joint 
power was granted to them to dispose of the 
reversion of a close of land, with a joint power of 
attorney to sell certain stock; & the annuity was 
redeemable, on seven days’ notice in writing being 
iven, by the payment to L. & B. of the sum of 

07 10s. & all arrears of the annuity. In an 
action brought by L. against T. to recover arrears 
of the annuity :—Held: the covenant was a joint 
covenant, & the interest in the annuity was joint, 
& L. could not sue alone.—LANE v. DRINKWATER 
(1834), 1 Cr. M. & R. 599; 3 Dowl. 2238; 5 Tyr. 
40, 4L. J. Ex. 32; 149 KE. R. 1220. 

Annotation :—Apld. Byrne v. Fitzhugh (1834), 5 Tyr. 54. 

994. —— Assignee—Set-off of payments before 
notice of assignment.|—-LAWRANCE v. BELL, No. 

51, ante. 

995. Consideration for annuity—Assignment of 
real property—With covenants for quiet enjoyment 
& to assign—Whether covenants mutual & depen- 
dent on covenant to pay annuity.|—ROosgE v. PouL- 
TON, No. 992, ante. 

—— Covenant in erage settlement.}|—See 
CONTRACT, Vol. XII., p. 431, No. 3488. 

Fraud of grantor—Defendants estopped from 
Aa mc ESTOPPEL, Vol. XXI., ¢. 279, No. 





D. Annuity secured by Bond. 


See, generally, BoNDSs, Vol. VII., pp. 164 e¢ seq. 
Impossibility of performance—By act of law.]— 
See Bonns, Vol. VII., p. 218, No. 549. 
aoe bond.]—-See Bonps, Vol. VII., p. 240, No. 


Amount recoverable.|—See Bonps, Vol. VII., 
pp. 214, 219, Nos. 558, 559, 617. 

Pleading.|—See Bonpbs, Vol. VII., pp. 248, 245, 
Nos. 865, 885-887. 
Se UH OR S| Oke Bonps, Vol. VII., p. 255, Nos. 


7, 


E. Other Cases. 


996. Enforcement against agent.|—Where con- 
signments have been made from abroad to answer 
an annuity which the owner of the property con- 
signed is liable to pay & a consignee in England 
gives notice of the arrangement to the annuitant & 
makes payments in pursuance of it, the consignee 
is not afterwards at liberty to discontinue such 
payments so long as he has any proceeds of the 
consignments in his hands. The circumstances | 
of such a transaction constitute an implied trust | 
which the ct. will enforce against the consignee | 
for the benefit of the annuitant.—FITzGERALD v. | 


—Son coeenaneeng to pay sister annuity 
—Death of father—Kepudiation of 
covenant Whether action lies by 
sister to recover upon deed.J—DAWBSON 
v. Dawson (1911), 18 O. W. R. 6; 2 
O. WwW. N. §2 ; 23 O. L. R. 1.—CAN. 
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m. Sale of land to realise charge.) 
—When A. conveys land to B., in 
consideration of B.’s agreement to pay 


n. Lquitable 
coverable unless 
Where land ha 


an annuity to C., the ct. will, upon another, 
default in payment, declare the snouty evidenced by 
to be a charge upon the land, althoug 


no express charge has been created 
& decree a sale of the land to 


the serch ee Raa fe oe 
an) i 13), 24 W. L. R. 420; 4 
W. W. . 785: 11D. L. R. 801.— 


rentcharge— Not re- 
nted deed 


divided & part given to a person with a 
stipulation for an annual payment to 
the stipulation not 


eed :—. : e 
annuity could not be recovered at law. 


RENTCHARGES AND ANNUITIES. 


arta (1881), 2 Russ. & M. 457; 39 H. R. 467, 


Annotations :—Apld. Kirwan v. Daniel (1847), 5 Hare, 493. 
Mentd. Burn v. Carvalho (1839), 4 My. & Cr. 690; Rodick 
v. Gandell (1852), 1 De G. M. & G. 763. 

997. .]—Pltf. being entitled to an annuity 
of £300 charged upon plantations in the West 
Indies, belonging to K., entered, as agent for K., 
into an agreement with D., by which D. in 
consideration of having the produce consigned to 
him until his advances were satisfied, was to ship 
supplies to the plantations, & honour bills drawn 
upon him D. by K. for the expenses of manage- 
ment, & also to pay pe annuity. The consign- 
ments were made, D. paid pltf.’s annuity for 
one year, & then discontinued the payment, 
although he received subsequent consignments. 
The bill prayed that D. might be ordered to pay the 
annuity so long as he continued to receive the 
consi ents :—Held: on demurrer, without 
deciding whether pltf. could sustain a suit to enforce 
the agreement as against D., D. could not, after the 
pee of the annuity which he had made under 

he contract, withhold from pltf. the benefit of 
the contract for the further payment of the 
annuity.—KIRWAN v. DANIEL (1847), 5 Hare, 

493; 16L. J.Ch.191; 8L. T. 0. 8S, 554; 11 Jur. 

235; 67 EB. R. 1006. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Harland v. Binks (1850), 
713; Siggers v. Evans (1855), 5 E. & B. 367 ; 
v. Willis (1864), 9 L. T. 792. 

998. Specific performance.] — Specific perform- 
ance of an agreement to grant a personal annuity, 
& to provide a house of a certain value for a party 
to live in, will be decreed in equity. 

A. for certain considerations mentioned in a 
deed & also for other considerations not in 
consistent with the former, agreed to grant to B. 
an annuity for his life, & to provide him a house 
of the value of £10 a year to live in. Upon a bill 
being filed by B. for specific performance :—Held : 
the ct. could grant the relief prayed, although no 
security on land was agreed to be given for the 
performance of the agreement.—CLIFFORD v. TUR- 
RELL (1845), 14 L. J. Ch, 390; 5 L. T. O. S. 281; 
9 Jur. 633, L. C. 


Annotations -—Apld. Keenan v. Handley (1864), 10 L. T. 
683. Mentd. Kelson v. Kelson (1853), 1 W. R. 143; Re 
British & Foreign Cork Co., Leifchilds’ Case (1865), L. R. 
1 Kq. 231; Jervis v. Berridge Sy, 8 Ch. App. 351; Re 
Barnstaple Second Annuitant Soc. (1884), 50 L. T. 424; 
Frith v. Frith, [1906] A. C. 254. 

999. Re-entry..—Don d. BUTLER v. KENSING- 
TON (LORD), No. 905, ante. 

1000. Account—As against prior annuitant.|— 
The grantee of an annuity is not entitled as a 
matter of course to an account as against prior 
annuitants ; the ct. must be satisfied that upon the 
taking of the accounts there would be a balance 
coming to the subsequent annuitant.—ILEs v. 
FOWLER (1862), 6 L. T. 843, L. C. 

Recovery where charitable intention.] — See 
CHARITIES, Vol]. VIII., p. 332, No. 1179. 

Mandamus to Lords of Treasury.|—See CROWN 
PRACTICE, Vol. XVI., p. 304, No. 1168. 





15 Q. B. 
Cochrane 


» —RapForRD v. MurRRAY (1852), 3 
realise Nfid. L. R. 312.—NFLD. 

v. SPENCER 0. Jurisdiction of Court of Chan- 

cery—To entertain suit for arrears of 

ites Gs peed v. HAWKINS (1838), 

1 Dr. Wal. 363.—IR. 

Ry Annuitant in possession—Whether 
entitled to powers of receiver.)—The 
powers of a receiver for the recovery 
of rents will be given to an annuitant 
put into possession by the ct. He 
will, if necessary, be allowed to proceed 

t the tenants on the covenants 
contained in the leases previously made 


been info ly 


be 
the 
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Grant of administration.]|—See Exmourors, Vol. 
XXITI., p. 216, No. 2567. 

Equitable lien.|——See Lien, Vol. XXXII, p, 282, 
Nos. 591-595. 

Appointment of receiver.|—See 
p. 36, ante. 


RECEIVERS, 


SUB-SECT. 2.—PRACTICE. 

1001. Presumption of death of annuitant.]— 
A sum of money was set apart in 1815 to answer 
an annuity to a woman then supposed to be resident 
in India but who was never afterwards heard of. 
In 1837 the master having certified upon presump- 
tion that she was dead but without finding when 
she died the ct. ordered payment of the principal 
money to the party entitled to it subject to the 
annuity. In 1842 the master having certified upon 
presumption that she died in 1822 & that no 
personal representative had been heard of the ct. 
ordered immediate payment to the same party 
of the accumulations since that time, & in 1847 
it ordered payment of the rest of the fund to the 
same party though resident abroad upon his 
giving personal security to refund in case the 
annuitant or her personal representative should 
ever establish a claim.— CUTHBERT v. PURRIER 
(1847),2 Ph. 199; 41 KH. R. 918, L. C. 

1002. Proof of continuance of life of annuitant— 
Jurisdiction of court to order—On originating 
summons.}|—The ct. has no jurisdiction on an 
originating summons, under R.S.C., Ord. 544, to 
declare what evidence ought to be furnished to a 
person, who has covenanted by deed to pay an 
annuity, is entitled to have produced as to the con- 
tinuance of the life of the annuitant.—HuNT v. 
Maw (1907), 52 Sol. Jo. 58, C. A. 

1003. Form of master’s certificate.]—It is 
not for a master, on an inquiry before him whether 
an annuitant is living or dead, either to presume the 
death or to state that there is no evidence before 
him to show whether the annuitant is living or 
dead. His certificate should take the form of 
finding that the only evidence on the point before 
him is the evidence mentioned in the certificate 
& submitting to the ct. the question whether 
the annuitant oe t to be presumed to be livin 
or dead, &, if dead, on what date the death ought 
to be presumed to have taken place.—fRe LONG, 
MEDLICOTT v. LONG (1915), 60 Sol. Jo. 59. 





SEct. 3.—LACHES AND ACQUIESCENCE. 
See, generally, Equity, Vol. XX., pp. 524-541. 
1004. What amounts to—Acceptance of smaller 
sum.]—MILLS v. DREwITT, No. 426, ante. 
1005. .|—By a separation deed the 
husband covenanted to pay £1,000 to a trustee 
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upon trust to pay the income thereof to the wife 
for her separate use without power of anticipation, 
& to pay him a further annual sum upon the same 
trusts. alphas the husband sued for a 
divorce. e proceedings were compromised by a 
deed whereby the wife & the trustee purported to 
release the husband from his covenant to pay the 
further annual sum, & the wife & a surety jointly 
& severally covenanted with the husband that she 
or any person on her behalf would not commence 
page ip for compelling the husband to allow 

er any support, maintenance, alimony, or 
additional income other than the income of the 
£1,000. The wife lived ten years after the execu- 
tion of the deed, & on each successive quarter day 
she received from the trustee a cheque for £10 
representing the income of the £1,000 & made no 
claim for any additionalsum. The £1,000 was not 
in fact invested, & the quarterly peas of £10 
were found by the husband. The wife made a 
will directing payment of her debts & giving all 
her property to an adopted daughter. The legal 
personal representative of the wife brought this 
action against the husband & the trustee for the 
arrears of the annuity. The husband counter- 
claimed for damages for breach of the wife’s 
covenant in the deed of release :—Held: the release 
of the husband’s covenant being admittedly void, 
the conduct of the wife accepting the trustee’s 
cheque for a smaller sum than was due did not 
amount either to accord & satisfaction or to such 
acquiescence as would prevent the wife from 
bringing a claim for the arrears. Her legal 
representative was therefore entitled to succeed 
in the action.—SPRANGE v. LEE, [1908] 1 Ch. 424; 
717.3. Ch. 274; 98 L. T. 400, C. A. 

1006. ——— Failure to enforce payment.]—An 
annuitant is not guilty of such laches as would 
disentitle her to recover arrears of her annuity 
merely on the ground that she has not actively 
enforced the performance of the duty of the trustees 
to pay her such annuity regularly.— Re Rrx, Rix v. 
Rix (1912), 56 Sol. Jo. 573. 

1007. .|\—EDWARDS v. WARDEN, No. 
762, ante. 

1008. Effect of—-Loss of interest.|—EDWARDS v. 
WARDEN, No. 762, ante. 








Sect. 4.—PROTECTION OF SECURITY. 

1009. Waste—-Land converted to tillage—No 
fraud.|— Darcy v. DaRcy (1668), Nels. 120; 21 
E. R. 805 

1010. No right to restrain.] —Qu.: whether 
the grantor of an annuity, charged upon the rents 
& profits of an estate, with the usual demise to a 
trustee, has a right to cut timber for his own use 





to them under the ct.—WaALOCOTT v. 
CONDON (1853), 5 Ir. Jur. 145.—IR. 


q. Appointment of receiver.|—BEA- 
ia v. AUSTEN (1875), 9 I. R. Kq. 


PART VIII. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 2. 


r. Who may be Pore OW ie 
separate parcels of land.j}—Where & 
suit is brought to enforce the peyment 
of an annuity issuing out of several 
parcels of lands, it is not necessary that 
all the persons interested in these 
lands should be made Mecha 
MILLER v. VIOKERS (1876), 23 Gr. 218. 
— CAN ° 


t. Mortgagees of land—Sub- 
sequent to will creating charge.}-—In 
an action for arrears of an annuity & 





8 of 


to declare the same a charge on land, 

mtgeern. of the land whose mtge. was 

subsequent to the will creating the 

charge & subject to the terms of it, 

were made defts. by the writ of sum- 

ication 

_ atement 

with costs.—NELSON v. Cooee Bee 

costs.—. iO v. OCHRANE 
(1889), 13 P, R. 76.—CAN, 


a. Sequestrators in possession of 
benefice.}—Sequestrators in possession 
of a benefice, who have been appointed 
merely to pay curates, etc., are not 
necessary parties to an annuitant’s 
bill whose annuity is charged on the 
benefice. —- STANNUBS v. ROBINSON 
(1837), 2 Jo. Ex. Yr. 498.— IR. 


b. Sufficiency of itssues.}+—-In debt 





by exor. On an annuity bond made 
by deft. to testator, & payable during 
the lifetime of testator :—Held: the 
issues tendered by the replications were 
sufficient, & the allegations in the 
pleadings, set out in the case, were 
sufficient to warrant the assessment of 
damages.— SMITH v. MUIRHEAD (1852), 
13 U. C. R. 9.—OAN. 

c. Restraint of vicar—Until answer 
led xe ae ek for ice oe ra 
im. car ha 

annuity charged on his Renetice; & 
being entitled to compensation for tithe 
arrears under the 3 & 4 Will. 4, oc. Pb 
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Sect. 4.—Protection of security. Part IX. 


& profit, the estate being mnseodual to the pay- 
ment of the charges upon it.—FAIRFIELD v. 
WESTON (1824), 2 Sim. & St. 96; 57 E. R. 282. 

1011. .J—A plot of land was conveyed 
to uses to secure a rentcharge, with powers of 
distress & entry into receipt of the rents & profits 
if the rentcharge should fall into arrear, &, subject 
thereto, to the use of defts’. predecessors in title. 
Defts. advertised for sale certain steamboilers & 
machinery on the property. The owners of the 
rentcharge applied for an injunction to restrain the 
sale. The rentcharge was not in arrear :—Held: 
the owner of a rentcharge is not in the position of 
a mtgee., & cannot obtain an injunction to restrain 
waste by the owner of the land out of which the 
rentcharge issues.—SANDEMAN v. RUSHTON (1891), 
61 L. J. Ch. 1386; 66 L. T. 180. 

1012. Covenant by grantor—What amounts to 
breach.|—An indenture recited that F. & G. were 
entitled to a fourth part of a colliery for a term of 
years ; that G. was also entitled, by agreement with 
A., to a lease of land essential for working the 
colliery, & held the agreement in trust for himself 
& EF. jointly ; that P. had a power of sale upon a 
moiety of the colliery, for the same term, to secure 
an annuity, which power he was about to exercise ; 
that F. & G. agreed to purchase the moiety, which 
was to be discharged from the annuity, & to grant 
a fresh annuity to P., payable out of the profits 
accruing from the working the coal, by virtue of the 
term in the three parts of the colliery, & the agree- 
ment. By the same indenture, after such recital, 
the moiety was assigned & the annuity granted ; 
& F. & G. covenanted severally for themselves, their 
exors., administrators, & assigns, to pay the 
annuity, as above, from the profits accruing, after 
payment of all rates, taxes, ctc., & of the rents 
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reserved on the term, or by the agreement; a right 
of entry on the aera charged, & of mtge. & 
sale, was given to P. on the annuity being in arrear ; 
& F. & G. covenanted severally for themselves, 
their heirs, exors., & administrators, not naming 
assigns, to do nothing whereby the annuity might 
cease, determine, be impeached, or become void 
& of no effect, or whereby the lease by which the 
colliery was originally demised, or the agreement, 
should be forfeited, or the terms thereby created 
cease. P. sued in covenant on the indenture, 
assigning for breaches, (a) that F. & G. took a lease 
of the land to which G. was entitled under the 
agreentent, in their own names, & not in trust for 
P., but for other persons, & forfeited & surrendered 
the agreement, whereby the annuity was im- 
peached, & pltf.’s right over the land, & in the 
profits which would have accrued, ceased ; (b) that 
under the land subject to the agreement there 
were veins of coal, the property of A., & that F. 
& G. took the land at a higher rent, & otherwise 
on worse terms, than G. was entitled to by the 
agreement, in order to obtain the last-mentioned 
coal on better terms than they otherwise could have 
done, whereby, etc. ; (c) that F. and G. afterwards 
assigned the land, amongst other things, to H., 
whereby, etc. On general demurrer to the 
declaration :—Held : the third breach showed that 
the annuity was co Saree since the land in 
H.’s hands would not be subject to the powers of 
entry, mtge., & sale; H.’s interest not being that 
which the covenantors had under the agreement, 
& he appearing to come in as a purchaser, nor 
rivy to the covenant, & not estopped by it.— 
Prrr v. WILLIAMS (1836), 5 Ad. & El. 885; 111 
EK. R. 1402, Ex. Ch. 
Rights on compulsory purchase.|—See CoMPUL- 
sony PURCHASE OF LAND, Vol. XI., p. 273, Nos. 
2033, 2034. 


Part IX.—Effect of Statutes of Limitation. 


See, generally, LIMITATION OF ACTIONS, Vol. 
XXXIT., pp. 315 et seq. 


Recovery of rentcharges & annuities secured on 

land.|—-See LIMITATION OF ACTIONS, Vol. XXXII., 

p. 8238, 408, 417-420, 428, Nos. 85-88, 863, 864, 
47-949, 959-973, 1030. 


—— Action on collateral covenant for payment.| 
—See LimMIraTION OF ACTIONS, Vol. XXXII, 
p. 430, Nos. 1047, 1048. 

-——~ When time begins to run.]—See LimirTa- 
TION OF ACTIONS, Vol. XXXII., pp. 396, 443, Nos. 
760, 1130-1135. 


—— Effect of trust for payment.|—See Lruita- 
TION OF ACTIONS, Vol. XX XITI., pp. 430, 431, 467, 
469, 470, 493, 498, 518, Nos. 1049, 1051, 1318, 
1338-1344, 1539, 1592, 1761. 

Recovery of annuities payable out of personalty.] 
—See LIMITATION OF ACTIONS, Vol. XXXII., 
pp. 316, 417, Nos. 24, 25, 946. 

Action by grantee of void annuity for money 
had & received.|—See LIMITATION OF ACTIONS, 
Vol. XXXII., p. 335, No. 197. 

—— When time begins to run.|—See Limita- 
oan Actions, Vol. XXXII., pp. 335, 336, Nos. 
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Part I.—Authorities Controlling the Revenue. 


Sect. 1.—THE CROWN. 

As to limitations of prerogative as regards 
taxation, see CONSTITUTIONAL Law, Vol. XI, 
pp. 502-504, Nos. 48, 61, 62. 

1. The Crown as party to legal proceedings in 
revenue cases.|—'‘ The Crown ”’ is merely a phrase 
importing the legal concentration of all the subjects 
of the realm, whose private rights are injured by 
delinquents in revenue matters, & they are, in fact, 
the party who contend with the particular in- 
dividual (GRAHAM, B.).—A.-G. v. LAMBIRTH 
(1818), 6 Price, 386; 146 E. XR. 641. 

Annotations :—Moentd, A.-G. v. Froer (1822), 11 Price, 183 ; 

A.-G. v. Smith, A.-G. v. Smith (1845), 4 L. T. O. 8. 296. 


PART I. SECT. 2. in the Constitution 


24. General rule.j}—It is a consol 
of the British Constitution, 


that no money can be 
idated fund into 
revenues of the State 


Sect. 2.—PARLIAMENT. 


2. General rule.|—It is a principle of the 
British Constitution, inherited in the Constitution 
of New Zealand, that no money can be taken out 
of the consolidated fund into which the revenues 
of the state have been paid, except under a distinct 
authorisation by Parliament itself; a payment 
made without that authority is illegal & wltra 
vires, & the money, if it can be traced, can be 
recovered by the Govt 


An agreement made in 1913 provided, (inter alia), 
that the Minister of Railways of New Zealand, 
representing the Crown, should pay to applts. 


of New Zealand 


. except under a distinct authorisation by 
taken out of the Parliam 


ent itself; @& payment e 
without that authority is ill & 


which the 
bave been paid, vires, & the money, if it oan be 
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Secl. 2.—Parliament. Sects.3 & 4. Part II. Sect. 
1: Sub-sects. 1 & 2, A. & B. Sect. 2: Sub- 
sects. 1 & 2, A., B., C. & D. (a).) 


£7,500 when 11 et granted a lease to B. & co. 
The making of the agreement had been authorised 
by an Act of 1912, which empowered the minister, 
without further appropriation, to pay to applts. 
out of the Public orks Fund such sum as might 
be payable in accordance with the agreement. 
Owing to an alteration in the scheme to which the 
agreement related, the minister did not require 
oe to grant the lease, & it was not granted. 
evertheless the £7,500 was paid by the Minister 
of Railways to applts. in 1914 out of a vote included 
in the Public Works Schedule to the Appropriation 
Act for the year, & the Controller & Auditor- 
General passed the sum as being so payable :— 
Held: as the lease had not been granted the pay- 
ment of the £7,500 was not authorised by the Act 
of 1912, & it was recoverable by the Govt. & could 
be deducted from a larger sum admittedly due 
to applts.—AUCKLAND HarsouR BOARD wv. R., 
[1924] A. C. 318; 03 L. J. P. C. 126; 1830 L. I. 
621, P. C. 
Annotation :—Consd. A.-G. v. G. S. & W. Ry. of Ircland, 

(1925] A. C, 754. 

3. Resolution of Committee of Ways & Means 
—- Income tax — Customs & Inland Revenue 
Act, 1890 (c. 8), s. 30—Deduction of tax from 
dividend before Act passed.|—-A resolution of the 
Committee of the House of Commons for Ways 
& Means, assenting to income tax at a certain rate 
for the ensuing financial year, commencing Apr. 6, 
does not either per se, or after adoption by the 


REVENUE. 


House of Commons, authorise the Crown to levy 
on the subject the tax so assented to, before the 
tax has been actually imposed by Act of Parlia- 
ment; nor can the Bank of England, before the 
tax is so imposed re statute, lawfully deduct any 
income tax from the dividends payable by the 
acer to a stockholder without the assent of the 
older. 

The effect of above sect. & other statutory 
provisions, enacted to meet the inconvenience 
caused by income tax being a temporary tax, 
when it was intended but not yet enacted that the 
tax should be imposed for the ensuing financial 

ear, stated & explained. BOWLES v. BANK OF 

NGLAND, [1913] 1 Ch. 57; 82 L. J. Ch. 124; 108 
L. T. 95; 29 T. L. R. 42; 57 Sol. Jo. 43; 6 Tax 


Cas. 186. 
Annotations :-—Refd. Argyll v. I. R. Comrs. (1913), 109 L. T. 
893; Gresham Life Assce. Soc. v. A.-G., [1916] 1 Ch. 228. 


See, now, Provisional Collection of Taxes Act, 
1918 (c. 8). 


Sgcr. 3.—THE TREASURY. 
Prerogative writs against Lords of the Treasury— 
Mandamus.]|—See CROWN PRACTICE, Vol. XVI., 
p. 804, Nos. 1164-1172. 


Sect. 4.—EXCHEQUER AND AUDIT DEPARTMENT. 
See Exchequer & Audit Department Acts, 1866 
(c. 39); 1921 (c. 52). 


Part Il.—Authorities Collecting the Revenue. 


Sect. 1.—COMMISSIONERS AND OFFICERS OF 
INLAND REVENUE. 


SUB-SECT. 1.—COMMISSIONERS. 


See Inland Revenue Regulation Act, 1890 (c. 21), 
ss. 1, 21, 24, 33, 35 (1); Consolidated Fund Act, 
1816 (c. 98), s. 2. 

4. Right to fines, penalties & forfeitures— 
Inland Revenue Regulation Act, 1890 (c. 21), s. 33— 
Effect on previous grant by charter to corporation. 
—By above sect. ‘‘ All fines, penalties, & forfeitures 
incurred under any Act relating to inland revenue 
which are not otherwise legally appropriated, shall 
be applied to the use of Her Majesty :—Held: deft. 
corpn. were precluded, by reason of the terms of 
this enactment, from claiming revenue fines to 
which they might otherwise have been entitled 
under their charters.—A.-G. v. EXETER CORPN., 
[1911] 1 K. B. 1092; 80 L. J. K. B. 686; 104 
L. T. 212; 75 J. P. 280; 27 T. L. R. 249; 5 Tax 
Cas. 629. 

5. Right to call for security from collector— 
Increased security during term of office—Taxes 
Management Act, 1880 (c.19), s. 74.]—-Above sect. 
which provides that the Board of Inland Revenue 
may call for security from a collector of taxes 
whenever it thinks fit, entitles the Board at any 
time during a collector’s term of office to demand 
increased security if the Board think it desirable 


traced, can be recovered by the govt. 
AND HARBOUR Boarp v. R., 


troller - General 
—AUOCKL 
{1924}, A. C. 318, P, C.-—N.Z. 


of 
** officer”? within Customs Act. 1901- 


to do so.— MAXWELL v. NATHAN (1915), 31 T. L. RR. 
288. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—OFFICERS. 
A. Powers and Duties. 


6. Distress.|—A collector of taxes has no right 
take a constable or other person with him 
into the house of a party, of whom he is 
about to demand the payment of arrears of 
taxes, & to levy a distress for such arrears, if 
necessary, unless he has reasonable ground for 
apprehending that an assault will be committed 
on him, or that the distress will be resisted.— 
R. v. CLARK (1835). 3 Ad. & El. 287; 4 Nev. & 
M. K. B. 671; 38 Nev. & M. M. C. 70; 1 Har. & 
W. 252; 4L.J.M.C. 92; 111 H.R. 422. 
qe .J—-Jud. Act, 1875 (c. 77), s. 10, does 
not so far assimilate the rules in the winding- 
up of cos. to the rules in bkpcy. as to give the 
collector of the Queen’s taxes a right to distrain 
on the goods of a co. in liquidation.— Re REGENT 
UNITED SERVICE STorReES (1878), 38 L. T. 130; 


42 J. P. 279. 
mies oir go Rela. Re Webb (Smithfield, London), [1922] 


8. Conduct of prosecutions.|—In prosecutions 
for taking game without a licence the supervisor 





Customs is an treasurers, appointed under the revenue 


laws in New Brunswick, are substantive 


LAs = 221, PEL RT ECR ares an a even as ee A ae crown etic 

H MMONWEALTH .L.R. appo y the vince Treasurer, 

PART II. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 2.—A. 166.—AUS. ‘ ) & the appointment does not terminate 
a. Cumptroller-Gencral.|—~—The Comp- b. Deputy treasurers.) — Deputy With the life of the Province Treasurer 
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of Inland Revenue for the district has a right to 
conduct the case, though the prosecution is not 
in his name; & a Spree authority given to him 
by the comrs. is sufficient compliance with Inland 
Revenue Regulation Act, 18890 (c. 21), s. 27.— 
R. v. TURNER (1894), 58 J. P. 320, D. C. 


B. Privileges. 

See Juries Act, 1870 (c. 71), 8. 9. 

9. Exemption from service on jury — Em- 
ployee of foreign bank.]|—_A member of a firm of 
foreign bankers, which carries on business in 
London & is employed by the Inland Revenue 
Comrs. in the collection of income tax, on foreign 
dividends & is to by poundage, is not employed 
by the Inland Revenue Comrs. within Juries Act, 
1870 (c. 71), 8. 9, & the schedule to that Act, & is 
not on that ground exempt from jury service.— 
Ex p. VAN DRUTEN (1918), 30 T. L. R. 198. 


Sect. 2.—COMMISSIONERS AND OFFICERS OF 
CUSTOMS AND EXCISE. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—COMMISSIONERS. 

See Customs Consolidation Act, 1876 (c. 36), 
ss. 1, 2, 3, 24, 32, 33, 37. 

10. Held strictly within jurisdiction.|—-Comrs. 
of excise shall be held strictly to the letter of 
6 Geo. 1, c. 21, which gives them jurisdiction.— 


a v. WHITE (1722), Bunb. 106; 145 E. BR. 


a ac :—Refd. R. v. Whitbread (1780), 2 Doug. K. B. 


Issue of prerogative writs against—Certiorari.]— 
See CROWN PRACTICE, Vol. XVI., p. 418, No. 2772. 
Mandamus.|—-See CROWN PRACTICE, Vol. 
XVI., p. 305, Nos. 1174, 1175, 1178. 





SUB-SECT. 2.—OFFICERS. 
A. In Géneral. 

11. Appointment—Insertion of name in war- 
rant.|—-The insertion of the name of a person as 
collector of the assessed taxes in the warrants of 
the comrs. is not a sufficient appointment to that 
aoe v. RADLEY (1801), For. 150; 145 E.R. 
1142, 

——-.|—-See Customs Consolidation Act, 1876 
(c. 36), 8.3; Excise Transfer Order, 1909, r. 10. 

12. Injury to officer on duty — Defect in 
premises.]|—FLINN v. MAGEE (1898), 62 J. P. 489 

18. Obstruction of officer—Reasonable grounds 
for search.|—R. v. AKERS, No. 819, post. 

14. ——- Search of ship—Customs & Inland 
Revenue Act, 1881 (c. 12), s. 12.)—-Where a 
person is summoned under above sect. for obstruct- 
ing a customs officer in execution of his duty 
while on board a ship for the purpose of searching 
the same, the magistrate has no jurisdiction to 


from whom it has proceeded.—R. v. 
MRE AEBER)S 4N.B.R. (2 Kerr) 137. 


PART II. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 2.—-A. 
co. Remunerati 

seizures. ]-—BOUCHARD v. HR. (1904), 24 

ree fb 390; 9 Exch. C. e 216.— 


PART IJ. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 2.—B. 


g. Liabilit 


the c 


f.—— Necessity Waa ae v. 
a (1821), 1 Nfid. L. R. 230.— 


PART II. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 2.— 
ion — Commtssion on D, (a). 


wifchcuseBankege By fee Sve oak 
rehouse— Damage e. e col- 
lector of customs, whi 

of the customs warehouse, 
is not liable to an owner, of goods 
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inquire into the reasonableness or unreasonable- 
ness of the search, or to dismiss the information 
upon the ground that in his opinion the search 
was under the circumstances unreasonable, unless 
he finds that the search was a mere pretence for 
the purpose of justifying an interference or annoy- 
ance by the officer, the duty of deciding what 
search there shall be is by the Act imposed on the 
customs officer, not on the magistrate.— 
ANDERSON v. REID (1902), 86 L. T. 718; 66 J. P. 
564; 18 T. L. R. 463, D. C 


‘Annotations :—-Mentd. Wills ». McSherry, [1913] 1 K. B. 
20; Michael v. Phillips (1923), 93 L. J. K. B. 21. 


B. Fidelity Bonds. 

15. Right of commissioners to require — At 
common law.|—Semble : Comrs. of Customs might 
at common law take bonds from persons licensed 
by them to act as custom house agents, for the 
faithful conduct of such persons towards his 
Majesty’sCustoms.—R. v. ATKINS (1837),2 M. & W. 
289; 6L. J. Ex. 99; 1 Jur. 199; 150 EH. R. 765. 

Liability of surety.|—See GUARANTEE, Vol. 
XXVI., pp. 65, 81, 82, Nos. 462, 577, 583. 


C. Tenure of Office. 

16. Appointment during pleasure of Com- 
missioners—Reduction in rank.]—A supervisor of 
Inland Revenue was appointed in 1881 to hold 
office ‘‘ during the pleasure of the Comrs. of Inland 
Revenue.’ By Inland Revenue Regulation Act, 
1890 (c. 21), s. 4 (3), the Comrs. have power to 
reduce or discharge any such officer as they see 
cause. 

The Comrs. directed the supervisor to collect 
statistics for the Board of Agriculture. The 
supervisor refused to comply with the order as 
being one which did not concern his duties as an 
official of Inland Revenue. The Comrs. thereupon 
reduced him in rank. In an action against the 
Comrs. to recover damages :—Held: no cause of 
action was shown, & in the exercise of the inherent 
jurisdiction of the ct. the action should be stayed. 
AP ae aanciaua v. ROBINSON (1896), 75 L. T. 

46, C. A. 


D. Powers and Duties. 
(a) In General. 

17. Action for nonfeasance.}—A collector of 
customs, appointed by the Comrs. under 3 & 4 Will. 
4,c. 51,8. 6, to collect duties on articles coming into 
the kingdom, &, on payment, sign bills of entry 
which, by sect. 18, are a warrant for delivery of 
such articles to the party paying, is not a mere 
servant of the Comrs., but a substantive & 
immediate officer of the Crown; & his functions, 
as collector, are ministerial. Therefore, he is 
liable in an action for nonfeasance in the exercise 
of his office; as for refusing to sign such bill of 
entry without payment of an excessive duty.— 
BARRY v. ARNAUD (1839), 10 Ad. & El. 646; 2 


_l, & not maliciously with intent to 
__jJure pltf., or in a negligent, wanton, 
or arb. manner.—KIRK v. SMITH 
(1843), 2 Kerr, 187.—CAN. 

h, On proof of negligence. 
For the loss of any goods while in the 
custody of the customs officers the law 
tiucad no remedy, escent such = ve 

ure erson may ve against t 
O has, as such,  oficers theodel whose personal act BE 
—CORSE 





nee gence the loss happens. 
d. Liability of suret n change deposited therein for a loss to such e ~ GAN? v. R. (1892), 3 Exch. C. Rt, 
of of collector.)— v. MILLER’ goods by accidental fire, although he 13. 4 ; 
(1861), 20 U. C. R. 485.—CAN. may have refused to open the ware- k. Conduct of prosecution. | LEONARD 
e. Bond of collector — Liability for house & pera their removal dur v. COGSWELL (1867), 7 N. S. R,121.-— 
default of deputy col v. the fire; if in so refusing he has ac CAN. 


ctor.}-— 


le 
~---**853), 2 C, P. 18.—CAN. 


under a sense of duty for the general 


l——.}-R. v. LIMERICK,: Hx p. 
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Sect. 2.—Commiasioners and officers of customs and 
excise: Sub-sect. 2, D. (a), (b), 4. & t., & (c).] 


tr & Dav. 633; 9 L. J. Q. B. 226; 113 BE. R. 


‘Annotations :—Refd. Legge v. Boyd (1845), 1 0. B. 92; 
Lichfield Corpn. v. Simpson (1845), 9 Jur. 989; R. v. 
Excise Comrs. (1845), 9 Jur. 618; Young v. Davis (1862), 


7H. & N. 760 
|—See, generally, PUBLIC AUTHORITIES, 


| 
Vol. XXXVIII., pp. 62 et seg. 





(b) Seizure of Goods. 
i. In General. 


18. Necessity for reasonable grounds of sus- 
picion.|—BRUEN v. RoE (1665), 1 Sid. 264; 82 
E. R. 1095. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Garland v. Carlisle (1833), 2 Cr. & M. 

31; Fowler v. Hollins (1872), L. R. 7 Q. B. 616. 

19. Seizure in river before landed or offered 
for sale.|—There is no right to seize contraband 
goods in the river before the goods are landed or 
offered to sale.—SMYTH v. REYNOLDS (1765), 2 
Wils. 257; 95 EH. R. 797. 

20. Seizure out of port to which appointed 
officer.|A custom house officer has authority to 
seize uncustomed goods, with the carriage & horses 
carrying off the same, though out of the limit of the 
particular port of which he is denominated an 
officer in his deputation from the Comrs. of 
Customs.—R. v. BARFOOT (1811), 18 Hast, 506; 
104 HE. R. 467. 

21. Search warrant—Handed over for perusal— 
Right to regain possession.|—Excise officers went 
with a search warrant, & at the desire of ‘he party 
gave it to him for his perusal, when he refused to 
return it :—Held: they had a right to take it from 
him, & even to coerce his person to obtain the 
possession of it, provided they used no more 
violence than was necessary.—R. v. Mrrron (1827), 
8 C0. & P. 31; sub nom. R. v. Mizron, Mood. & M. 
107, N. P. 

22. —— Necessity for—Reasonable cause for 
suspicion.|—Qu.: whether a general writ of 
assistance will authorise an entry into a house, to 
search for uncustomed goods, there being reason- 
able cause to suspect such goods are there; or, 
whether the officer must enter & search at his 
peril, & be justified or not, according to the result 
of the search. Semble: at all events, the officer 
would not be justified, unless there was reasonable 
cause of suspicion.—R. v. WATTS (1830), 1 B. & Ad. 
166; 8L.J.0O.8. K. B. 381; 109 E. R. 749. 

23. Officers search at their peril.|—R. v. AKERS, 


No. 819, post. 
Obstruction of officers.]|—See Nos. 13, 14, ante. 


Mourpuy (N. B.) (1921), 69 D. L. R. 
441; 37 Can. Crim. Cas. 344.—CAN. 
m. —~—.-—-R. v. GALLON (N. B.), according to 4 
it30) 4D. L. R. 386; 44 Can. Crim, 
Cas. 40.—CAN. 


cannot br 


condemned at the end of thirty days, 
if no claim is properly 
& 5 Will. 


after such condemnation the owner 
trespass for any alleged 
illegality in the seizure.—WaADSWORTH 
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24. Whether duty of every person employed 
by customs.]—Can it be said that it is the duty of 
every person employed in the service of the customs 
to seize Gooce ? Wecannot say so (LORD TENTER- 
DEN, C.J.).—R. v. EVERETT (1828),8 B. & C. 114; 
2 Man. & Ry. K. B. 35; 1 Man. & Ry. M. O. 288 ; 
6L. J.O.8S.M. C. 88; 108 E. BR. 985. 

Annotations :—Consd. Edwards v. Bennett (1829), 6 Bing. 
230. Refd. R. v. Blake (1844), 6 Q. B. 126. Mentd. 
Thibault v. Gibson (18438), 7 Jur. 1043. 

25. Effect of seizure — Forfeiture.] —-Cawoop 
v. BANCKS (1594), Sav. 182; 123 BH. R. 1064. 


ii. Liability for Wrongful Seizure. 


26. Action of trover.|—-BRUEN v. RoE (1665), 

1 Sid. 264; 82 E. R. 1095. 

Annotations :—Refd. Fowler v. Hollins (1872), L. R. 7 Q. B. 
616. Mentd. Garland v. Carlisle (1833), 2 Or. & M. 31. 
27. .}—LEGLISE v. CHAMPANTE (1723), 2 

Stra. 820; 93 E. R. 871. 

Arnon :—Mentd. Scott v. Godwin (1797), 1 Bos. & P. 


28. .|—Goods that are not imported by 
way of merchandise pay no duty. Trover lies 
against the officer who seizes & carries them away. 
—CHAPMAN v. LAMB (1732), 2 Stra. 943; 2 Barn. 
K. B. 168; Kel. W. 231; 93 E. R. 957: sub nom. 
LAMB v. CHAPMAN, 2 Barn. K. B. 212. 

29. .]— Trover lies against a custom house 
officer for seizing goods not liable.-—TINKLER v. 
ee (1770), 5 Burr, 2657 ; 3 Wils. 146; 98 H.R. 
Annotations :—Refd. Shipwick v. Blanchard (1795), 6 Term 

Rep. 298. Mentd. R. v. Edwards (1853), 9 Exch. 32. 

30. }—In May, 1837, pltf. & deft. 
exchanged cases for the opinion of the ct., in an 
action in trover for certain tobacco. The questions 
were, whether pltf. had tendered a proper amount 
of duty to the customs, & whether this action 
lay against deft., a collector of customs. The 
same question being raised in another action then 
pending in the Ct. of K. B., pltf. suspended pro- 
ceedings till the decision of that cause in Trinity 
term, 1839; & that ct. having determined that 
the action should be conceived in case for non- 
feasance, & not in trover, pltf, in Michaelmas 
term, 1839, applied to amend, by substituting a 
count on a nonfeasance for his count in trover. 
The ct. allowed the amendment.— LEGGE v. Boyp 
(1840), 6 Bing. N. C. 240; 8 Dowl. 2723; 8 Scott, 
502; 9L. J.C. P.170; 4 Jur. 271; 183 BE. R. 95. 

31. Goods lodged in customs house.]— 
ETRICHE v. REVENUE OFFICER (1720), Bunb. 673 
145 E. R. 597. 


Annotations :-—N.F. Tinkler v. Poole (1770), 3 Wils. 146. 
Refd. Shipwick v. Blanchard (1795), 6 Term Rep. 298. 




















tion, & been taken into the interior 

are still liable to seizure if it should 

appear that they have been fraudulently 

undervalued, but not for defects of 

form, such as the want of a a 

WILE v. CAYLEY (1857), 14 U. C. R. 
.—CAN. 


ade for them, 
4,c. 39,8. 25; 


n, Allowance of discount for prompt ane 
1898 31 N. Be oe & G ) 20~ CAN. an ea enae ge Rights of customs after  setzur 
Py * e —— ° e ¢) € 
{ide h Yr. ——— ~—— _ ——.] — DAME %. —Possegsion Sree from ltabdilities. 
<< J—ADAMS v. McGILL, [1923] CARBERRY (1853), 10 U. Cc. R. 374.— When the Customs seize oods under 
21. R. 98.—IR. CAN. 12 Vict. c. 4, there is no liability to the 


PART II. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 2.— 
D. (b) 1. 


. Search warrant — Necessity 
—K vw. Karian (1896), I. L. R 
Mad. 310.—IND. F cit 

. Effect of setoure — forfertture — 
Ontailure to ani within time.}—Where having 

are seized for what appears to 

a direct violation of the revenue laws 
relating to the customs, by which they 
become forfeited, they are absolutely 


for] 
: the same ods 


t. Setzure after ng custom house 
— For seal onl ae Poni —Where goods 
subject to an ad valorem duty have 
been entered at a port upon the im- 


orter’s own declaration of value, which 
9 he collector had accepted & acted 


seized by the collector of another port as 
been undervalued upon their 
entry with the first collector.— v. 
JAGGER (1847), 3 U. O. R. 255.—CAN. 

Goods which have 


a. ———- ——}— 
passed the custom house upon importa- 


captain of the vessel for payment of 
freight, they take the goods without 
any liability attaching to them.— 
BRIEN v. KENT (1854), 4 Nfld. L. R. 
46.—NFLD. 


es c. Right of search— Right to break 


cannot afterwards be open building—Necessa 
38 


ry authority. 
v. Wala (1852), 7 N. B. RB. (2 Ue 
7.—CAN. 


Search of private residence] 
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32. ——— Whether finding of commissioners 
can be questioned on trial.|—Trirry v. HUNTING- 
TON (1668), Hard. 480; 145 BE. R. 557. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Gwinne v. Poole (1692), 2 Lut. App. 
1560; Groenvelt v. Burwell (1700), 1 Ld. Raym. 404: 
Perkin v. Proctor (1768), 2 Wils. 382 
vane 2 Wm. Bl. 1141; 

Brod. & Bing. 432. 

38. Action of trespass.|—ETRICHE v. REVENUE 

OFFICER ce ‘ oe 67; 145 E. R. 597. 
nT TONE i— - nxier wt. . ° 

Refd. Shipwick v. Blanchard me 6 teres ew 198. = 

34, —_—.]—Trespass against custom house 
officers for entering pltf.’s house & searching for 

rohibited goods where they found none ; the jury 

d £200 damages against them, though they did 
very little or no damage. A new trial refused.— 
crea v. BROOK (1769), 2 Wils. 405; 95 E. R. 
Annotation :—Mentd. Price v. Severn (1831), 7 Bing. 316. 

35. .]}— Trespass against custom house 
officers for entering pltf.’s house, & searching for 
rungoods where they found none ; jury assess £100 
damages on a writ of inquiry against them, though 
they did little or no damage, the ct. refused to set 
aside the inquisition.—BRUCH v. RAWLINS (1770), 
3 Wils. 61; 95 E. R. 934. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Longman v. Fenn (1791), 1 Hy. BI. 
541; Price v. Severn (1831), 7 Bing. 316. 

36. Acting under warrant of com- 
missioners.]—-Trespass against an excise officer for 
breaking & entering pltf.’s house, under colour 
of a warrant of the Comrs, of Excise, obtained upon 
deft.’s own information that he suspected teas 
were concealed in or about pltf.’s house.—BostTock 
v. SAUNDERS (1773), 3 Wils. 434; 2 Wm. BI. 912; 
95 BE. R. 1141. 

Annotations :-—Distd. Cooper v. Booth (1785), 3 Esp. 135. 

. Wood v. Chessal (1778), 2 Wm. Bl. 1254; R. v. 

Watts (1830), 1 B. & Ad. 166. 

37. .|—An officer, acting under a 
warrant granted by Comrs. of Excise under 10 Geo. 
1, c. 10, is not liable as a trespasser, although no 
goods are found, nor is it necessary for him to 
prove that he had reasonable grounds of suspicion. 
—CooPER v. Boot (OR Boots) (1785), 4 Doug. 
K. B. 339; 3 Esp. 185; 99 E.R. 911; sub nom. 
Boot v. Cooper, 4 Dow. & Ry. M. C. 538, n. 
Annotation :—Refd. R. v. Watts (1830), 1 B. & Ad. 166. 

38. .|—If subsequent misbehaviour of a 
custom house officer, entering by lawful authority, 
& justified by a seizure, will make him a trespasser 
ab initio.—OLDFIELD v. LicET (1775), 2 Wm. BI. 
1001; 96 HB. R. 589. 

Annotation :—Refd. Wood v. Chessal (1778), 2 Wm. Bl. 1254. 
39. Whether finding of Commissioners 

can be questioned on trial.|—-Condemnation of 

goods by the Comrs. of Excise is not conclusive 
evidence to a jury in an aetion of trespass.— 

HENSHAW v. PLEASANCE (1777), 2 Wm. BI. 1174; 

96 BE. R. 692. 

Annotations :—Refd. Wood v. Chessal (1779), 2 Wm. 
1254; Brittain v. Kinnaird (1819), 1 Brod. & Bing. 4 
40. .|—In trespass against custom house 

officers for taking pltf.’s goods, which had been 


; Miller v. Searo 
Brittain v. Kinnaird (1819), 




















Bl. 
32. 
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301. Action of trespass — Whether 


finding of commissioners can be ques- afforded him no 


KimBy (1845), 1 


tioned on trial.}—Where a claim for ? 
goods seized was brought before the e. Protection o 
comrs. of c ms, under 4 Ge cer 


usto o. 4, 
c. 11, & they restored the property 
to the claimant, without any trial or 112.—CAN. 
verdict passing upon the matter, but fi. —-.] 
gave a certificate to the officer who had 
seized that there was a probable cause 
of seizure, such certificate however not 


being entered of record in any way :— 
Held: in trespass against, the offi 
for the seizure, that the certificate 


rotection.—LEWIs v. 
° C. R 486.—CAN. 


s collector—Right to 
etoute. tan FAME (1807), Stewart, 


r) -~— If a 
acting in the bond fide disch of hi 
duty, does an injury by mistake, 
either of fact or of law, he is under the 
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returned in a deteriorated state before action 
brought, a verdict was found for pltf., for the 
difference in price between the value of the goods 
at the time of the seizure, & the time when they 
were returned. The judge certified that there was 
probable cause for the seizure :—Held: pitfi. was 
not precluded by 28 Geo. 3, c. 37, s. 24, from taking 
out execution for the damages found by the jury.— 
LAUGHER v. BREFITT (1822), 5 B. & Ald. 762; 1 
Dow. & Ry. K. B. 417; 106 E. R. 1370. 

41, ——.]—Pltf. having landed some goods 
liable to duty at the custom house, they were 
taken possession of by defts., who were custom 
house officers, for the purpose of examination, & 
detained by them upon a misapprehension that 
they were prohibited & liable to forfeiture. They 
were afterwards returned to pltf.:—Held: defts. 
were not liable in trespass.—J ACOBSOHN ¥. BLAKE 
(1844), 6 Man. & G. 919; 7 Scott, N. R. 772; 18 
L. J.C. P. 89; 21. T. O. 8, 310; 8 Jur, 272; 134 
E. R. 1164. 

42. j-—-In trespass against two excise 
officers for entering pltf.’s house, there was at the 
close of pltf.’s case no evidence against one of 
defts. :—Held: if no further evidence was given 
for pltf., pltf.’s counsel must then elect to go on as 
to the other deft. only, & could not wait till the 
defence was concluded.— DAVIS v. MOSELEY (1845), 
1 Car. & Kir. 710. 

43. Action for money had & received—Re- 
covery of payment to obtain release of goods.|— 
If a revenue officer seize goods as forfeited, which 
are not liable to seizure, & take money of the owner 
to release them, the latter may recover back the 
money in action for money had & received.— 
IRVING v. WILSON (1791), 4 Term Rep. 485; 100 
E. R. 1132. 
annotations :—Refd, Wallace v. Smith (1804), 5 East, 115; 

Morgan v. Palmer (1824), 2 B. & CO. 729; Waterhouse v. 

Keen (1825), 4 B. & C. 200. Meutd. Cook v. Leonard 

(1827), 6 B. . 351; Butler v. Ford (1833), 1 Cr. & M 


662: Calvert v. Moggs (1839), 10 Ad. & El. 632; Mid. 
Ry. v. Withington L. B. (1883), 11 Q. B. D. 788. 


44. Injury to goods during transit.!—Where 
excise officers seized & carried away goods as a 
distress to satisfy a conviction for penalties under 
the Malt Acts, & immediately afterwards the owner 
released the goods by paying the penalty without 
demanding a return of the goods :—Held: the 
officers were not liable for injury done to the goods 
in carrying them back to the owner of their own 
accord.—HUTCHINGS v. Morris (1827), 6 B. & C. 
464; 4 Dow. & Ry. M.C. 399; 9 Dow. & Ry. K. BR. 
499; 5L.J.0.S8S.M.C. 144; 108 BE. R. 522. 





(c) Arrest and Detention. 

45, Extent of power.|—Under Excise Manage- 
ment Act, 1827 (c. 53), s. 33, officers of excise may 
do all that is reasonable by way of arrest & detention 
for the purpose of having the matter adjudicated 
upon.—EVANS v. MCLOUGHLAN (1861), 4 Macq. 
89 - L. T. 31; 25 J. P. 211; 7 Jur. N.S. 1253, 


rotection of the law.—MAGRANE v,. 
oo (1794), Ridg. L. & 3. 135, 
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a t i 4 to e 
—It is a necessary incident to se 
of goods which have become forfeited 
that the offending vessel should be 
taken & detained for a reasonable time. 
— OULD v. O’DWYER (1891), 7 
Nfid. L. R. §54,.—NFLD. 
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REVENUE. 


Part I!!|.—Sources of Revenue. 


SEctT. 1.—TREASURY BILLS. 

See, generally, Treasury Bills Act, 1877 (c. 2); 
Consolidated Fund (No. 1) Act, 1912, & succeeding 
years ; Revenue Act, 1906 (c. 20) ; . National Debt 
Act, 1889 (c. 6); War Loan Acts, 1915 (c. 55), 
1918 (c. 25), & War Loan (Exchange of Securities) 
Rules, 1917. 


Sect. 2.—EXCHEQUER BILLS AND BONDS. 
See Exchequer Bills & Bonds Act, 1866 (c. 25) ; 
Treasury Bills Act, 1877 (c. 2); Revenue Act, 


1906 (c. 20). 

46. Whether ‘‘effects’’—Bank of England 
Act, 1741 (c. 13), s. 12.]—Securities issued by 
Govt. as Hovheater bills, are ‘‘ effects’’ within 


above Act, although from not having been signed 
by a person legally authorised they are not valid 
& legal Exchequer bills.—R. v. ASLETT a 
Russ. & Ry. 67; 2 Leach, 958; 1 Bos. & P. N.R 
1; 168 E.R. 687, C. C. RB. 


Annotation :—Mentd. R. v. Gardner (1862), Le. & Ca. 243. 


Part IV.——Duties 


SEcT. 1.—MINERAL RIGHTS DUT’. 
SUB-SEcT. 1.—IN GENERAL, 

See Finance (1909-1910) Act, 1910 (c. 8), 8. 20. 

51. Minerals in respect of which duty payable— 
Brine.|— Defts. owned land on & in which were two 
vertical shafts used by them for the purpose of 
pumping to the surface natural brine, 7.e. water 
which had become fully saturated with salt in 
solution. The brine so pumped up was put by 
defts. to commercial use. It was impossible to 
ascertain whence the brine had come or where its 
saturation had taken place, but as there were no 
surface subsidences within defts.’ land the inference 
was that the brine did not come from & had not 
been saturated within the boundaries of defts.’ 
land :—Held: the brine was a ‘‘ mineral ’’ within 
Finance (1909-1910) Act, 1910 (c. 8), s. 20, & the 
mineral rights duty was therefore payable by defts. 
on the rental value of the rights so to work the 
brine.—A.-G. v. Sart UNION, Lrp., [1917] 2 K. B. 


488; 86 L. J. K. B. 1026; 117 i, T. 140; 33 
T. L. R. 365. 
As to definition of minerals & substances 


therein included, see eae Vol. XXXIV., pp. 
606 et seq. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—ASSESSMENT AND COLLECTION 
OF Dury. 
A. Basis of Assessment. 
See Finance (1909-1910) oe 1910 (c. 8), 8. 20; 
Finance Act, 1922 (c. 17), s. 26. 
52. “* Right to work fincas *? _- Lease of 
minerals under copyholder’s land—Operating as 
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h. a eres in gee of oan 
substances obtained from the crust 2 


the earth, other than surface soil, 


are minerals 


of those sub 
in a Act ; 


eae the sense of Finance 

909-10) Act, 1910, with the ecoaption 

ces © apres excepted 
& felsi 

te, not ‘peing among the excepted 


47. Whether 


‘* money ’? — Action for money 
gr & received. 


--DOUGAN v. BOLLAND (1826), 5 


B. & C. 622; 8 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 435; 4L. J. 0.8. 
K. B. 278 ; 108 BE. R. 233. 
48, Whether ‘*‘sovernment securities ’’—1 & 


2 Vict. c. 117. ae words ‘‘ govt. security or 
securities ’’ held not to apply to Exchequer bills.— 
Ex p. CHAPLIN fo 3 Y. & C. Ex. 397; 3 Jur. 
750; 160%. R. 756. 

Annotation :—Refd. Baud v. Fardell (1855), 7 De G.M. & G. 


49. --——.] —-_ Exchequer bills are govt. 
securities within above Act.—Ex2 wp. SOUTH 
EASTERN Ry. Co. (1845), 9 Jur. 650. 

50. Exchange of securities—Specific bequest of 
securities.|—Specific bequests of Exchequer Bonds 
& 43 per cent. War Loan are not adeemed by their 
conversion by testator into 5 per cent. War Loan, 
for such conversion is not a purchase, but an 
exchange. — Re MACARTNEY, BROOKHOUSE v. 
rrr a (1920), 36 T. I. &R. 304; 64 Sol. Jo. 

09. 


on Land Values. 


release of right to support.|—Resp. was the owner 
in fee of certain copyhold lands. In 1873 the lords 
of the manor granted a lease of the coal & other 
minerals under his land to a colliery co. By the 
custom of the manor the lords & their lessees were 
entitled to work the minerals without the consent 
of the copyholder so long as they did not let down 
or injure the surface. In 1897 resp. ‘‘ demised ”’ 
to the colliery co. full power & liberty to work the 
coal under his land, without leaving any support 
for the surface, at a rent measured by the quantity 
of coal raised :—Held: the so called demise was 
merely a release by resp. of his right to support in 
consideration of a money payment, & was not a 
lease of a ‘‘right to work minerals’’ within 
Finance (1909-1910) Act, 1910 (c. 8), 8s. 20 (2),— 
INLAND REVENUE Comns. v. JoIcEy (No. 2), 
(1913])2 K. B. 580; 82 L. J. K. B. 784; 108 L. T. 
738; 29 T. L. R. 587, 0. A. 

Annotations :—Refd. ere ny Powell Duffryn Steam Coal 


Co. (1920), 36 IT. L. R. 358; Re Markham Main Colliery 
(1925), 1384 L. T. 253.. 
53. ‘* Rental value ’’— Whether rent includes 


arrears of rent paid by lessee in last working year.]| 
By Finanee (1909-1910) Act, 1910 (c. 8), 8 ; 
mineral rights duty is charged on the rental value of 
all rights to work minerals. Where the right to 
work the minerals is the subject of a mining lease, 
the rental value is the amount of rent paid by the 
working lessee in the last working year in respect 
of that right. 

(1) The Marquess of Anglesey was the grantor 
of a mining lease at a yearly rent of £150. In 
the year ending Sept. 30, 1911, which was the 
last working year for the purposes of the case, he 
received from the lessees a sum of £141 5bs., being 





or open working substances, are minerals, & subject to 
mineral rights duty.—ANSTRUTHER’ : 
TRUSTEES vv. INLAND REVENUR, PATO 

v. coe REVENUE, [1912] 8S. 0. 1185. 


ee, 


ne 
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£150 for rent up to Apr. 5, 1911, less £8 15s. 
deducted by the lessees in respect of income tax :— 
Held: the amount of rent paid by the working 
lessees was the sum of £141 5e8., & not the sum of 
£150, & consequently the former & not the latter 
sum constituted the rental value upon which 
mineral rights duty was chargeable. 

(2) The Duke of Beaufort was the grantor of 
a mining lease at a yearly rent of £500. In 
the year ending Sept. 80, 1909, which was the 
last working year for the purposes of the case, 
he received from the lessees £356 5s. in respect of 
three quarters’ rent in arrear*for the year 1907. 
The Act came into force on Apr. 29, 1910 :—Held: 
mineral rights duty was payable on the £356 5s. 
arrears of rent.—BEAUFORT (DUKE) v. INLAND 
REVENUE Comrs., INLAND REVENUE COMRS. v. 
ANGLESEY (MARQUEss), [1913]3 K. B. 48; sub nom. 
BEAUFORT (DUKE) v. INLAND REVENUE COMRS., 
ANGLESEY (MARQUESS) v. SAME, 82 L. J. K. B. 
865; 108 L. T. 902; 29 T. L. R. 584, C. A. 


Annotations :—As to (1) Apprvd. Northumberland v. I. It. 
Comrs., [1920) A. C. 825. Refd. Hill v. Kirshenstein, 
{1920] 3 K. B. 556: Re Fife’s Settlmt. Trusts, [1922] 2 Ch. 


Generall Refd. Shawe Storey v. I. I. Comrs. 


348, ; 

(i913), 109 L. T. 5 

54. Whether income tax deducted from 
rent paid included.]|— BEAUFORT (DUKE) v. INLAND 
REVENUE Comrs., INLAND REVENUE COMRS. v. 
ANGLESEY (MARQUEsSS), No. 53, ante. 

55. Whether rent to be included if way 
leave for minerals not the property of person 
assessed.|——Applt. demised the coal mines on her 
property to lessees who were also empowered to 
convey over roads or railways on applt.’s land coal 
worked by them in certain ‘‘ foreign ’’ mines, that 
is, mines not the property of applt. & in respect 
of this privilege the lessees had, by virtue of the 
lease, to pay a rent to applt. Some of the coal 
worked by the lessees in the foreign mines was 
brought to bank partly on applt.’s land & partly 
elsewhere :—AHeld: under Finance (1909-1910) 
Act, 1910 (c. 8), 8. 20, in the case of a mineral way 
leave, mineral rights duty is payable on the amount 
of rent paid by the working lessee in respect of the 
way leave whether that relates to minerals which 
are the property of the person assessed or not, &, 
therefore, mineral rights duty was payable by 
applt. on the rent received by her from ]icr lessees 
in respect of the right to convey coal from the 
foreign mines over her land.—SHAWE STOREY v. 
INLAND REVENUE Comprs., [1914] 1 K. B. 87; 83 
L. J. K. B. 2513 109 L. T. 559; 30 T. L. BR. 39; 
58 Sol. Jo. 121. 








B. Returns to Commissioners. 


See Finance (1909-1910) Act, 1910 (c. 8), s. 20. 

56. Form of.]—On a claim by plitf. for a 
declaration that Form 5 issued by the Comrs. of 
Inland Revenue under Finance (1909-1910) Act, 
1910 (c. 8), 8s. 20, was illegal, unauthorised, & 
ulira vires, & he was under no obligation to comply 
with the requisitions contained therein, the Comrs., 
being of opinion that Foi 5 could not be 
supported, consented to an crder being made 
following the form made in Dyson v. A.-G., [1912] 
1 Ch. 159.—MowBray (LORD) v. A.-G. (1912), 29 
T. L. R. 115. 


Srecr. 2.—INCREMENT VALUE DUTY. 


Notse.—The above duty was repealed by Finance 
Act, 1920 (c. 18), s. 57, & cases thereon are not 
therefore included in this work. 

J.—VOL. XXXIX. 
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SECT. 3.—REVERSION DUTY. 
NotTe.—The above duty was repealed by Finance 
Act, 1920 (c. 18), 8s. 57, & cases thereon are not 
therefore included in this work. 


SEcT. 4.—APPEALS. 
SuB-sEcT. 1.—To REFEREE. 

See, generally, Finance (1909-1910) Act, 1910 
(c. 8), 88. 33, 34. 

57. Who may appeal — Remainderman — 
Settled land—Tenant for life & trustee exercising 
discretion as to acceptance of provisional valua- 
tion.]|— Under a will certain property, consisting 
of freehold land divided into numerous plots on 
which houses had been built & now let on leases 
for long terms, stood limited to trustees upon trust 
for E. for life, with remainder to S. in base fee. 
A number of provisional valuations had been made 
by the district surveyor under Finance (1909-10) 
Act, 1910 (c. 8), for the purpose of assessing the 
increment value duty under Finance (1909—10) 
Act, 1910 (c. 8). 8S. applied to the trustees to take 
measures to check the provisional valuations & for 
that purpose to have valuationsmade. EK. opposed 
this on the ground of expense. S. then applied to 
the comrs. as a person interested under Finance 
(1909-1910) Act, 1910 (c. 8), s. 27 (5), that he might 
be supplied with copies of the provisional valua- 
tions, & this was promised. He then took out 
this summons for an order directing the trustees 
to have valuations made for the purpose of checking 
the valuations of the district surveyor. The only 
evidence in support of the application was an 
affidavit by a surveyor of standing & experience 
that the valuations under the Act were usually 
too low. The judge held that on the true con- 
struction of Finance (1909-1910) Act, 1910 (c. 8), 
the duty of protecting the estate in the matter of 
these valuations was thrown on the owner, i.e. 
in the case of settled land, the tenant for life, & 
not on the trustees. Under Finance (1909-1910) 
Act, 1910 (c. 8), 8s. 39, the trustees if they did 
interfere could charge their costs on the estate, but 
the ct. would not direct the trustees to take pro- 
ceedings except in a case where serious injury was 
threatened to the estate, & in this case there was 
no sufficient evidence of any such threatened 
injury :—Held: in the course of their ordinary 
duty trustees had to exercise their discretion in 
such cases; the trustees in the present case had 
honestly exercised that discretion ; & there was no 
reason why the ct. should interfere with it.— 
Re KNouiys’ TRUSTS, SAUNDERS v. HASLAM, 
[1912] 2 Ch. 357; 81 L. J. Ch. 572; 56 Sol. Jo. 
632 ; sub nom. Re KNOLLYS’ SETTLEMENT, SANDERS 
v. HASLAM, 107 L. T. 385, C. A. 

58. ——— Person assessed.|--ALLEN v. INLAND 
REVENUE Comrs., No. 59, post. 

59. What may be appealed against — Assessi- 
bility—As well as grounds of assessment.]—Applt., 
whose business was that of a land developer, 
bought some land & cut it up into plots, which 
were purchased by different persons under agree- 
ments providing for the payment of the purchase- 
money by instalments & for the execution of con- 
veyance on the completion of the payments. 
The comrs. made an assessment upon applt. for 
undeveloped land duty in respect of these plots of 
land. At the date of the assessment the pur- 
chasers were in possession of their respective plots, 
but not having completed their payments had not 
received their conveyances. Applt. appealed to 
a referee against the assessment on the ground that 
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Part V. Sect. 1: Sub-sect. 1.| 


he was not the owner of the plots of land & was, 
therefore, not liable to pay the duty. The referee 
by his award declared that applt. was the owner & 
was liable. From this decision applt. appealed to 
the High Ct. :—Held: (1) a person upon whom an 
assessment for undeveloped land duty is made is 
entitled under Finance (1909-1910) Act, 1910 
(c. 8), s. 33, to appeal against the assessment to a 
referee, & to appeal from the referee’s decision to 
the High Ct. on the question whether he is the 
owner of the land in respect of which the assess- 
ment has been made; (2) the purchasers & not 
applt. were at the date of the assessment the 
owners of the plots of land within Finance (1909— 
1910) Act, 1910 (c. 8), 8. 41, & that the assessment 
had, therefore, been wrongly made upon ap lt.— 
ALLEN vy. INLAND REVENUE Oomrs., [1 74] ] 
K. B. 327; affd., [1014] 2 K. B. 327; 88 L. J. 
K. B. 649; 110 L. T. 446; 58 Sol. Jo. 318, O. A. 

Annotations :-—As8 to (2) Refd. Bodega Co. v. Martin CUBIS). 

113 L. T. 1091. Generally, Mentd. Bradshaw v. Bird, 

{1920} 3 K. B. 144; Richards v. Pryse, {1927] 2 K. B. 76. 

Decision of referee—Form.|—Sce Land Valua- 
tion (Referee) Rules, 1910, sched. II. 

60. - Order as to expenses.|—On the 
hearing of an appeal under Finance Act (1909- 
1910) Act, 1910 (c. 8), 8. 33 (3), the referee made an 
order in the following terms: I order that any 
expenses incurred by the comrs. be paid by applt. 
On a motion:to make this award a rule of ct. :— 
Held: the award was void for uncertainty & could 
not be made a rule of ct.—Smpson v. INLAND 
REVENUE Comns., [1914] 2 K. B. 842; 83 L. J. 
K. B. 1818; 110 L. T. 909; 30 T. L. R. 46. 
Annotation :—Oonsd, Matthows v. I. R. Comrs., [1914] 3 

K. B. 192. 

61. 
hearing of an appeal under Finance (1909-1910) 
Act, 1910 (c. 8), s. 83 (3), the referee made an order 
that the costs of applt. incidental to this appeal 
be borne by the comrs. Ona motion to make this 
order a rule of ct. :—Held: the order was good & 
could be made a rule of ct.—_MATTHEWS v. INLAND 
REVENUE Oomrs., [1914] 2 K. B. 192; 83 L. J. 
K. B. 1552; 110 L. T. 981, C. A. 

62. —— Jurisdiction to order costs—Against 
appellant partially successful.|—_-Where a person 








Order as to costs.|—-On the 


REVENUE. 


aggrieved by the decision of Comrs. of Inland 
Revenue as to the value of property for the pur- 

oses of estate duty eppe s to a referee under 
Finance (1908-10) Act, 1910 (c. 8), 5. 60 (3), appt: 
is in the position of pltf., & notwithstanding that 
he is partially successful in his appeal, the referee 
has jurisdiction to order ‘him pay the costs 
of the appeal.—ELLESMERE (HARL) v. INLAND 
REVENUB Comms., [1918] 2 K. B. 735; 88 L. J. 
K. B. 3387; 119 L. T. 568; 34 T. L. RB. 560. 


SUB-sEcT. 2.—To HicH Court. 

See, generally, Finance (1909-1910) Act, 1910 
(c. 8), 58. 33, 34. 

63. With what matters court will deal—De- 
cision of referee on matters of fact.|—The ct. 
ought not as a rule to review his [the referee’s] 
decision on what is in truth a question of 
fact (COZENS-HARDY, M.R.).—INLAND REVENUE 
Comrs. v. CLAY, INLAND REVENUE COMRS. 1. 
BuUcHANAN, [1914] 3 K. B. 466; 83 L. J. K. B. 
ee a L. T, 484; 30 T. L. R. 573; 58 Sol. Jo. 


Annotation :—Consd. I. R. Comrs. 
(1917), 87 L. J. K. B. 406. 
64. 


Who is owner of land assessed.|— 
ALLEN v. INLAND REVENUE Comrs., No. 59, ante. 

65. Costs of proceedings before referee.]— 
It is not the practice of the High Ct. upon an 
appeal from a decision of a referee appointed under 
Finance (1909-1910) Act, 1910 (c. 8), to deal with 
the costs of the proceedings before the referee.— 
Morrison v. INLAND REVENUE Comrs., [1915] 
1K. B.716; 84. J. K.B. 1166; 112 L. T. 1044 ; 
31 T. L. R. 176. 


v. Driver Holloway 








SuB-sEcT. 3.—To County Court. 


See, generally, Finance (1909-1910) Act, 1910 
(c. 8), s. 83 (4), as extended by Revenue Act, 
1911 (c. 2), 8. 7. 


Sect. 5.—OTHER CASES. 


See cases infra. 


PART IV. SECT. 5, 


k. Unearned increment duty—Valua- 
tion.) — TOOHEY’S LTD. v. VALUER- 








1 .]—The date in respect 
to which the value of land, except 
the first taxable value, is to be 
ascertained for the purposes of Un- 
earned Increment Tax Act, 1913, is 


the date of registration of the transfer, 
even where the transfer is made in 
pursuance of an agreement for sale 
entered into before the passing of the 
Act & another & intervening transfer 
has been given & red after the 
pass of the Act.—-BREDIN v. CANA- 
ORTHERN TOWN PROPERTIES, 
, (1918) 1 W. W. R. 542; 13 Alta, 

L. R. 225; 39 D. L. R. 20.—CAN. 
m. —— Ezemption.|}—The excemp- 


tion given by Unecarned Increment Tax 
Act, 1913, s. 3 (3), is absolute, 7.e. it is 
not limited to the first or any other 
transfers of the land, but entirely frees 
from the operation of the Act land of 
the character described in the sub-sect. 
during the continuance of the condi- 
tions giving rise to the exemption.— 
Re Witt (Alta.), [1918] 1 W. W. R. 
612.—CAN. 


Part V.—Customs DUTIES. 
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Part V.—Customs Duties. 


SECT. 1.—LIABILITY TO DUTY. 
SuB-sECT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 

See Customs Consolidation Act, 1876 (c. 36), 
ss. 40, 50. 

66. What amounts to “landing ’’—Discharge 
of goods from one ship to another—Goods not 
actually on shore.|—-A merchant brought eighty 
weights of bay salt by sea, to a haven in England, 
& out of the ship sold twenty weights, & discharged 
them to another ship in which they were trans- 
ported ; but the said twenty weights were never 
actually put on shore; & for the residue, viz. 60, 
he agreed for the custom, & put them upon land ; 
& now the doubt was, upon the words of 1 Eliz. 
c. 11, concerning exportation, viz. sent from the 
wharf, quay, or other place on the land, & concern- 
ing importation, take up, discharge, & lay on land ; 
if in this case the said twenty weights which 
always were water borne, & never touched the 
land, ought to pay custom as well inwards as 
outwards Held. : in both the cases custom 
ought to be paid; for the discharging out of the 
ship upon the sale aforesaid amounts in law to a 
pu ting them upon the land, for in the law this is 
anfra corpus comitatus ; & if the law shall not be 
so taken, the King may be defrauded of all his 


PART V. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 1. Customs & 


Tariff Acts of Canada, 


custom; & in this case, forasmuch as no custom 
was paid, it was resolved that the goods were 
forfeited, etc.—CustToM CASE (1582), 12 Co. Rep. 
18; 77 E.R. oe fe ae os 

67. ——.]—Bringing goods shore is a 
putting then on land. Goods must be landed by 
way of merchandise to be liable to duties.—LEAK 
- Hows (1696), Cro. Eliz. 533; Noy, 55; 78 


Annotations :—Consd. Camplin ». Bullman (1761), Park. 
198. Refd. Harvey v. Lyme Re Corpn. (1869), L. R. 
4 lcxoh, 260. Mentd, Parker v. Kett (1700), 1 Ld. Raym. 


68. What amounts to  ‘*‘ importation ’’ — 
Arrival within limits of the port.|—It shall be 
deemed an importation when a ship is within the 
limits of the port.—LEAPER v. SmiTrH & ELLIOT 
(1721), Bunb. 79; 145 BE. R. 601. 

69. What amounts to ‘* exportation.’’] — Un- 
less a vessel has proceeded out of the limits of the 
port with her cargo, it is not such an exportation of 
the goods as will protect the cargo from duties 
subsequently imposed on the exportation of goods 
of the same nature, although she is not only 
freighted & afloat, but has gone through all the 
formalities of clearing, etc., at the custom house 
& has paid the exportation duties, & all such new 


transaction affords the best evidence 


68 i. What amountsto “importation.” 
— Arrival within limits of the port.j—It 
has been decided over & over again, 
that in order to constitute an importa- 
tion it is not necessary that vessels 
should come to a wharf. The mere 
fact of coming into port with goods 
on board is yriméa facie evidence of an 
oA MINNIE, Y. A. D. 


C oeaeenaneeieemmn es I at ocd 


68 fi. -) — PiTrs 
O’DWYER (1891), 7 Nfid. L. R. 536.— 
NFLD. 


n. —— Whether transhipment without 
landing.}--LORIMER v. R. (1862), 1 W. 
& Ww. (L.) 244.—AUS. 


oO. -}—Clearing out to Boston 
ee trading & clear out from 
thence to Halifax, an importation from 
Boston.—THE UNION (1806), Stewart, 
99.—CAN. 
Fraudulent 


p. 
oods by boats. ioe vessel fraudulent] 
ding goods means of boats sh 
be legally intended to have come into 
port under the revenue laws. Statutes 
relating to the revenue are not to be 
a as pene! Acts in proces 
aga. persons for smuggling goods 
into the province.—A.-G. v. PATTERSON 
(1827), 1 N. B. R. (Chip.) 16.—CAN. 
q- Entering port in distress.) 
—A.-G. v. SPAFFORD (1831), Dra. 333. 
—CAN. 


—eee ee 











Yr. -}—-THE ACTIVE (circa 
t-—— 1—R. v. MACDONELL 
(1883), 1 Exch. C. R. 99.—CAN. 








a. Cattle straying over fron- 
tier — Haercise of epdieetbadas after 
crossing.}—Where cattle are brought 
to Can for pasturage, or to a point 


from which they themselves may drift 
into for pasturage, if the owner 
in Canada exercises any control over 
them, a contravention of Customs Act 
is complete, more especially where the 
contro] exercised is that of putting 
C brands upon such cattle.— 
SPENCER BROTHERS v. R. (1906), 10 

xohb. C. R. 79; 26 C. L. T. 2; 
affd. (1907), 39 8. C. R. 12.—CAN. 

b. —— Landing & delivery to 
importer.1—The time at which, under 


landing of 


goods for the purposes of custom duties 
are imported is when they are landed 
& delivered to the importer or to his 
order, or when they are taken out 
of warehouse, if, instead of being 
delivered, they have been placed in 
bond.— CANADA SuGAR REFINING Co. 
SS (1898), 67 L. J. P. C. 126.— 


C. ey for additional duty — 
Where goods landed & warchoused under 
bond.J—TUCKER v. DUNOAN (1866), 5 
N.S. W. 8. C. BR. (L.) 198.—AUS. 

d. Meaning of “im 3.7) — 
** Importers’? means not the con- 
signees, but the owners or proprietors. 
oa NANOY (1805), Stewart, 49.— 


©. Goods in transit through United 
States—Whether deemed foreign goons 
—KINNEAR Vv. ROBINSON (1868), 1 
Han. 559.—CAN. 


f.—— T'eas in bond.]— CARTER, 
Macy & Co. v. R. (1890), 18 S. Cc. RR. 
706.—CAN. 

g. Importation of parts — Liability 
where y on completed § article.J— 
GRINNELL v. It. (1888), 16 8. Cc. R. 
119.—CAN. 

h. Liability of salvuged goods — 
Warehoused for re-export.}-—-BARR W. 
NEWFOUNDLAND GOVERNMENT (1898), 
8 Nfid. L. R. 78.—NFLD. 

k. Valuation for duty—Value at 
time of purchose.}—The value of goods 
purchased by an importer in the 
country from which they are exported 
is to be as ined for the purposes 
of duty at the time of purchase.— 
GoopE & Co., LTp. v. THRELFALL, 
[1918) Ss. A. lL. R. 291.—AUS. 

1 Import of rts——Value of 
parts or completed article. |—R. v. AYER 
Lae Co. (1887), 1 Exch. C. R. 282. 





m.—— -—— ——.] — SHARLAND 
& Co., LTp. vw. TRADE & CUSTOMS 
ta (1892), 11 N. Z. L. R. 657.— 


aa. —— Proof of valuwe.]— When 
pede are procured by purchase in 
he ordinary course of b eas, & not 
under any exceptional c Ces, 
an invoice correctly disclosing the 


of the value of such goods for duty. 
In such a case the cost to him who 
buys the goods abroad, is, as a general 
rule, assumed to indicate the market 
value thereof. It is presumed that 
he buys at the ordinary market value, 
It is not the value at the manufactory, 
or place of production, but the value at 
the principal markets of the country, 
1.e. the price there paid by consumers or 
middlemen to dealers, that should 
govern. Such value for duty must be 
ascertained by reference to the fair 
market value of such or like goods, 
when sold in like quantity & condition 
for home consumption in the principal 
markets of the country, whence they 
are oS a mem elas OIL Co. v. 





R. (1890), 2 Exch. C. R. 234.—CAN. 
bb. Goods without market 
value in country of production, }— 


When the goods imported have no 
market value, in the usual & ordinary 
commercial acceptation of the term 
in the country of their production or 
manufacture, or where they have no 
such value for home consumption, 
their value for duty may be determined 
by reference to the fair market value 
for home consumption of like goods 
sold under like conditions.—Smirn 
& PATTERSON tv. R. (1891), 2 Exch. 
C. R. 417.—CAN. 


co. Right to repa nt of duty—Duty 
aad before leg mposed.}—SaRGoop 

ROTHERS  v. HE COMMONWEALTH 
(1910), 11 C. L. RK. 258.—AUS. 

dd. —— Whether recoverable from 
Crown.}+—Where the dispute between 
the importer & the collector of customs 
is, whether any duty at all ispayable, 
the importer’s only remedy is to 
deposit the amount claimed & sue the 
collector within three xgonthbs: he 
cannot maintain a petition against the 
Crown after paying the amount under 
protest.—Saraoop v. K., M‘ARTHUR 
v. R. (1878), 4 V. L. R. (Law) 389.— 
AUS. 

ee. —— Where waiver of prescribed 
remedies. }—Under C. 8. C. 17, sect. 33 
the only recourse against the first 
appraisement of the collector was an 
appraisement by two merchants as 
therein rescribed, & where an importer 
preferred to pay tho duties exacted by 
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Sect. 1.—Liability to duty: Sub-sects. 1, 2, 3 & 4. 
Sect. 2.] 


imposts as are laid on such goods attach while the 
vessel is water borne within any part of the port. 
—A.-G. v. Poucertr (1816), 2 Price, 381; 146 
BE. R. 1380. 

70. Whether double duty payable—Carriage of 
goods overland from one port to another.) —BRUEN 
v. ROE (1665), 1 Sid. 264; 82 E. R. 1095. 


Annotations :—Mentd. Garland wv. Carlisle (1833), 2 Cr. 
& M. 31; Fowler v. Hollins (1872), L. R. 7 Q. B. 616. 


Prerogative of Crown—Appolintment of officers to 
gauge imported articles.|—See CONSTITUTIONAL 
Law, Vol. XI., p. 502, No. 61. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—WHO MAY BE 
Partner.]—Sec PARTNERSHIP, Vol, XXXV., p. 
373, No. 492. 
71. Factor.|—A factor for a merchant abroad 
must be taken to be the importer. —A.-G. v. 
WEEKS (1726), Bunb. 223; 145 EB. R. 654. 


Annotations :— . A.-G. vw. Thornton (1824), M‘Cle. 600. 
Mentd. A.-G. v. Lambirth (1818), 5 Price, 386. 


SUB-sECT. 3.—ENTRY. 
See Customs Consolidation Act, 1876 (c. 36), 
ss. 55, 57, 58, 61, 73; Customs & Inland Revenue 
sar 1881 (c. 12),8.13; Revenue Act, 1898 (c. 46), 


s. 3. 

72. Entry by bill of sight—Necessity :or subse- 
quent gpa acer entry.]|—An entry & landing of goods 
by bill of sight, without perfect entry, will not 
protect parties from penalties making such entry 
& landing with a view to a fraudulent evasion of 
duties.—A.-G. v. HAWKES (1830), 1 Cr. & J. 121; 
1Tyr.3; 9L. J. 0.8. Ex. 17. 

73. —— -| — Deft.’s goods were  pro- 
visionally Janded by a bill of sight ; subsequently 
to which, deft., by the “ rfect entry,’’ fraudu- 
lently represented the g to be of less quantity 
than was actually the case :—Held: in an informa- 
tion against him, for knowingly harbouring goods 
which had been “ illegally unshipped,’’ he was 
liable to penalties & the goods were illegally 
unshipped, within the Acts of Parliament, as soon 
as the perfect entry was fraudulently made.— 
ere HUREL (1843), 11 M. & W. 585; 12 L. J. 

x. ; : 


the collector:—Held: he had no 
action to recover them back.— ROONEY 
aes (1870), 14 L. CG. J. 155.— 





entry.”’—R 








ment or understan 
appraiser, can relieve the importer from 
his statutory duty to 
. v. ZIZU NATANBON, Meee 
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SUB-SHOT. 4.—-PENALTIES. 


See Excise Management Act, 1827 (c. 53), 
ss. 67, 69; Customs Consolidation Act, 1876 
(c. 86), ss. 168, 214. 

74. Tegal unshipment—What amounts to.}— 
On an information for penalties on 6 Geo. 4, c. 108, 
s. 45, it was proved, that about two miles from 
shore, but within the limits of the port of Dover, 
as set out by Comrs. under 13 & 14 Car. 2, c. 11, 
s. 14, goods were transferred from a foreign vessel 
without payment of duties to boats which conveyed 
them within the low watermark :—Held : whether 
or not the transfer from the vessel to the boats 
was or was not within the United Kingdom, 
there was an illegal unshipment within the statute. 
—A.-G. v. ToMSETT (1835), 2 Cr. M. & R. 170: 


1 Gale, 147; 5 Tyr. 614; 4L. J. Ex. 171. 
Annotations :—Apld, A.-G. v. Catt (1837), 3 M. & W. 7. 
Refd. A.-G. v. Greaves (1835), 2 Cr. M. & R. 669. 


75. .|—In an information on 3 & 4 
Will. 4, c. 538, 8s. 44, the venue being laid in 
Middlesex, one count charged deft. with assisting 
& being concerned in unshipping goods liable to 
the duties of customs, the duties for the samc 
not having been first paid or secured. Another 
count charged him with harbouring & concealing 
goods which had been illegally unshipped, the 
duties due thereon not having been first paid or 
secured. Other counts charged deft. with being 
concerned in the unshipping of goods prohibited 
to be imported, & which had been imported into 
the United Kingdom; & with harbouring goods 
prohibited to be imported, which had been 
imported, etc. 

It was proved on the trial, that deft., in England, 
concerted with M. a plan for smuggling tobacco 
into Ireland; that, in performance of such con- 
certed plan, he took on board his vessel, on the 
high seas, from a cutter dispatched from Flushing 
for the purpose, a cargo of tobacco in illegal 
packages, sailed with it to Neath, in Glamorgan- 
shire, there took on board a quantity of culm, in 
order to conceal the tobacco, & sailed thence 
to Youghal, in Ireland, where he landed the 
tobacco :—Held: deft. was properly triable in 
England, as having, in England, assisted & been 
concerned in an illegal unshipping of prohibited 
goods within the statute, viz. the transhipment 
of them from the foreign vessel to his own.—A.-G. 
v. CATT (1837), 3 M. & W. 7; Murp. & H. 300; 
TI. J. Ex. 38. 
se: 76. ‘‘ Cause to be imported ’’—Meaning of.]— 
By Customs (Amendment) Act, 1859 (c. 37), 8s. 6, 


importers undervalued, all such goods 
are, under Customs Act, 1890, s. 84, 
forfeited, or liable to be forfeited to the 

Crown.—A.-G. v. JULES RENARD & Co. 
139; (1899), 24 V. L. R. 970.— AUS. 








, or error of an 


make a ‘“‘ due 














nile ET ces tek Bet Sa a 

’ interest on re A Oss . . Cas. ; ask. Li. it. 1. —.J—R.v. HIBBARD 

v. (1902), 7 Exch. C. R. Ser | 22 518.—CAN. 30. P. 451.—GAN. eee 

Cc. L. T. 86.—CAN. _ © When arising—At time of m. Goods unladen under de- 
a. —— lrppota! / for notice of action importation.}—-WIL8ON v. CHAMBERS fective entry.}—PRINCE v. COLLECTOR 

-——Action against Minister of Finance.) & CO, PROPRIETARY, LTD., [1926] or Customs, Nkw SouTrH WaALES 

—BENNING v. UNION GOVERNMENT, Argus L. R. 274.—AUS. (1873), 43 L. J.P, C. 14.—AUS, 

{1914] App. D. 180.—S8. AF. f. Before unloading. J—R. (A.-G.) .}— Goods wnladen 


PART V. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 2. 
b. Liability of person in possession 


}— 
v. BRUNSKILL (1851), 8 U. C. R. 546.— 
CAN. 


§. —— ——.]—DIOCKSON v. STEVENS 
(1 89), 31 N. B. R. 611.—CAN. 


n. 
under a defective or improper entry, 
are liable to forfeiture ; & any person 
as tc., the unlo g, eto., of 


; 2 adin 
such goods is liable to forfeit the 


Customs Act, 1901, 8. 233, does not 3 udulent entry— - treble value thereof.—GRAHAM 1, 
im: @ penalty on a person who is Fe i An ell es of pe bears eg (1870), 23 L. T. 627, P. C.— 


sl ea of goods which have been 
wiully imported but who was in 
no way connected with their importa- 
tion although he knows that ee have 
been eo imported.—LYONs v. SMART 
(1908), 6 C. L. R. 143.—AUB. 

©. ——. }— O'GRADY v. WISEMAN 
(1900), Q. R. 9 Q. B. 169.—OCAN. 

PART V. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 8. 

d, Necessity for entry.}—No arrange- 


a fraudulent en 


custom house by invoice, in which the 
goods are under-valued, is 
try.— LYMAN v. 
THILLIER (1863), 7 L. C. J. 169.—CAN. 


PART V. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 4. 
k. Forfeiture— For undervaluation.]} 
—Where it appears to the Comr. of 
Customs that foreign 
the Customs for ad 
an invoice or entry produced by the 


presumably 
Bovu- 








0. Entry false in part— 
Forfeiture of whole consignment. }—An 
entry of the Custom House declared 
that Lr rpc contained articles 
hot subject to duty ; but some of them 
contained contraband goods :—Held : 
it was but one path & that being 
false as to some of the packages, the 
goods were not duly entered, & the 
whole were forfeited.—R. »v. Srx 


oods entered at 
em duty are in 


Part V.—Customs DUTIES. 


any person who “‘ shall cause to be imported goods 
of one denomination concealed in packages of 
goods of any other denomination,’’ shall be liable 
to a penalty. By sect. 8, ‘‘the word importer 
in any Act relating to the customs is to apply to, 
& include, any owner or other person for the time 
_ being possessed of or beneficially interested in any 
goods imported ’’ :—Held: the interpretation of 
the word ‘‘ importer,’’ in sect. 8, is not to be applied 
to the phrase, ‘‘ cause to be imported,’’ in sect. 6 ; 
but these latter words are only applicable to a 
person who has ordered the goods, or otherwise 
in fact caused them to be imported.—_ BUDENBERG 
v. RoBEerRtTs (1866), L. R. 1 C0. P. 575; Har. & 
Ruth. 836; 35 L.. M. CO. 235; 15 L. T. 387; 
14 W. R. 992. 

77. Action for treble value—Jury find single 
value.|— Where a statute gives, by way of penalty 
for withholding duties double or any other multiple 
of the sum withheld, the sum found by the jury 
is to be taken as the amount due in point of fact ; 
& it is the course of the ct. for the officer to enter 
the verdict for the multiplied amount of the sum 
found by the jury, & the ct. discharged a rule for 
reducing a verdict so entered to the sum found by 
the jury where from the evidence it appeared that 
the duties withheld amounted to about double that 
sum.—A.-G. v. HATTON (1824), M‘Cle. 214; 13 
Price, 476; 147 E. R. 1053. 

78. —— ——.]—A.-G. v. GOLDSTEIN (1905), 
Times, July 26. 

79. Action for penalty—Magistrates may not 
mitigate.|—The power of mitigating the penalty 
imposed upon an offender against the Customs 
Acts, given to the magistrate by Customs Con- 
solidation Act, 1853 (c. 107), ss. 263, 280, does 
not apply to the case of a person who ‘‘ has been 
detained,’’ & taken before a magistrate, under 
Supplemental Customs Act, 1853 (c. 96), s. 28, 
for ‘‘having been found or discovered to have 
been on board a ship, etc., having contraband goods 
on board’’; & in such case, upon the confession 
of the offender, or proof upon oath of the offence, 
the magistrate is bound to convict him in the full 
penalty of £100 imposed by sect. 28, & the offender 
must thereupon immediately pay the same ‘‘ with- 
out any mitigation’’ or be committed to gaol in 
default.—-BoND v. JACKSON (1869), 20 L. T. 327. 

Recovery of penalties.|—See Part XIII., post. 


SEcT. 2.—WAREHOUSING. 
See Customs Consolidation Act, 1876 (c. 36); 
Spirits Act, 1880 (c. 24); & Finance Act, 1921 


(c. 32), 5. 20. 

BARRELS OF HAMS SOUTHWARD, 
CLAIMANT (1856), 8 N. B. R. (3 All.) 
387,.—CAN. 


p. —— Landing without permit.}—Itf 
the duties on goods be offered to a 
coliector, & he refuses to grant a 
permit, either on the ground that 


a. 
the sum tendered is insufficient in not dutt 


t. —— Of property connected with 
landing & importation—Liabdility of 
innocent owner of conveyance employed. | 
—LORD ADVOCATE 
eet 15 R. (Ct. of Sess.) 995; 25 

Ce. L. R. 705.—SCOT 

For false declaration—W here goods 
le. }—-STEPHEN v. ABRAHAMS 
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80. Duty of warehouse keeper—To receive 
goods.|—Where private property is, by the 
consent of the owner, invested with a public interest 
or privilege fér the benefit of the public, the owner 
can no longer deal with it as private property 
only, but must hold it subject to the rights of the 
public in the exercise of that public interest or 
privilege conferred for their benefit. 

Where the London Dock co., having built ware- 
houses in which wines were deposited, upon pay- 
ment of such a rent as they & the owners agreed 
upon afterwards accepted a certificate from the 
Board of Treasury under 43 Geo. 3, c. 132, whereby 
it became lawful for the importers to lodge & 
secure the wines there, without paying the duties 
for them in the first instance; & it did not appear 
that there was any other place in the port of 
London where the importers had a right to bond 
their wines, though if the exclusive privilege had 
been extended to a few others, it does not appear 
that it would have varied the case :—Held: such 
a monopoly & public interest attaching upon their 
property ; they were bound by law to receive the 
goods into their warehouses for a reasonable hire 
& reward. Qu.: whether, having accepted sugh 
certificate, they could afterwards repudiate it at 
pleasure.—ALLNUTT v. INGLIS (1810), 12 East, 
527; 104 E. R. 206. 

Annotations :—Refd. Cochrane v. Exchange Telegraph Co. 
(1896), 65 L. J. Ch. 334; Simpson v. A.-G., [1904] A. C. 
476. Mentd. Lancaster Canal Co. v. Parnaby (1839), 
3 Per. & Dav. 162. 

81. Liability of warehouse keeper—Fraudulent 
interference with goods—Connivance of customs 
officer.|——A concealment of soap in violation of 
1 Geo. 1, St. 2, c. 31, may be in an entered 
place, & by mixing with other soap, & although 
done with the privity of the inferior attending 
officer.—A.-G. v. BREWSTER & MORTON (1795), 2 
Anst. 560; 145 E. R. 966. 

82. Liability for illegal removal from ware- 
house—Removal for pretended exportation.|— 
If goods prohibited from being sold in this country 
by 11 & 12 Will. 3, c. 10, are taken out of a ware- 
house, & put on board a vessel as if for exportation, 
but in fact with a view to be relanded, they are 
liable to be seized, though no actual attempt to 
reland them has been made.— WILSON v. SAUNDERS 
(1798), 1 Bos. & P. 267; 126 E. R. 897. 

83. ———- Removal of goods not duly entered— 
King’s warehouse.]—3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 52, s. 20, 
enacts, that goods taken or delivered out of any 
warehouse, not having been duly entered, shall be 
forfeited. The King’s warehouse is a warehouse 
within this clause. 3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 53, s. 28, if 
goods, which shall have been warehoused or 
otherwise secured for home consumption or 


sary.]—- Where unsatisfactory state- 
ments with respect to certain articles 
of jewelry imported into Canada were 
made by the owner to the Customs 
authorities who had seized the goods, 
: but the ct., on a reference of the claim, 
found that bla the evidence before it 
there was no intention on the t of the 


v. CROOKSHANKS 


amount, or for any other reason which (1902), 27 V. L. R. 753.—AUS. claimant to evade the law, the goods 
may not be tenable, if the goods be b Of val Co were ordered to bé restored to the claim- 
afterwards landed without a permit : f_value.}—CUSTOMS COMR.  ant.—GREENSPAN v. R. (1909), 12 Exch. 
they are liable to forfeiture, & the -d Pager ee ay LTp. (1926), 47 C. R. 254; 29 C. L. T. 712.—CAN. 
only remedy for the owner is by action epee ta ae . ©. ——.}—A fraudulent intention is 
against the collector for the injury c. For breaking customs seals on ship's not necessary to render a person liable 
which he may suffer by the refusal of goods—On h seas or elsewhere.J—A to a ee a a v. Pocock 
the t. — MCKENZIE v. KIRBY eyed is incurred for the actof break- (1870), 19 W. R. 31, P. C.—S. AF. 
(1842), 6 O. S. 416.—OCAN. the seals, whether on the high seas 
aq. —— For false declaration—Restorn- oF elsewhere, which had -been lawfully PART V. SECT. 2. 
7 See oS oy pee . imposed on ship’s ds in lieu of exact- {, Liability of Crown for goods lost 
ing payment of duties & entering an ., Liability .)—The Crown is not 
eee Australian port with the seals broken. {2014 Yor the loss of any goods, while 
D. L, R. 483.—OAN. the same were in the o y of the 


_v. TA pt tae pene? 
or epectfic o 8.}—-THE GLADIATOR, 
DO OAN, 


NAVIGATION Co. v. KINGSTON, [1903] 
A. C. 471, P. C.—AUS, 


d. Whether fraudulent intention neces- 


officers of ms.— HODGSON, SUM- 
NER & Co., LtTp. v. R. (1915), 15 Exoh. 
C. R. 487 ; 33 D. L. R. 934.—CAN. 
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Sect. 2.—W are ing: Sects. 8 & 4: Sub-sects. 1, 
2,804. Part VI. Sects. 1,2 & 8.] 


exportation, shall be clandestinely removed from 
or out of any warehouse or place of security, they 

be forfeited. Qu.: whether the King’s 
warehouse is within this clause.—A.-G. v. VON- 

DIERE (1884), 1 Or. M. & R. 570; 5 Tyr. 206; 4 
L. J. Ex. 41. 

: ——.J]—The King’s warehouse 

is a warehouse within 3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 58, s. 44, 
prohibiting the illegal removal of goods from any 
warehouse or place of security in which they shall 
have been deposited.—LOwE v. A.-G. (1835), 2 
Cr. M. & R. 544; 1 Gale, 249; 5 Tyr. 1188; 4 
L. J. Ex. 336. 

85. Effect of warehousing— Liability of im- 
porter for payment of duty.]|—-(1) The importer of 
goods from a foreign country is liable, on the 
importation, to the duties of customs payable 
thereon; & this liability is not affected by 3 & 4 
Will. 4, c. 57, the effect of which is only to give the 
merchant, in the case of goods warehoused under 
it, time for payne of the duties until the goods 
are entered for home consumption. 

'(2) Ifthe merchant have obtained the goods 
from a bonded warehouse without making any 
entry for home consumption, & without the duties 
having been paid, he is liable to an information 
of debt for the duties, & it is no answer to it that 
a custom house agent, employed by him to make 
the entry & pay the duties, misappropriated the 
money & traudulently obtained the goods.— 
A.-G. v. ANSTED (1844), 12 M. & W. 620; 13 L. J. 
Ex.101; 2L. T. O.S. 349; 152 E. R. 1304. 
Annotations :—As to (1) Refd. Legge v. Boyu (1845), 14 

L. J.C. P. 138; Dean v. R. (1846), 15 M. & W. 475. 

Rights of sureties for Crown debt.]—See GuaR- 
ANTEE, Vol. XXVI., p. 180, Nos. 932-936. 











SEcT. 3.—DELIVERY FROM WAREHOUSE. 

Calculation of duty.]—See Customs Consolidation 
Act, 1876 (c. 36), ss. 17, 98, 99; & Revenue Act, 
1903 (ce. 46), ss. 2, 3. 

Rate of duty.] — See Customs Consolidation 
Act, 1876 (c. 36), 8.19; Finance Act, 1900 (c. 7), 
s.9; Finance Act, 1911 (c. 48), 8. 3. 

Restriction on delivery of goods from bond.]— 
See Finance (No. 2) Act, 1915 (c. 89), 8.15; & 
Finance Act, 1919 (c. 32), 8.13. 

Recovery of increase of duty—As between vendor 
& purchaser.|-—See Finance Act 1901 (c. 7), 8.10; 
SALE OF Goops, pp. 410, 411, Nos. 449-453, post. 

Contract for sale of permit to draw wine from 
bond—Validity.]—-See ConTRACT, Vol. XII., p. 255, 
Ne. oe 

en of vendor of goods—For duty paid.|—Scee 
LIEN, Vol. XXXII., p. 252, No. 381,” ae 


Secr. 4.—THE DUTIES. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—SPIRITs. 
Sec l"inance Act, 1918 (c. 15); & Finance Act, 


REVENUE. 


86. Meaning of ‘‘ proof’’ strength.] — Before 
1875 the word ‘‘ proof ’’ only was to be found in the 
Acts relating to the strength of spirits, & proof 
spirit means that which contains 50°76 of water, 
as against 49°24 of pure alcohol, that is to say, 
pure alcohol & water in nearly equal quantities 
(Day, J.).—NEWBY v. Srus, [1894] 1 Q. B. 478; 
63 L. J. M. C. 228; 70 L. T. 105; 10 T. L. R. 206, 


D.C. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Fortune v. Hanson, [1806] 1 9. B. 
202; Goulder v. ok, Bent v. Ormerod, Lee v. Bent, 
Barlow v. Noblett (1901), 84 L. T. 719; Jenkins v. Naden 
(1919), 88 L. J. K. B. 1187. 


.ljz-See, also, Spirits (Strength Ascertain- 
ment) Act, 1818 (c. 28), as. 2,3; Spirits Act, 1880 
(c. 24),8. 83 Finance Act, 1007 (c. 13), 8. 4. 

87. Liability for illicit importation of spirits— 
Liability of ship—Customs Consolidation Act, 1876 
c. 36), ss. 42, 178—Customs Consolidation Act, 
876, Amendment Act, 1890 (c. 56), ss. 1, 2, 3.) — 
A.-G. by information alleged that deft.’s ship, 
a German ship exceeding 250 tons burden, being 
about 2,000 tons dead weight, was found within 
a port in the United Kingdom having on board 
concealed in the coal bunkers 97 gallons of spirits 
in packages of a size & character prohibited by 
Customs Consolidation Act, 1876 (c. 36), to be 
imported, being in bottles not packed in cases & 
not forming part of the cargo duly reported & in 
tins each of the size & content of less than 9 
gallons, & that the responsible officers of the ship 
were implicated in the offence. The jury having 
found that there was an illicit importation of 
spirits into this country by deft.’s ship, & that a 
pas oe re officer of deft.’s ship was implicated :— 
Held: the ship must be condemned in the sum of 
£500, with costs against deft.—A.-G. v. KIRSTEIN 
(1923), 1830 L. T. 18; 87 J. P. 1513; 16 Asp. 
M. L. C, 242 


Duties on spirits.|—-See, also, Customs Con- 
solidation Act, 1876 (c. 86); Customs & Inland 
Revenue Act, 1879 (c. 21) ; Spirits Act, 1880 (c. 24) ; 
Customs & Inland Act, 1881 (c. 12); Revenue Act, 
1888 (c. 56); Customs & Inland Revenue Act, 
1890 (c. 8); Finance Act, 1902 (c. 7); Revenue 
Act, 1903 (c. 46); Revenue Act, 1906 (c. 20); 
Revenue Act, 1909 (c. 48), 





SUB-SECT. 2.—CINEMATOGRAPH FILMs. 

See Finance Act, 1925 (c. 36), s. 3. 

88. Liability for duty—Meaning of ‘‘ Cinema- 
tograph films ’’—Whether uncut emulsionised 
celluloid sheets included.|——-The effect of Customs 
Consolidation Act, 1876 (c. 36), s. 17, is that duty 
is payable under Finance Act, 1925 (c. 36), s. 3 (1), 
on films of the width of 9$ millimetres for use in a 
toy cinematograph. 

But emulsionised celluloid sheets in the form of 
rolls 3 feet 9 inches wide, although when cut & 
otherwise treated they could be used in a cine- 
matograph, are not necessarily ‘‘ cinematograph 
films ’’ within Finance Act, 1925 (c. 36), s. 8 (1), 
& therefore on importation sagt d not be charge- 
able with Customs Duty under that enactment.— 


t 
1920 (c. 18). 7 Patrat or France, Lrp. v. HARRIS, SAME »v. 
Meaning of spirits.’’} — See INTOXICATING MANSBRIDGE (1927), 137 L. T. 129; 43 T. L. R. 
Liquors, Vol. XXX., p. 7, Nos. 1-3. 251, C. A. 

PART V. SECT. 4, SUB-BECT. 1. k. Lhabtlit or tmproper tmportation clear the customs, pay the freight & 
g. Meaning of “ proo ” gtrength— -——Caske & alt ole penned capacity.) © arene % or ha 3 the 
jJ— ND 0. Ropimvson ——A.-G. v. 20 Casks OF SPIRITS, WALSH liquor from the cars to his warehouse 
i » 4Nn. B. R. (2 Kerr) 295. — CLAIMANT (1852), 7 N. B. R. (2 All.) before be liable to prosecution for 
AN. 457.—CAN, eep it oe : ree 
1. Time allowed to importer to remove a ht me 2 
to registered premises,J—A liquor im- 556: an D (A Say date Pe W. R. 

porter is entitled to sufficient time to : ao ; 


Part VJ.—Exorer DUTIES. 


89. - Films not of standard width—For use 
in toy olnematograph -]—PatHth or France, Lrp. 
v. HARRIS, SAME v. MANSBRIDGR, No. 88, ante. 


SUB-sECT. 3.—SAFEGUARDING OF INDUSTRIES. 

See Safeguarding of as Act, 1921 (c, 47); 
Finance Act, 1922 (c. 17), 8. 10. 

90. ‘ Compounds of tort & cerlum ’’ — 
Distinguished from manufactured article of sub- 
stances ee gas mantles being manu- 
factured articles containing thorium & cerium 
need not be included in the list issued by the Board 
of Trade under Safeguarding of the Industries Act, 
1921 (c.-47), s. 1 (5), defining the articles falling 
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under the general descri tion ‘‘ compounds of 
thorium & cerium,’’ in the Schedule to Safe- 
puane 06 of Industries Act, 1921 (c. 47), which 

poses a @ustoms duty on such articles. The 
expression “‘ compounds of thorium & cerium” 

in that Schedule, merely mean substances made up 
of thorium & cerium, & not manufactured article 
containing thorium & cerium.—Re INCANDESCENT 
MANTLE MANUFACTURERS’ ASSOCN.’8 COMPLAINT 
(1922), 91 L. J. K. B. 901; 127 L. T. 398; 38 
T. L. R. 575, D.C. 


SusB-sEcT. 4.—OTHER CASES. 
See cases infra. 


Part VI.—Excise Duties. 


SEcT. 1.— EXCISE ENTRIES. 

‘‘ Entry.’*]|—-See Excise Management Act, 1827 
(c. 53), s. 21; & Excise Management Act, 1834 
(c. 51), s. 5. 

Duty to make entry.|—-See Excise Management 
Act, 1827 (c. 53), s. 833; & Excise Management 
Act, 1834 (c. 51), ss. 6, 8. 

Entry by minor.]—See Excise Management Act, 
1827 (c. 53), 8. 20. 

Entry by married woman.]—See Excise Manage- 
ment Act, 1841 (c. 20), s. 7. 
cre by a aac Revenue Act, 1898 
Cc 9 8. 5, 

91. Liability of trader—Acts of wife.] —A 
wife possessed authority from her husband, a 
paper maker, to give in his absence certain requisite 
excise notices & receipts, without which paper 
could not legally be removed from the mill, though 
the making it might continue. She had also paid 
excise duty by hisauthority. Butit did not appear 
that she had any other authority from him respect- 
ing the manufacture, or to remove paper at all. 


a sum to pay duty with. The husband having been 
proceeded against for such removal :—Held: her 
former acts were evidence to be left to the jury to 
decide whether or not the illegal act was done by 
his authority.—A.-G. v. RIDDLE (1832), 2 Cr. & J. 
493: 2 Tyr. 523; 1L. J. Ex. 182; 149 HE. R. 209. 


Annotations :—Ex ld. Lyons v. Martin 1838), - nae & El. 
512. Refd. The Druid (1842), 1 Wm, 


Sect. 2.—OFFICIAL SURVEY BOOKS, 
Admissibility in evidence.|—-See EVIDENCE, Vol. 
XXII., p. 348, Nos. 3514-3521. 


Sect. 3.—RECOVERY BACK OF DUTY PAID. 

See Excise Licences Act, sheer (c. 81), 8. 22; 
Finance Act, 1911 (c. 48), s. 7. 

Right to repayment ese CONTRACT, Vol. XII., 





She afterwards removed paper in an illegal manner pp. 549, No. 4563 ; MISTAKE, Vol. XXXV., pp. 159, 
& pledged it, stating that she wished to make up 160, No. 556. 
PART V. SECT. 4, SUB-SECT. 4. depends solely upon their weight, not _— Steam engine mp 
m. Paper — Exemption of pictures Upon the charactor of the railway at top of mine anal ares ae 
(not being advertising) —W hether ures track for woe Baars an intended.— MINING Co. LITD., COLLE 
used for advertising exempt. AND- LORONTO Ry, , (1896) A. C. CUSTOMa, AUCKLAND (1904), o. N. %. 
LER & COLLECTOR OF CUSTOMS oe P. CAN. L. Re 349.—N.Z. 


(1907), 4 C. 1. R. 1719.—AUS. 
n. Yarn—For whatever mepore used. } 





Jute cloth. }—DOMINION is Co., k. 
LAD," R. orgie, 4 Exch. GC. R. 311. 


For agricultural purposes— 
Manure mixer.}—NIMMO & BLarm vr. 
LLECTOR OF CUSTOMS (1901), 21 








Co 
——BI RD SMITH 
RO ne ee AU Ove ob, Timber—Not shaped, planed or N.Z.L. R. 109.—N.Z. 

o. Drugs & gem alg Tnoeolicide otherwise manufactured— Timber cui to 1. ——— For gold saving—Ore crusher. ] 
What amounts to.|--MaRKELL MGS vo R: ie 80), 2 Rvoh, rae ba. ofa is not manchiners for jd waving 
Vv. , e 
PL OuEASTON (1906), 40 L. R. i41.— ~-CAN. purpoees lg exempt from oa ene 

Dreased on one side payment of duty L- 

arfiedtgr care Driver'scar with petrol nol Further “maafucared << Timber LEGTOR OF Custous (HB), 10 N. 2 
by electric motors. }—FALKINRRv. WHiT- "2d by saw.}—Foss LUMBER Co. v. R. - = see art 

TON, [1917] A. C. 106, P. C.—AUS. 1; 8D. eat is7 ANS — Machine setting up matrices & casting 

a. Molasses—Meaning of refined mo- 8. = —A foreign-built ship stereotypes Bre ern v. COLLECTOR OF 

lasecs.}—Molasses strained & filtered tought in tho United states & Droughy Gusronss (1 98), 16N. ZL, R. 84.—-N-Z. 


in a honded warehouse so as to free 
them from impurities contracted in 
uncovered tanks, but not involving 
any chemical change or alteration in 
colour, taste, or smell, cannot be 
regarded as ‘“ molasses refined in 
bond. %—-COLONIAL SUGAR REFINING 
LTD. v. A.-G. FOR VICTORIA, [1901] 
ener 544, P. C.-AUS, 

r. Steel raila—Whether character in 
which used material—Temporary use for 
l purposes.J—SINCLAIR Vv. 

R. (1804), 4 Exch 70 OC. R. 275.— CAN. 
——, }—The aneeen whether im- 
ported steel rails a taxed or free 


to Canada is Hable to the duty imposed 
by Canadian Customs Nalaee Act, 1897. 


OMA CENTRAL Ry. vw. R., 
[1903] A. C. 478, P. C.—CAN 


e. Show-ship.}-—N EVILLE CAaNn- 
NERIES, LTD. v. THE STa Manta (P. E. I). 
(1918), 14D. L. R. 82. —CAN. 


f. M i ig eld pune sed 
—Steel t WESTPORT COAL 
R. “c, 7 — L. R. “187. —N.Z,. 
ron segments of airshaft 
tubing. }— 1 Tavem EXTENDED CoaL Co. 
Leo ee . (1892) JIN. ZL. Rn 436. 








For dairy Neces- 
PO for firo,0°0 of purpose. Pe CHAMBERS 
Si oe TD. v. a eae (1905), 24 


776, —N 
Proprtary Oo aa Ouaaaee 
aetermtne at time of importation.}— 
KEMPTHORNE PROSSER & CO.'s NEW 
ZEALAND DruG Co., LTD. v. CHAMBER- 
LAIN (1904), 24 N. Z. Ls R. 305.—N.Z. 


PART VI. SECT. 8. 


dd. Right to Daye interest 
paid on arrears.}—Where a pubtio 
officer of excise suffers the duties to be 
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Sect. 3.— baek fy) duty paid. Sect.4: Sub- 
gets, 1, 2, 8, 4 Bart VIL. Sects.1 & 


: Sub-sects. 4 ee! Wels 


Whether recoverable from excise officer.!— 
WHITEBREAD v. BROOKSBANKS (1774), Lofft, 529 ; 
1 Cowp. 66; 98 E. R. 783. 

93. i — Assumpsit for money had & 
received does not lie against an excise officer to 
recover duties received by him after 24 Geo. 3, 
c. 40, imposing them is repealed, if he have paid 
them over to his superior.—GREENWAY v. HURD 
(1702), 4 Term Rep. 553; 100 E. R. 1171. 
Annotations :-—Apld. Waterhouse v. Keen (225); 4B.&C. 

200. Distd. Atlee v. Backhouse (1838), 3 re A 633. 

Refd. Wallis v. river a nee 1 Smith, K. B. 46 Morgan 

SB Saag a4 Eee . 729; Butler v. Ford (1833), 

1 Cr ~&M P Calvert 5 "Moggs (18 B50), 10 Ad. & Kl. 

ast Ghateinetca Johnson (1845), 4 L. T. O. S. 398; 


readford a bas v. oe gereel 1 A. C. 242; Brockle- 
pre »(1925)1K 


Drawbacks & sarin allowances.|]—See Part 
VIII., post. 


Sect. 4.—THE DUTIES. 
SuB-sEcT. 1.—BETTING Dury. 
See Finance Act, 1926 (c. 22), ss. 15-18. 
Licence to carry on trade of bookmaker.|—See 
Part VII., Sect. 3, sub-sect. 5, post. 


Susp-sect. 2.—Liq@vorRs SUPPLIED To CLUBS. 
See Finance (1909-1910) Act, 1910 (c. 8), s. 48 
& Finance Act, 1922 (c. 17), 8. 9 vitt, 


Calculation of duty .|—See Cus, Vo. 
p. 521, No. 108. 

See, also, CLUBS, Vol. VITI., pp, 522, 524, Nos. 109, 
123. 


SuB-SEcCT. 3.—MEDICINE LABELS. 


See Medicines Stamp Act, 1802 (c. 56) ; Medicine 


REVENUE. 


Stamp Act, 1812 (c. 150); Stamp Act, ene 
(c. 184), s. B43 Finance Act, 1926 (c. 22), 8. 2 

What is a p roprietary medicine. —See MEDICINE ) 
& PHarRMacy, Vol. XXXIV, p. 567, Nos. 248-245. 

‘* Held out or recommended to the BS ae 
See MEDICINE & PHARMACY, Vol. XXXIV., pp. 
567, 568, Nos. 246-251. 

Exemption from duty—‘‘ Entire without mixture 
or composition with any other drug or ay pg ss 
—Mixture with starch & milk sugar.]|—See MEDI- 
ae & PrHarmacy, Vol. XXXIV., p. 567, No. 

‘*Qwner ... first vendor.’’]—See MEDICINE & 
PHARMACY, Vol. XX XIV., p. 568, No. 252. 

ie Regular apprentiveship.”"}—See MEDICINE & 
PHARMACY, Vol. XX XIV., p. 568, No. 253. 


SUB-SECT. 4.—RAILWAY PASSENGERS’ FARES. 

Duties on passenger fares.|—-See RAILWAys, Vol. 
XXXVIII., pp. 259, 260, Nos. 47-50. 

Cheap trains.|—Sce CARRIERS, Vol. VIII., pp. 
156-158, Nos. 1011-1026. 


SuB-sEcT. 5.—SPIRITS. 

See Customs Consolidation Act, 1876 (c. 36); 
Spirits Act, 1880 (c. 24); Customs & Inland 
Revenue Act, 1881 (c. 12); Customs & Inland 
Revenue Act, 1890 (c. 8); Revenue Act, 1898 
(c. 46); Finance Act, 1902 (c. 7); Finance Act, 
1918 (c. 15); Finance Act, 10920 (c. 18). 

‘* Spirits.’’]—See INTOXICATING Liquors, Vol. 
XXX., p. 7, Nos. 1-3. 

‘© Proof strength.’’!—See Part V., Sect. 4, sub- 
sect. 1, ante. 


SuUB-SECT. 6.—OTHER CASES. 
See cases infra. 


in arrear & exacts interest on the arrear sites C. R. 257.—CAN. Y), e, R. 937; [1927]3 W. W. R. 416.— 
roo ine eee arty, “ gels —— —— Bakers.)\—R.v. Domin- CA 
ongs 6 omcer or @ puoic Ion BAKERY (1923), 5 — -— 
& the question is between them; & CAN. a a a ae aan Carmien 
the private party has no reason to d. Job printers.}—R. v. C0. a (1923) Exch. C. Fics 
complain, & cannot recover the {nterest' IRWIN PRINTING Co. Lrp., [1926] CAN. 
—YOUN "9 ' 
(1816), 4 Dow, 138.—SCOT. Exch. ©. It. 104.—CA m. —— Duty to furnish invoice to 





—— Payment in error.}—LOwK jaw. te. i 
gag (Fp), Geigy 17 Bech. Cie SY PAGE BE 


f. 





_—ee 





—— SN an. ‘Bank OF 
ScoTLAND v, LORD ADVOCATE (1892), 
30 Se. I. R "579. —SCOT. 


Yr. 





fae 
[1927] 4 *d. L. R. vendor 


gmurchaser on all sales—Liabilit 
Sor st eos small soles ia Re 


DOMIN- 


. R. 583.—CAN SAILLES Sw 


Classt, tion 
Minister of eric mat 


LTD A.-G 
CANADA, [924i 3 D. L. R. "B84; i924] 
Ss. = R. 466.—CAN. 





facturer eee ther CRAIN —— Computation of tar — 

1 aNee (Ont, ) (1925) 3 Wholesale & retail businesses.J—As to 

PART VI. SECT. 4, SUB-SECT. 6 ess ig ng endor liab the eicins tee eration vee dine 

° e y) e e g. Se 5 le oo 

t. Sales tar payable by manufacturers tax not received purchaser.) —R cenert mate: aaa bois cal to) "a rota 

— Liability of master for neglect of screaut oe ae eH KING, *Lrp. » (1921) 3 which had these departments in fact 

to affix stamp.)|—MINISTER OF INT. segregated at the time of the incidence 

REVENUE te. Huot (Que.) (1918), 2 28 _——— PPTL OF CANADA of the tax.—R. 1%. DISAPPEARING PRO- 

R. de J. 119.—-CAN. v. REED, [1926] 1 D. lL. R. 821; 86 pprrer Boat Co., Lrp. (1924), 55 

res \ibigs id i," Panton B. C. R. 366.—CAN. O. L. R. 645.—CAN. , 

ors v. ft EDRICK k. —— Lfability of assignee of 0 Exemption of nursery 

PALEN neo 21 Exch. C. R. 14; 59 manufacturer receiving price of goods stock— Meant 0 — 
D. L. R. Stabe with tax from ene) ad ae MINISTE rt j age occa 


eee CRS 


ctionera. |—l. 


onfe McPHERSON 
KARSON (1922), BA D. L. R. 237; di 


& v1G 
BANK OF CANADA (Ait, )s © one 4 


CUSTOMS RADSH 
on G.) (1927) 4D. 1. R. "278 ; (1927) 
.—CAN. 


Part VIJ.—Excisze LIcENCcEs. 
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Part VII.—Excise Licences. 


Sect. 1—IN GENERAL. 


Offences—Sale with license.|—See INTOXICATING 
Liquors, Vol. XXX., pp. 82-84, Nos. 640-647. 

-—— Sale & consumption contrary to terms of 
license.|—-See INTOXICATING Liquors, Vol. XXX., 
p. 84, Nos. 651, 652. 


Sect. 2.—LICENCES TO MANUFACTURERS. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—BREWERS OF BEER FOR 


See Inland Revenue Act, 1880 (c. 20); Finance 
(1909-10) Act, 1910 (c. 8). 
‘* Beer.’’|--See Foop & Druas, Vol. XXV., 
Pp: 116, Nos. 389-391; INTOXICATING LIQUORS, 
ol, XXX., p. 7, Nos.4—-7. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—BREWERS OF BEER NOT FoR 
SALE. 

See, now, Finance Act, 1919 (c. 32),s.6; Finance 
Act, 1922 (c. 17), s. 8. 

94. Beer brewed in house below annual value— 
Brewer residing in house above annual value.|— 
By Inland Revenue Act, 1880 (c. 20), s. 33 (8), if 
the annual value of the house occupied by a brewer 
other than a brewer for sale does not exceed £10, 
the beer brewed by him shall not be charged 
with duty. Resp. brewed beer, not for sale, in a 
house occupied by him of an annual value not 
exceeding £10, & he occupied, as a residence, 
another house which was of greater annual value 
than £10 :—Held: the exemption from duty did 
not apply to the beer so brewed.—TIPPETT v. HART 
(1883), 10 Q. B. D. 4838; 52 L. J. M. C. 413 48 
L. T. 319; 47 J. P.199; 31 W. R. 582, D.C. 


SUB-SECT. 3.—DISTILLERS OF SPIRIT. 

See Spirits Act, 1880 (c. 24), & Finance (1909- 
10) Act, 1910 (c. 8). 

** Spirits.”"|—-See INTOXICATING Liquors, Vol. 
XXX., p. 7, Nos. 1-3. 

Offences against excise regulations as to spirits.|— 
See INTOXICATING Liquors, Vol. XXX., pp. 101, 
102, Nos. 779-786. 

P: Grogging.’’]|— See Finance Act, 1898 (c. 10), 
8.4. 


SUB-SECT. 4.—MANUFACTURERS OF TOBACCO. 

See Excise Licences Act, 1825 (c. 81); Excise 
Act, 1840 (c. 17); Tobacco Act, 1840 (c. 18); 
Tobacco Act, 1842 (c. 98); Finance Act, 1908 


(c. 16). 

Prohibited ingredients.|—See Tobacco Act, 1842 
(c. 93), s8. 1,2; Manufactured Tobacco Act, 1863 
(c. 7), 8. 8; Revenue Act, 1867 (c. 90), s. 19; 
Customs & Inland Revenue Act, 1878 (c. 15), 
s. 25; & Customs & Inland Revenue Act, 1879 
(c. 21), 8. 27. 

Liability for excess of moisture or oil.] — See 
Customs & Inland Revenue Act, 1887 (c. 15), 8. 4; 


Finance Act, 1904 (c. 7), 8s. 3; & Oil in Tobacco 
Act, 1900 (c. 35), s. 1. 

Exemption from dealer’s licence.|—See Manu- 
factured Tobacco Act, 1863 (c. 7), 8. 1; Finance 
Act, 1896 (c. 28),s. 6, & Finance Act, 1897 (c. 24), 


s. 3. 

95. Liability for excess of moisture — ‘‘ Any 
tobacco ’*°—Any quantity not too small to be 
recognised—Customs & Inland Revenue Act, 1887 
(c. 15), s. 4.|—T wo officers of customs & excise 
visited resps.’ (who were manufacturers of tobacco) 
premises & took a sample of tobacco of about 
2 ounces from a ‘ cob,”’ i.e. a small truss weighing 
about 5 pounds. The ‘‘ cob’’ with several others 
was in a large tub which contained 60 or 70 pounds 
of tobacco. Each of two portions of this sample 
when dried at a temperature of 212° Fahrenheit 
was found to contain 33:7 per cent. of moisture, 
i.e. 1°7 per cent. in excess of the limit allowed by 
above Act. The two portions weighed about half 
an ounce each. The remainder of the sample was 
not tested. The sample did not in fact fairly 
represent the bulk of which it was intended to be 
a sample, & the tobacco in the tub as a whole did 
not contain more moisture than was allowed by 
law. The tobacco is ordinarily sold by the retailer 
by the ounce or half-ounce :—Held: resps. had 
committed an offence under above sect. in respect 
of the ounce of tobacco which was found to contain 
more moisture than was allowed by law, inasmuch 
as the words ‘‘ any tobacco ’’ covered any quantity 
which was not too small to be recognised, or which 
was large enough to be dealt in by the public.— 
HALE v. Morris & Sons, Ltp., [1914] 1 K. B. 313; 
83 L. J. K. B. 162; 109 L. T. 875; 78 J. P. 17; 
30 T. L. R. 9; 23 Cox, C. C. 666, D.C. 


SUB-SECT. 5.—MAKERS OF SACCHARINE. 

See Finance Act, 1901 (c. 7),'ss. 8,9; Revenue 
Act, 1903 (c. 46), 8.23; Finance (No. 2) Act, 1915 
(c. 89), 8.73 Finance Act, 1916 (c. 24), Sched. I. 

96. What constitutes ‘‘ manufacture ’’ — In- 
crease of sweetness of saccharine.'—Applts. sub- 
jected certain ‘‘ 330 saccharine,” i.e. saccharine 
380 times as sweet as sugar, to a chemical process, 
the result of which was that in some cases ‘' 550 
saccharine,’’ 2.e. saccharine 550 times as sweet as 
sugar, was produced, in others a mixture sweeter 
than 330, but not so sweet as 550 saccharine, & in a 
few cases a mixture less sweet than 330 saccharine: 
—Held: applts. were not manufacturing saccharine 
within Finance Act, 1901 (c. 7), so as to be com- 
pelled to take out the excise licence required by 
sect. 9 of that Act & sect. 2 of Revenue Act, 1903 
(c. 46), & to obtain from an officer of Inland 
Revenue a book such as is prescribed by Regula- 
tion No. 638 of the Statutory Rules, 1904, inas- 
much as the substance applits. dealt with was 
always saccharine both before & after their treat- 
ment of it.—McNICcOoL v. PINCH, [1906] 2 K. B. 352 ; 
75L. J.K.B.741; 95L. T.5380; 70J.P.488; 22 
as a R. 654; 60 Sol. Jo. 576; 21 Cox, C. C. 299, 
Annotations :-—A 

Cooper v. Cook 
(1914), 18 L. G. 


. Gamble v. Jordan, [1913) 3 K. B. 149 ; 
oe aa Guildford Corpn. v. Brown 
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. LAability for possesston of imitation tobacco.— Stained wood. }-—-LORD ADVOCATE v, WILSON & BAXTER (1902), 66 J. P. 263. 
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Sect. 2.—Licences to manufacturers: Sub-sects. 6 
_ &7. Sect. 3: Sub-sects.1,2,3&4,A.& B.; 
sub-sects. 5, 6,7, 8 & 9.) 
SUB-SECT. 6.—MAKERS OF VINEGAR. 

See Vinegar Act, 1844 (c. 25), ss. 2, 3, 4; Still 
Licences Act, 1846 (c. 90), 8. 1; Spirits Act, 1880 
(c. 24), 8.12; & Customs & Inland Revenue Act, 
1889 (c. 7), 8. 4. 

97. Necessity for licence—— Production of vine- 
gar—For manufacture of blacking.|—-A maker 
of vinegar for sale, whether as vinegar or as 
blacking, or as any other article not being vinegar 
properly so called, or pure & applicable to the 
common uses of vinegar, is liable to the duty of 
excise & the other provisions of the several 
statutes relating to the makers & preparers of 
vinegar for sale. It is not necessary to state in 
the information that the liquid was areper ae ‘for 
sale; that may be proved.—A.-G. v. GREEN 
(1817), 4 Price, 224; 146 BE. R. 447. 

Annotations :-—Consd. A.-G. v. Bailey (1846), 16 M. & W. 74. 
Distd. A.-G. v. Bailey (1847), 1 Exch. 281. 

98, —— By tar distillers.) Tar dis- 
tillers, necessarily m tar acid or acetous 
acid, in the progress of their manufacture, are 
therefore to be taken to be vinegar makers, within 
24 Geo. 3, c. 56, 8. 6, & they are thereby subjected, 
as such, to all the excise regulations made by the 
statutes passed in respect of the makers of vinegar, 
& are not protected by the proviso in 24 Geo. 8, 
c. 56,8.6; & consequently are liable to an informa- 
tion for penalties for not giving the usual notice 
to the excise, required by 10 & 11 Will. 3, c. 21, 
8. 14.—A.-G. v. HOULGRAVE (1822), 11 Price, 217 ; 
147 EB. R. 452. 





SUB-sEcT. 7.—OTHER CASES. 
See cases infra. 


Secr. 3.—LICENCES TO CARRY ON TRADE OR 
BUSINESS. 


SUB-SECT. ].— APPRAISERS. 

See Appraisers Licences Act, 1806 (c. 48), ss. 
4-7; Revenue Act, 1845 (c. 76), s. 1,& Revenue 
(No. 2) Act, 1864 (c. 56), 8. 6. 

99. Unlicenced appraiser—Recovery of iia 
Assumpsit for work & labour. Plea: that the 
work consisted entirely of an appraisement of 
personal property, which pltf. appraised in expecta- 
tion of reward, without being licenced as is re- 

uired by 46 Geo. 3, c. 43, s. 5 :—Held: on special 

emurrer, it was not necessary to allege, with 
reference to sect. 5, that pltf. exercised the calling 
or occupation of an appraiser, or that he acted as 
such, within the intent & meaning of the Act, as 
the plea used the a words of sect. 4, that 
“every person who shall value or appraise,” ‘‘ for 
or in expectation of any hire,’ etc. “‘ or reward ”’ 
shal] be deemed to be an appraiser ; nor to negative 
exceptions either in a subsequent sect. of the same 
act & the plea was good.—PaLx v. Force (1848), 
12 Q. B. 666; 17L. J. Q. B. 299; 12L.7T. O.8. 
104; 12 Jur. 797; 116 E. R. 1020. 

See, generally, VALUERS & APPRAISERS. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—AUCTIONEERS. 


See Excise Licenses Act, 1825 (c. 81), 8. 7, & 
Auctioneers Act, 1845 (c. 15), s. 4. 


REVENUE. 


What amounts to sale by auction.|—Scee AUCTION 
& AUCTIONEERS, Vol. Iil., pp. 2, 3, Nos. 1-7. 

Scope of licence—Right of licenced auctioneer 
without further licence to exercise calling of 
appraiser or house agent.|—See Appraisers 
Licences Act, 1806 (c. 48),s. 7, & Revenue (No. 1) 
Act, 1861 (c. 21), 5. 18. | 
Sale of excisable articles.]|—See Auctioneers 
Act, 1845 (c. 15), s. 6, & Revenue (No. 2) Act, 
1864 (o. 56), s. 14. 

100. ——— Sale of intoxicating liquors—Revenue 
(No. 2) Act, 1864 (c. 56), s. 14.)—-ANGEL v. 
ALEXANDER (1868), 2 Highmore’s Iixcise Laws, 
8rd ed. 138. 

101. ——— ——— ** Same town or place.’’]— 
Resp., an auctioneer, as agent for T., sold certain 
wine at S., in the county of London. T. was duly 
licensed to sell intoxicating liquors in the city of 
London, in the same county :—Held: S. & the 
City of London are not in the same town or place 
within sect. 1 of above Act.—CasEY v. ROSE 
(1900), 82 L. T. 616; 64 J. P. 318; 44 Sol. Jo. 
468; 19 Cox, O. C. 510, D. C. 

102. —— Personal liability of auctioneer 
for unpaid duty.|—A person acting as broker & 
auctioneer employed by the agent in England of a 
foreign ambassador, who has quitted this country 
at the termination of his embassy, to sell on his 
Excellency’s account, certain wines, spirits, etc., 
by auction, which had been imported by the 
ambassador duty free :—Held: to be personally 
liable, as agent of all parties, to pay the duties of 
customs in respect of the goods so sold by him, 
under the circumstances of this case, where he had 
received the proceeds, although he had from time 
to time, as he received the money, paid the net 
amount over to his employer, the immediate 
agent of the vendor.—A.-G. v. THORNTON (1824), 
M‘Cle. 600 ; 18 Price, 805 ; 2 State Tr. N. S. 129; 
147 E. R. 1161. 

Sales by travelling auctioneer—Necessity for 
hawker’s licence.|—See Markets & Farrs, Vol. 
XXXITII., p. 565, Nos. 503-505, 511, 512. 

Production of licence on demand.) — See 
Auctioneers Act, 1845 (c. 15), 8. 8. 

Selling without licence.|—-See AUCTION & AUC- 
TIONEERS, Vol. III., pp. 3, 4. 

Exemptions from  licence.]|—-See Oustoms & 
Inland Revenue Act, 1870 (c. 82),s. 5, & Auctioneers 
Act, 1845 (c. 15), 8. 5. 

Liability for auction duty.}—Sce AUCTION & 
AUCTIONEERS, Vol. ITI., p. 37, Nos. 265-268. 














SUB-SECT. 8.—BEER DEALERS, 

See Excise Act, 1860 (c. 113), s. 36; Finance 
(1908-1910) Act, 1910 (c. 8), sched. I., B. 

What is ‘‘ beer.’’|—-See INTOXICATING LIQUORS, 
Vol. XXX., p. 7, Nos. 5-7; & Foop & Drvuas, 
Vol. XXV., pp. 116, 117. 

Liability of dealer for dilution.|—See Customs 
& Inland Revenue Act, 1885 (c. 51), 8. 8 (2); & 
Foop & Druas, Vol. XXV., p. 116, No. 392. 

Offences generally.]|-—See INTOXICATING LIQUORS, 
Vol. XXX., pp. 75 et seq. 


SuUB-sECT, 4.—-BEER RETAILERS. 
A. On” Licenses. 


See Finance (1909-1910) Act, 1910 (c. 8), sched. 
J., 0. Provisions applicable to Retailers Licenses. 


PART VII. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT, 7. 
q. Whether distillation from rateins permissible. }—R. v. BANNI (1919), 16 O. W. N. 160; 31 Can, Crim. Cas. 55,.—OAN, 


Part VII.—Exotse LicENcEs. 


Possession & use of prohibited articles.|—-See 
Finance Act, 1896 (c. 28), 8. 11. 

108. Possession of prohibited articles — Proof 
of intention to use.|—Held: in error in the Exch. 
Oh. the ay ore of a beer shop, licensed under 
Beerhouse Act, 1830 (c. 64), Beerhouse Act, 
18384 (c. 85), is still liable to the penalties imposed 
by 56 Geo. 3, c. 58, 8. 2, for having in his possession 
any of the prohibited articles therein specified, 
or any article or preparation to be used as a sub- 
stitute for malt or hops, & in order to render such 
& person liable to those penalties for having in his 
possession any of the articles enumerated in 56 

. 3, c. 58, 8. 2, it is unnecessary to aver or prove, 
either that the party had them in his possession to 
be used as a substitute for malt or hops, or that he 
had them in his possession with any criminal 
intention, but where the information is for having 
in his possession any article not designated by 
name in that sect., it is necessary to show that it 
was intended to be used as a substitute for malt 

& hops in the making of beer.—Lockwoop v. 

A.-G. (1842), 10 M. & W. 464; 152 E. R. 552, 

Ex. Ch.; affg. 8. C. sub nom. A.-G. v. LockKwoop, 

9M. & W. 378. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Re Turner, Ex p. Attwater (1877), 
5 Oh. D. 27; Sherras v. De Rutzen, [1895] 1 Q. B. 918. 
‘‘ Beer.’’?|—-See INTOXICATING Liquors, Vol. 

XXX., p. 7, Nos. 5-7, & Foop & Drvu@s, Vol. 

XXV., p. 116, Nos. 889-391. 

See, generally, INTOXICATING Liquors, Vol. 
XXX., pp. 20-48. 

Sale of intoxicating liquors in clubs.]—See CLUBs, 
Vol. VITII., pp. 622-524. 


B. ‘ Off”? Licenses. 
See Finance (1909-1910) Act, 1910 (c. 8), sched. 
ae ; & Licensing (Consolidation) Act, 1910 (c. 24), 
8 


" See INToOxIcaTING Liquors, Vol. XXX., pp. 83, 
84, Nos. 646, 647. 


SUB-SECT. 5.—BOOKMAKERS. 


See Finance Act, 1926 (c. 22), ss. 15-18. 

104. Conviction under Finance Act, 1926 (c. 22) 
—Validity—Previous conviction under Betting Act, 
1853 (c. 119).)—Appellant was convicted under 
Betting Act, 1853 (c. 119), s. 3, of keeping a betting 
house. Subsequently, he was convicted, in respect 
of the same matters, under Finance Act, 1926 
(c. 22), s. 17 (1) (0), of carrying on business as a 
bookmaker without having in force a proper 
certificate :—Held: the second conviction was 
valid since it was not barred by the conviction 
under Betting Act, 1853 (c. 119), & since Finance 
Act, 1926 (c. 22), s. 17 (1) (b), applied to a book- 
maker although he carried on his betting business 
in such circumstances as to commit an offence 
under Betting Acts.—CLARK v. WESTAWAY, [1927] 
2K. B. 597; 187 L. T. 691; 91 J. P. 159; 43 
T. L. R. 786 ; 28 Cox, C. C. 392, D. C. 

105. ——— What amounts to— Judgment for 
penalties on information by Attorney-General.}— 
A judgment for penalties on an information by 
the A.-G. in the High Ct. under Finance Act, 
1926 (c. 22), s. 17 (1), for failure to make returns 
of bets is a ‘‘ conviction’? within Finance Act, 
1926 (c. 22), s. 17 (8).—A.-G. v. STILL (1927), 44 
T. L. R. 102. 


PART VII. SECT. 3, SUB-SEOT. 6. 


r. Lhability of game dealer —Pur- 
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from an unlicensed 


pervou it ia sufficient to 
e dealer bought or ob 


235 


SUB-SHCT. 6.—-GAME DEALERS. 

See Game Act, 1831 (c. 32), s.2 3 Game Licences 
Act, 1860 (c. 90), ss. 2,14, & Revenue (No. 2) Act, 
1861 (c. 91}, s. 17. 
ert GAME, Vol. XXV., pp. 389, 390, Nos. 397-— 


SuB-SECT. 7.—HAWKERS. 


What is * Hye iad MARKETS, Vol. 
XXXIII., pp. 564, 565. 

Hawkers’ licences.]— See MARKETS, Vol. 
XXXITII., pp. 565-567. 


SUB-SECT. 8.—PAWNBROKERS. 
See Pawns & PLEDGES, Vol. XXXVII., pp. 22, 
23, Nos. 175-177. 


SUB-SECT. 9.—PLATE DEALERS. 

See Revenue Act, 1867 (c. 90). 

106. Necessity for licence—lIsolated sale of plate.| 
—One, not a general trader in silver plate, who sells 
@ piece of plate in a particular instance for a price 
above the value of old silver, is not therefore a 
vendor of plate within 31 Geo. 2, c. 32, s. 6.—R. 
v. BUCKLE (1803), 4 East, 346; 1 Smith, K. B. 
49; 102 E. R. 863. 

Annotation :—Refd. Holland v. Hall (1902), 46 Sol. Jo. 319. 
, 107. ———~ Gift of gold watches as prizes—In 
exchange for coupons.|—-Applts. sold packets of 
tea each containing a coupon, & gave notice that 
they would give prizes, consisting, amongst other 
things, of gold watches, for the largest number 
of these coupons presented to them by persons 
during a certain period :—Held: this was a deali 
in plate for which a licence was required, 
applits. were, therefore, rightly convicted under 
Revenue Act. 1867 (c. 90), s. 3.—Scorr & Co. v. 
SoLtomon, [1905] 1 K. B. 577; 741. J. K. B. 262 ; 
92 L. T. 325; 69 J. P. 187; 53 W. R. 459; 21 
T. L. R. 230; 49 Sol. Jo. 261, D.C. 

Exemption from licence—Bona fide traveller for 
gees dealer.|—See Revenue Act, 1867 (c. 90), 
s. e 

108. —— Meaning of ‘‘ bond fide traveller ’’—- 
Sale of plate on hire-purchase system.}|—Applt., 
a licensed pedlar, was in the sole employ of a London 
firm of watchmakers & jewellers, for offering their 
goods on the hire-purchase system within 10 miles 
of Newcastle-upon-Tyne. Applt. was bound not 
to part with the goods except on hire-purchase 
agreement to be signed by the hirer. Applt. 
entered into such an agreement with a customer 
with respect to a silver watch & chain. The 
London were duly licenced to deal in plate. 
Applt. was not so licenced, & was convicted of 
dealing in plate without having a proper licence 
in that behalf, the justices finding, as a fact, that 
she was not a bond fide traveller:—Held: the 
decision of the justices was right.—HEPPLE v. 
BRuUMBY (1896), 60 J. P. 792; 13 T. L. R. 38, D.C. 

109. Whether secre of ‘* watch 
club’? included.]—A watchmaker in London, hold- 
ing an excise licence to deal in plate at his place 
of business in London, was the proprietor of a 
“watch club” in a provincial town. The 
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Sect. 8.—Licences to carry on trade or business: 
Sub-sects. 9, 10, ll & 12, A. «& B. , sub-sects. 
18, 14,15 & 16. Sect. 4: Sub-sects. 1 & 2.) 


secretary of the club, a clerk in the town, obtained 
members from among his fellow employees, 
receiving from each member a weekly shear Sethe 
which he forwarded to the watchmaker. A ballot 
was held at intervals among the members; the 
member who was successful at the ballot chose a 
watch from a catalogue of the watchmaker’s 
goods; the secretary communicated his choice 
to the watchmaker & received from him a watch, 
which he handed over to the member. The 
secretary, who had no excise licence to deal in 
plate, was paid by the watchmaker a commission 
upon the amount collected by him :—Held: the 
secretary of the club was a person soliciting, taking, 
or receiving orders for an excisable article without 
peving in force a proper excise licence within 
Inland Revenue Act, 1867 (c. 90), s. 17, & he did 
not come within the proviso in favour of bond fide 
travellers therein contained.—KILLICK v. GRAHAM, 
LINTERN v. BURCHELL, [1896] 2 Q. B. 196; 65 
L. J. M. C. 180; 75 L. T. 29; 60 J. P. 584; 44 
W. R. 669; 12 T. L. R. 428; 40 Sol. Jo. 517; 18 
Cox, C. C. 876, D. C. 

Annotation :—Consd. Elias v. Dunlop, [1906] 1 K. B. 266. 
.]—See, also, Revenue Act, 1867 (c. 90), 
s. 4; & Customs & Inland Revenue Act, 1870 
(c. 82), 8. 4. 

110. Rate. of duty — Sale of article over two 
ounces in weight—But containing less than two 
ounces of gold—Revenue Act, 1867 (c. 90), s. 1.|— 
The term ‘‘.gold’’ as used in above Act, which 
imposes a duty on licences to trade in gol¢ or silver 
plate, does not mean pure gold, but a mixture of 
pure gold & alloy; so that a goldsmith, holding a 
licence on the lower scale, is liable to a ea 
if he sells an article as gold which weighs more 
than two ounces, though it does not contain two 
ounces of pure gold.— YOUNG v. Cook (1877), 3 
Ex. D. 101; 47 L. J. M. C. 28; 37 L. T. 536; 
41 J.P. 824; 26 W. R. 100. 








SUB-SECT. 10.—REFRESHMENT HOUSES. 


See INTOXICATING Liquors, Vol. XXX., pp. 11, 
71, 72, Nos. 38-42, 566-570. 


SUB-SECT. 1]1.—SPpmjyt DEALERS. 


See INTOXICATING Liquors, Vol. XXX., p. 10, 
Nos. 31-88. 


SUB-SECT. 12.—Sprrit RETAILERS. 
A. “On” Incenses. 

See Finance (1909-1910) Act, 1910 (c. 8), 
sched. I., C. 

111. Determination of annual license value— 
Conclusiveness of valuation list under Valuation 
(Metropolis) Act, 1869 (c. 67).|—The valuation list 
for the time being in force under above Act is not 
conclusive evidence of the annual value of licensed 
premises for the purpose of determining the amount 
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REVENUE. 


of the duties on excise liquor Icenses imposed by 
Finance (1809-1910) Act, 1910 (c. 8), s. 43: the 
words in sect. 44 (1) of the latter Act, ‘‘ & in the 
determination of that value the duty on the 
license is not to be allowed as a deduction,” having 
altered the basis of valuation for that purpose.— 
WRIGGLESWORTH v. R. (1910), 104 L. T. 593; 75 
J.P.118; 277. L. R. 154; 9L. G. BR. 329. 

Annotation :—Refd. Truman, Hanbury, Buxton v. I. QR. 

Comrs., [1912] 3 K. B. 377. 

112. ——— Profits from sale of non-intoxicants not 
included—Finance (1909-1910) Act, 1910 (c. 8), 
8. 44 oR imeats above Act, for the purposes of sub- 
sect. 2 the annual license value of licensed premises 
shall be taken to be the amount by which the 
annual value of the premises as licensed premises 
exceeds the annual value which the premises would 
bear if they were not licensed premises, & “ in 
estimating for that purpose the value as licensed 
premises of hotels or other premises used for pur- 
poses other than the sale of intoxicating liquor, no 
increased value arising from profits not derived 
from the sale of intoxicating liquor shall be taken 
into consideration’? :—Held: (1) the ejusdem 
generis rule of construction did not apply to the 
words ‘‘ hotels or other premises used for purposes 
other than the sale of intoxicating liquor,’ &, con- 
sequently, a public-house which derived part of its 
profits from the sale of non-intoxicants fell within 
this provision ; (2) the words ‘‘ increased value ”’ 
meant only the extra value arising from the profits 
of the trade in non-intoxicants due to the fact that 
the trade was carried on on licensed premises, & 
not the total value arising from the profits of that 
trade.—INLAND REVENUE ComRrs. v. TRUMAN, 
HANBURY, Buxton & Co., Ltp., [1913] A. C. 650 ; 
82 L. J. K. B. 1042; 109 L. T. 337; 773. P. 397; 
29 T. L. R. 661; 57 Sol. Jo. 662, H. L. 3 on appeal 
from S. C. sub nom. TRUMAN, HANBURY, BUXTON 
& Co., Lrp. v. INLAND REVENUE Comrs., [1912] 
3K. B. 877, C. A. 


v. Customs & Excise 


Annotations :—Generally, Retd. R. 
Comrs., [1913] 3 K. B. 483. Mentd. Procter v. Tarry, 
{1915] 2 K. B. 242. 


To whom granted.|—-See INTOXICATING LIQUORS, 
Vol. XXX., p. 25, Nos. 162-164. 

Exemption from license—Clubs.|—See CLUBS, 
Vol. VITI., pp. 522-524. 

Non-exemption from license—Proprietary clubs.]| 
—See CLuBs, Vol. VITI., p. 523, Nos. 117, 118. 

Offences.] — See. generally, INTOXICATING 
Liquors, Vol. XXX., pp. 75 et seq. 


B. ‘* Off’? Licenses. 
See Finance (1909-1910) Act, 1910 (c. 8), sched. 
. C.3 &, generally, INTOXICATING L1QUORS, Vol. 
XXX., pp. 75 et seq. 


SuB-sEcT. 13.—STILL UsERs. 

See Still Licences Act, 1846 (c. 90), 6. 1; & 
Finance (1909-1910) Act, 1910 (c. 8), s. 84 (8). 

113. Exemption from licence—Stills used in alkali 
works— Alkali, etc., Works Regulation Act, 1881 
(ec. 87).|—Srp@wicK v. SUNDERLAND Gas Co. 
(1893), cited in Halsbury’s Laws of England, 
Vol. XXIV., at p. 675. 


34, 8. 180.—R. vv. ita existence.—R. v. CaPPaNn, [1920; 
BELLMONT, (Alta.), [1919] 3 W. W. R. 2 W. W. R. 1385; 51D. L. R. 672 

5 —CAN. 82 Can. Crim. Cas. 267 4 30 Man. L. e 
316.—CAN. 

}~-A person is b. —— Liability for double duty. 

—K,. v. EDuaNe 924) 3 D. L. 4 

Reven Act, 314, [1924) 2 W. W. kt. 6113 42 Can. 

be on Aaa Cas, 262 > 20 Alta. L. R. 409,— 


Part VII.—Excise LicENczEs. 


SuB-sEcT. 14.—‘‘ SwEETS ’’ DEALERS. 
See Finance (1909-1910) Act, 1910 (c. 8), sched. 


"Meaning of ‘* sweets.’"|—See Finance (1909- 
1910) Act, 1910 (c. 8), s. 52. 

See, also, INTOXICATING Liquors, Vol. XXX., p. 
10, Nos. 82-34; &, compare, ibid., p. 10, No. 29. 


SuB-sEcT. 15.—ToBacco DEALERS. 

See Excise Licences eae 1825 (c. 81), 5. 2, & 
Excise Act, 1840 (c. 17), s. 1. 

114. Liability of dealer— Possession of adul- 
terated tobacco—Without knowledge of adultera- 
tion.|—R. v. Wooprow, No. 821, post. 

Exemption of tobacco manufacturer.]—Sce Sect. 
2, sub-sect. 4, ante. 

Exemptions.|— Sco Finance (1909-1910), Act, 
1910 (c. 8), sched. I., D., & Excise Licences Act, 
1825 (c. 81), 8. 12. 


Sub-sEcr. 16.—OTHER CASES. 
Sce cases infra. 


Sect. 4.—LOCAL TAXATION LICENCES. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—IN GENERAL, 


See Revenue Act, 1869 (c. 14); Finance Act, 
1908 (c. 16), s. 6. 

115. Duty to make declaration—Person having 
more than one establishment—One penalty only 
incurred.|—-M. keeps assessed articles in the parish 
of A., but when tax is due, carried on business 
only in the parishes of B. & C. :—Held: (1) he 
‘‘ resided or was ’’ in both B. & C. for the purposes 
of House Tax Act, 1803 (c. 161), s. 27; (2) he was 
liable to a penalty for not making a return of the 
taxable articles to the assessors of both B. & C.; 
(3) pony one het eee was payable for both offences. 

‘LEAN (1863), 1 H. & C. 750; 1 New 


PART VII. SECT. 3, SUB-SECT. 15. 


c. What constitutes poasession of 
tobacco—Temporary control.|—A mere 
handling, or temporary physical con- 
trol, of tobacco eg ige to another 
does not constitute ‘** possession ”’ 
of it within Inland Revenue Act, 
Rr. S. C. 1906, 51, 8, 356.—R. v. 
YOUNG, veo 3. WwW. W. RB. 1066; 24 
B. C. R. 482.—CAN. 


d. get purchased by & 
in charge of manager of store.}—One in 
charge of a store owned by another is 
deemed to ‘“ have in his possession ”’ 
within Inland Revenue Act, s. 356, 
tobacco which is in the store & which 
was purchased by him in his man 
ment of the business & to be responsi le 
oo it not. being in pack 
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200; 32 L. J. Ex. 101; 


ae 8L. T. 113; 27 
407; 158 E. R. 1085. 


Annotation : "—Mentd. Milnes v. Bale, Milnes v. Lea (1875), 
L. R. 10 P. 591. 


116. Power of county councils & ous borough 
councils—lInstitution of proceedings.|—By Finance 
Act, 1908 (c. 16), s. 6, & the rder in Council 
made in pursuance thereof dated Oct. 19, 1908, 
the power to levy the duties on certain local 
taxati ion licences is transferred from the Comrs. of 
Inland Revenue to county councils & county 
borough councils, & by art. 1 of the Order in 
Council it is provided that county oun & county 
borough councils ‘“‘ shall have... owers 
duties now vested in the Comrs. of inlan Revenue 
for carrying into execution”’ the enactments 
relating to those duties :—Held: no itp power 
was thereby transferred than that formerly pos- 
sessed by the Comrs. of Inland Revenue, & inas- 
much as, prior to the transfer, no proceedings at 
the instance of an officer of Inland Revenue in 
respect to these licences could be commenced 
without an order of the comrs., similar proceedings 
after the transfer could only be commenced by an 
officer of a county council or county borough 
council on being specifically authorised to do so by 
the council._— JONES v. WILSON, [1918] 2 K. B. 36 ; 
87 L. J. K. B. 1040; 119 L.T.45; 82 J. P. 277; 
62 Sol. Jo. 653; 16 L. G. R. G14 26 Cox, C. C. 
205, D.C. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—ARMORIAL BEARINGS. 

See Revenue Act, 1869 (c. 14), ss. 18 19 (1), (13), 
(14), (15), 22, 27. 

117. What are armorial bearings—Device not 
being family crest.]}—Ass. Tax CasE (No. 2,097) 
(1848), 13 J. P. 221. 

118. ——.|—A clergyman appeals against 
an assessment in respect of the device of a lion 
engraven on his note paper, on the ground that the 
device is not a family crest. An engraving of the 
device is given. There is no scroll, but the figure 
is in the attitude known in heraldry as ‘‘ rampant.”’ 





trader — 
1h. v. 
B. C. R. 325.— 


(1897), 15 N. Z. L. R. 567.—N.Z., 

p. Farming — Exemption of com- 
pany formed exclusively for.J—NEW 
ZEALAND FARMERS’ CO-OPERATIVE 
DISTRIBUTING Co., LTp. v. STAMPS 
pany Comr. (1905), 24 N. Z L. R. 638.— 
usiness N.Z. 
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1161. Power of county councils & 
county borough councils —~ Institu- 
tion “of Brcceeense —M‘MILLAN v. 
GRANT, RIPPIE£E v. GRANT, [1924] S. C. 
(J.) o icrah 


license fee 


eS CORPN. v. 
R. (16 R. & G.) 


ae coer of local authorities — 
Collectors of inland revenue 
ceded. gig AKE & BLAKELEY (1877), 


7 40 U. C. R. 102.— CAN. 
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SUN, 7 1920] 1 ; 816.—CAN.. colony.}- COMMERCIAL CABLE Co, 8 aouthorised by | Sey one eee 
e. —— Ne by vendor at A.-G, of NEWFOUNDLAND, [1912] A.C. & busin calry on & Pp 


purchaser’s request.)—A tobacco vendor 
who has sold tobacco to a customer & 
received payment therefor, but, at 
the customer’s request, has ke t the 
tobacco in his store & cut it up for the 
customer who is to return for it, has jg 
the tobacco “in his possession ed 
within Inland Revenue Act, a. 356, 


m. Meat 
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820, P. C.—NFLD. 
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Sect. 4.—Local taxation licences: Sub-sects.2 3, 
A., B., C., D. & EB.) 

The comrs. confirm. The comrs. right.—Ass. 

Tax Case (No. 2,756) (1866), 32 J. P. 42. 

119. sec pe appeals against an 
assessment for armorial bearings in iri pede of the 
use of an envelope having impressed thereupon a 
device in the nature of a crest. States that he is 
not in practice of using armorial bearings, & 
accounts for the possession of this envelope by the 
suggestion that it must have been a casual purchase. 
The comrs. confirm. Comrs. right.—Ass. Tax 
CasE (No. 2,803) (1868), 32 J. P. 807. 

120. Family crest of another.) — Auc- 
tioneer charged for armorial bearings, who ad- 
mitted having kept & used certain articles of plate, 

urchased by him at sales on which was a crest. 

e contended that he was not liable as it was not 
his crest. The comrs. relieved. Comrs. wrong.— 
Re PHILLIPS (1862),11 L. T. 189; sub nom. Ass. 
Tax CasE (No. 2,634), 28 J. P. 810. 

121. What constitutes ‘‘ using ’’ armorial bear- 
ings—Crest on buttons of military servant.]— 
Ass. TAX CasE (No. 2,096) (1848), 13 J. P. 221. 

122. ——— Occasional use.]— Ass. Tax CASE 
(No. 2,522) (1859), 23 J. P. 457. 

128. ——— Use of college arms on note paper by 
member—Royal College of Veterinary Surgeons.|— 
Resp., who was a member of the Royal College of 
Veterinary Surgeons & practised as a veterinary 
surgeon, used note paper for his business, not 
private ; purposes at the head of which there was 
a device consisting of the arms of the college 
stamped in black on a shield stamped in reli-:-f, the 
whole being enclosed in a circular device bearin 
the words “ William Kirk, Veterinary Surgeon.”’ 
Apart from such device there was nothing on the 
note paper to indicate that resp. was a member of 
the college. Resp. did not, but the college did, 
take out a licence under Revenue Act, 1869 (c. 14), 
8. 18, to wear or use armorial bearings. Upon an 
information against resp. for using armorial 
bearings without a licence, the magistrate came to 
the conclusion that resp. only used the device to 
indicate that he was a veterinary surgeon & a 
member of the college, & he held that for a member 
of the college to use the recognised armorial 
bearings of the college to indicate his membership 
thereof was not ‘“using’’ armorial bearings 
within the meaning of Revenue Act, 1869 (c. 14), 
& he dismissed the information :—Held: resp. 
‘““used ’’ the armorial bearings within Revenue 
Act, 1869 (c. 14), s. 18, & ought to have taken out 
a licence for that purpose.—LONDON CouNTY 
Counor, v. Kirk, [1912] 1 K. B. 345; 81 L. J. 
K. B. 278; 106 L. T. 572; 76 J. P. 122; 28 
i a R. 182; 10 L. G. R. 225; 22 Cox, C. C. 733, 

124. Who is lLable—Minor—Duty paid by 
parent.|—An undergraduate member of a uni- 
versity appeals against an assessment for armorial 
bearings in respect of a family crest on articles his 
own property, on the ground that he is a minor, & 
that the duty on armorial bearings is paid by his 
father. The comrs. confirm. Comrs. right.— 
Ass. Tax CasE (No. 2,755) (1866), 82 J. P. 41. 

125. ——— Ancient city guild— Revenue Act, 
1869 (c. 14), s. 19 (1).|—An ancient city ead 
incorporated by charter is not a corpn. within 
above sub-sect., & therefore is not exempted from 
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REVENUE. 


the taking out of a licence under above Act, s. 18, 
in respect of the use of armorial bearings on its 
official note paper.—WORSHIPFUL Co. OF PLUMBERS 
v. LONDON County CouNcit (1918), 108 L. T. 655 ; 
77 J. P. 802; 29 T. L. R. 424; 11 L. G. BR. 480; 
23 Cox, O. C. 355, D. CO. 


SUB-SECT. 3.—CARRIAGES AND MoTor CARS. 
A. What is a ‘ Carriage.” 


See Revenue Act, 1869 (c. 14), ss. 18, 22, 27; 
Customs & Inland Revenue Act, 1875 (c. 23), 8. 
11; Oustoms & Inland Revenue Act, 1888 (c. 8), 
s. 4; Finance Act, 1920 (c. 18), s. 18, sched. II. ; 
Finance Act, 1921 (c. 82),ss. 13, 22, sched. I. ; 
Finance Act, 1926 (c. 22), s. 18, sched. I.; Roads 
Act, 1920 (c. 72), ss. 8, 12. — 

126. Motor bicycle.|—A motor bicycle is, within 
Customs & Inland Revenue Act, 1888 (c. 8), 8. 4, a 
‘carriage’? for which a licence is required, as 
being a carriage drawn or propelled upon a road 
by mechanical power.—O’DONOGHUE v. MOON 
(1904), 90 L. T. 848; 68 J. P. 849; 20 T. L. R. 
495; 48 Sol. Jo. 477, D.C. 

127. Car on light railway—Light Railways Act, 
1896 (c. 48).]—A light railway constructed under 
an order made under above Act is a ‘‘ railway ”’ 
within Customs & Inland Revenue Act, 1888 
(c. 8), 8. 4, which exempts from the licence duty on 
‘“‘ carriages ’’ thereby imposed any carriage drawn 
or propelled upon a railway by steam or electricity 
or other mechanical power.—A.-G. v. YORKSHIRE 
WOOLLEN DISTRICT ELECTRIC TRAMWAYS, LTTD., 
[1907] 2 K. B. 991; 77 L. J. K. B. 33; 97 L. T. 
ag 713. P. 506; 237. L. R. 712; 51L.G. R. 

0 


98. 

128. Bath chair propelled by electricity.};—A 
vehicle used as a bath chair or an ambulance, 
propelled by electricity with one-quarter horse 
power, weighing 2} hundredweight, & travelling 
at an average speed of about 2 miles an hour, 
is a motor car within Motor Car Act, 1903 (c. 36). 
Consequently the vehicle must be registered under 
Motor Car Act, 1903 (c. 86), & the driver of the 
vehicle must be licenced.—ELIESON v. PARKER 
(1917), 117 L. T. 276; 81 J. P. 265; 33 T. L. R. 
380; 61 Sol. Jo. 559; 15 L. G. R. 531, D.C. 

What Is a ‘‘ hackney carriage.’’|—See Sub-sect. 
3, F., post. 


B. What amounts to ‘‘ Keeping.” 


129. Keeping ready for use.|—Ass. Tax CASE 
(No. 2,188) (1849), 14 J. P. 647. 

130. Keeping but not using—Carriage sold 
prior to taxable or ea Tax Oase (No. 
2,177) (1850), 15 J. P. 261. 

131. Carriage kept for sale by coachmaker— 
Occasional user by owner.]—Ass. TAx CasE (No. 
2,402) (1855), 20 J. P. 428. 

182. —— Lent to customer during repair of 
customer’s carriage.|.—Where the owner of a 
carriage, which has accidentally become disabled 
during the year for which an excise licence has 
been duly taken out, is accommodated by his 
coachbuilder, during the repair of such carriage, 
with the use of another carriage without any 
payment, the coachbuilder is not required to take 
ed hes licence in respect of such carriage so lent.— 


- Tax Case (No. 


driven by electric mo Power 
§693.—8COT. nN. 


tore—. sup- 
plied by Lhd vehtcle of train.}—FAL- 
KINER 0. WiIrtTON (1916), 23 C. L. R, 
824.—AUS. 
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DAVEY v THOMPSON (1886), 54 L. T. 495; 50 
J. P. 260; 84 W. R. 411; 27. L. R. 420, D. 0. 
Banoanon i—Refd. L. O. 0. v. Fairbank, [1911] 2 K. B. 


138. User for purpose of selling./—Ass. Tax 
OAsE (No. 2,501) (1857), 22 J. P. aoe: 

134. User on single occasion.|—Ass. Tax CASE 
(No. 2,478) (1857), 22 J. P. 466. 

185. Spare carriage kept in reserve.|—A cab 
proprietor who has in reserve in his yard a number 
of spate cabs ready for use & intended to be used 
if & when occasion requires does not ‘‘ keep ’’ them 
within Revenue Act, 1869 (c. 14), s. 27, until he 
in fact begins to use them.—LonpoNn County 
COUNCIL v. FAIRBANK, [1911]2 K. B. 82; 80 L. J. 
hg 1032 ; 105 L. T. 46; 75J.P.356; 9 L.G.R. 


C. Who Lnable for Duty. 

136. Carriage hired by the day.|—-Ass. Tax CASE 
(No. 2,024) (1847), 12 J. P. 727. 

187. Hire for less than one year—Carriage let 
on hire purchase.|—By sect. 27 of 32 & 33 Vict. 
c. 14, a penalty of £20 is imposed upon a person 
keeping a carriage without a licence; & by 
section 11 of 38 & 39 Vict. c. 23, ‘‘ every person 
who shall let any carriage for hire for any period 
less than one year shall for the purpose of 32 
& 33 Vict. c. 14, be dcemed to be the person keeping 
such carriage.” Resp., a coachbuilder by an agree- 
ment in writing, let to R. two clarence cabs on hire 
at 30s. per week, payable weekly, the cabs to be 
the property of R. if he regularly paid the 30s. for 
seventy-five weeks consecutively, & an additional 
£5 at the expiration of that period; but it was 
stipulated that if R. should omit to make any of the 
weekly payments as agreed, resp. might resume 
possession of the cabs :—Held: under the agree- 
ment theré was no letting of the cabs for a period 
less than one year, so as to make resp. the ‘‘ person 
keeping’ them within Revenue Act, 1869 (c. 14), 
8. 27.— BARBER v. CALLOW (1877), 2 C. P. D. 558 ; 
37 L. T. 130; 41 J. P. 823, D. CO. 


D. Rate of Duty. 

188. Carriage fitted to be drawn by two or more 
horses—Proof of user of two horses not necessary.] 
—FLINT v. MILLER (1891), cited in Halsbury’s 
Laws of England, Vol. XXIV. at p. 689 

1389. Calculation of horse power of motor car.]— 
By Finance Act, 1909-1910 (c. 8), s. 86(1), the 
excise duty for carriages payable in respect of a 
motor car shall be at the rates specified in Part II. 
of schedule V. to the Act, & by sub-sect. 2, the unit 
of horse power for the purpose of any rate of duty 
in schedule V. shall be calculated in accordance 
with regulations made by the Treasury for the 
purpose, & Part II. of schedule V. specifies the rates 
of duty on motor cars according to the horse power. 
The Treasury having made regulations under 
sub-sect. 2 of sect. 86 for calculating the horse 
power :—Held: those regulations are the only 
standard by which, for the purpose of the rate of 
duty, the horse power of a motor car is to be 
calculated, & consequently, if the horse power as 
so calculated is greater than the actual horse power 
of the motor car, the duty is payable on the greater 
horse power as ascertained according to the regu- 
lations, although erroneous.—LONDON OOUNTY 
OoUNCIL v. TURNER (1911), 105 L. T. 380; 75 
J. P. 651; 9 L. G. R. 1155; 22 Cox, ©. 0. 592, 
D. O. 


PART VIL. SECT. 4, SUB-SECT. 8.—C, 


1361. Carriage hired by the day.)— 
Harpy v. SMITH, [1919] Q. 8. R. 41. 


PART VII. SECT. 4, SUB-SECT. 8.—E. for scaling re than permitted number 
d. Use of vehtcle for ae_ other 
than that Vie which Hoenced— Penaliy 


239 


140. Carriage having four wheels—Tricycle with 
autowheel attached.|—A tricycle to which an auto- 
wheel is attached & by which it is propelled is 
a carriage jhaving four wheels propelled by 
mechanical power within the definition contained 
in Customs & Inland Revenue Act, 1888 (c. 8), 
s. 4 (8), & is therefore liable to excise duty.— 
HOLLANDS v. WILLIAMSON, [1920] 1 K. B. 716; 
89 L. J. K. B. 298; 122 L. T. 291; 83 J. P. 289; 
17 L. G. R. 737, D. C. 


E.. Lhability for Penalty. 

See Roads Act, 1920 (c. 72), ss. 8, 12. 

141. Failure to take out Licence within time 
allowed by Act—Offence charged within period 
allowed.|—-If a person fails to take out a licence 
within the periods allowed by Revenue Act, 1869 
(c. 14), 8. 22, for payment of the duty he can there- 
after be summoned & made liable to the penalty 
imposed by Revenue Act, 1869 (c. 14), s. 27, for 
having kept a carriage without a licence on a date 
within those periods.—SLY v. RANDALL, [1916] 
1K.B.710; 85 L. J. K. B. 1057; 114 L. T. 560 ; 
80 J.P. 199; 14 L.G. R. 550; 25 Cox, C. C. 321, 


D.C. 

142. Use of vehicle for purpose other than that 
for which licenced—Roads Act, 1920 (c. 72), s. 8— 
Occasional user of goods lorry for passengers.]|— 
Applt. took out a licence under Finance Act, 1920 
(c. 18), sched. II., para. 6, in respect of a motor 
lorry. The lorry was usually used for the convey- 
ance of goods, but on the occasion charged was 
used by applt. as a hackney carriage, the duty 
ayable on its use as a hackney carriage being 

igher than the rate chargeable in respect of the 
licence held by him :—Held: the licence held by 
applt. under Finance Act, 1920 (c. 18), sched. II., 
para 6, had not been taken out as for a vehicle to 
be used solely for a certain purpose within Roads 
Act, 1920 (c. 72), s. 8 (3), & consequently the 
po therein imposed was not payable by him.— 

.v. Woon, Ex p. ANDERSON, [1922] 1 K. B. 674; 
91L. J. K. B. 573; 126 L. T. 522; 86 J. P. 64; 
38 T. L. R. 269; 66 Sol. Jo. 453; 20 L. G. R. 189, 


D.C. 
Annotation :—Refd, Morris v. Tolman, [1923] 1 K. B. 166. 

143, —— Liability imited to person hold- 
ing licence.]——An information was preferred against 
the owner of a motor vehicle charging that he had 
on a certain day used it for a purpose other than 
that for which it was licenced & chargeable at a 
higher rate of duty, & also charging resp. with 
aiding & abetting the commission of the offence. 
The justices dismissed the information against the 
owner, & being of opinion that having dismissed 
it as against him, they had no power to convict 
resp. of aiding & abetting ; they also dismissed the 
information as against resp. :—Held: the language 
of Roads Act, 1920 (c. 72), s. 8 (8), showed that it 
was limited to persons holding a licence for a 
vehicle, & inasmuch as resp, was not the holder of 
the licence, he was not liable to be convicted.— 
Morris v. TOLMAN, [1923] 1 K. B. 166; 92 L. J. 
K.B.215; 128L.T.118; 86J. P. 221; 39T.L. R. 
39; 67 Sol. Jo. 169; 20 L. G. R. 803; 27 Cox, 
CO. C. 345, D.C. 

144, ———- Roads Act, 1920 (c. 72), s. 12— 
Necessity for mens rea.]|—A motor car belonging 

resps., who were the holders of a limited trade 
licence in respect of it, was driven on a public 
road by one of their servants, & more than two 
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Sect. 4.— Local taxation licences: Sub-sect. 8, E., F., 
G.(a)&(b) 


ns were in the car in addition to the driver, 

being without the knowledge, & contrary to 
the express orders, of resps., who had taken all 
reasonable precautions to prevent a contravention 
of the Road Vehicles (Trade Licences) Regulations, 
1922 :—Held: mens rea was not an essential 
ingredient of the offence in respect of a contraven- 
tion of the Road Vehicles (Trade Licences) Regula- 
tions, 1922, & resps. were liable to the penalty 
imposed by above sect. of the Roads Act, 1920.— 
GRIFFITHS v. STUDEBAKERS, LTD., [1924] 1 K. B. 
102; 93 L. J. K. B. 50; 180 L. T. 215; 87 J.P. 
199; 40 T. L. R. 26; 68 Sol. Jo. 118; 21L.G. R. 
796; 27 Cox, C. C. 565, D. C. 

145. What constitutes ‘‘ load.’’]— 
Resp. was summoned for using a limited trade 
licence upon a vehicle contrary to proviso (b) of 
Art. (1) of para. 4 of the Road Vehicles (Trade 
Licences) Regulations, 1922. Resp. was driving 
a motor chassis fitted with two convertible bodies ; 
at the time of the alleged offence the lorry body 
was fitted to the chassis, & the touring body was 
being carried on thelorry body. Whileso arranged 
the car could not be used for any other purpose :-— 
Held: either the lorry alone or the tourer alone 
was a complete vehicle, but the lorry plus the 
touring body was a complete vehicle carrying part 
of another which constituted a ‘‘load’’ within 
proviso (b) of Art. B.(1), para. 4, of the Road 
Vehicles (Trade Licences) Regulations, 1922.— 
LEES v. RAVENHILL (1924), 94 L. J. K. B. 97; 
132 L. T. 201; 88 J. P.197; 41 T. L. R. 36; 69 
oa 177; 23 L. G. R. 10; 27 Cox, C. C. 667, 











F. Hackney Carriages. 


See Customs & Inland Revenue Act, 1888 (c. 8), 
s.4; Finance Act, 1920 (c. 18), sched. II. 

146. What is ‘‘ hackney carriage ’’—Omunibus.] 
—Sect. 4, sub-s. 1, Customs & Inland Revenue 
Act, 1888 (c. 8), s. 4(1), imposes a duty upon 
every hackney carriage as thercinafter defined, 
& by Customs & Inland Revenue Act, 1888 (c. 8), 
s. 4(3), a ‘‘hackney carriage’’ means ‘ any 
carriage standing or plying for hire ’’ :—Held: an 
ordinary omnibus running along a fixed route is a 
‘‘ hackney carriage’’ within Customs & Inland 
Revenue Act, 1888 (c. 8).—HIcCKMAN v. BIRcH 
(1889), 24 Q. B. D. 172; 59 L. J. M. C. 22; 62 
L. T.113; 54 J.P. 406; 6T. L. R. 104, D.C. 

What constitutes ‘‘ plying for hire.’’!|—See 
STREET & AERIAL TRAFFIC. 

What constitutes ‘‘ keeping.’’|—-See Sub-sect. 3, 
B., ante. 

147. User for private purposes—Liability to full 
ae Pr ate Tax CASE (No. 2,355) (1854), 19 


J.P. 24 
148. ——- ——.|—-Ass. Tax Casi (No. 2,407) 
(1855), 20 J. P. 423. 
(1855), 20 J. P. 423. 
0. —— ——.|—Ass. Tax CaAsE (No. 2,419) 
(1856), 21 J. P. 456. . 
51. ——- ——-.|—-Ass. Tax CAsE (No. 2,518) 
(1859), 23 J. P. 457. 
152. -|}— A licenced postmaster 








appeals against a charge for one of his carriages & 
horses used by him occasionally for private pur- 
poses. The comrs. confirm. Comrs._right.— 
Ass. TAX CASE (No. 2,703) (1865), 81 J. P. 730. 
153. ——- ——.] — A_ licenced postmaster 
appeals against assessments for a carriage & horse 
in respect of the use by him for his private purposes 
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of a carriage for which he holds a licence to let for 
hire; as alec for a servant in respect of the person 
employed to attend to the same. The comrs. 


relieve. Comrs. wrong.—Ass. Tax COasE (No. 
2,796) (1868), 832 J. P. 745. 
154. ——- ——~—.] — A licenced postmaster 


appeals against an assessment for a horse & 
carriage kept by him & used bye in his capacity 
of a local preacher in driving to different places to 
preach, accompanied at times by his art He 
states that the congregation pays him for the hire 
on these occasions. The comrs. relieve. Comrs. 
big tre Tax Case (No. 2,798) (1868), 32 


G. Exemptions. 
(a) In General. 

155. Exemption must be claimed.|—Ass. Tax 
CASE (No. 2,480) (1857), 22 J. P. 466. 

15 J—A butcher appeals against an 
assessment for a carriage, & horse, Schedule E., 
as being used solely in the course of trade. The 
character & use of the carriage is not disputed, but 
objection is taken that applt. had not claimed the 
exemption in making his return. The comrs. 
confirm. Comrs. rights.—Ass. TAx CAsE (No. 
2,772) (1867), 32 J. P. 105. 

157. Carriage used by police officer.]—Ass. 
Tax OCasez (No. 2,485) (1857), 22 J. P. 466. 

158. Carriage given away—Duty paid by new 
owner.'—A farmer appeals against an assessment 
for a carriage, also servant & horse, for 1865-66 
on the ground that he gave up same at Michaelmas, 
1864, to his son, who is also charged for them for 
1865-66. The comrs. confirm. Comrs. right.— 
Ass. TAx CASE (No. 2,739) (1866), 32 J. P. 8. 

159. Parish hearse.|—-A churchwarden appeals 
against a charge for a hearse purchased by sub- 
scription for the benefit of the parish & let for hire, 
the profits being applied to the incidental expenses 
of the church. The comrs. relieve. Comrs. 
pee ea Tax Case (No. 2,741) (1866), 32 

Fire engines, ambulances & road rollers.'—Sec 
Finance Act, 1920 (c. 18), 8. 13 (4). 

Vehicle used for conveyance of electors to poll.|— 
See Corrupt & Illegal Practice Prevention Act, 
1872 (c. 51), 8. 14 (4). 





(b) Trade Vehicles. 
1. In General. 


we ie & Inland Revenue Act, 1888 (c. 8), 
8. ° 

160. Vehicle constructed for use & used for 
conveyance of goods—Exempt.]}—-Builder claimed 
exemption for a light spring cart with a movable 
seat, marked with his name, etc., & never used but 
in his trade, although occasionally without any 
load whatever. He was also charged with £1 1s. 
duty for the horse used with such cart. The 
comrs. relieved. Comrs. right.—Ass. Tax CASE 
(No. 2,617) (1862), 28 J. P. 762. 

161. }—Licenced hawker claimed 
exemption for a four-wheeled van on springs, used 
solely in conveying goods, with a door for goods, & 
a seat outside for driver; marked with name & 
address. The comrs. relieved. OComrs. right.— 
Ass. Tax Cass (No. 2,622) (1862), 28 J. P. 777. 
Tax CasE (No. 2,623) 








162, ———- ———.]—Ass. 
(1862), 28 J. P. 777. 

163. ———- ——-.]—Re BAYLEY, No. 181, post. 

164, .|—Claim [for exemption] for a 
light cart on springs, marked with the name, etc., 
used by applt., or his wife & family to fairs & 
markets, usually taking with them their farm 
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produce. The comrs. confirmed. Comrs. wrong. 
—Jie GRIFFITHS (1864), 11 I. T. 147. 

165. Onus of proof—On party claiming exemp- 
tion—Vehicle not prima facie constructed for con- 
veyance of goods.|—HANWwortH v. WILLIAMS, No. 
208, post. 

166. What is 


‘* burden.’’] — Cook v. Hoss, 
No. 221, post, 


ii. Construction of Vehicle. 


See Customs & Inland Revenue Act, 1888 
(c. 8), 3. 4 (8). 

167. What is ‘‘ waggon, cart or other such 
vehicle ’’—Whether ‘‘ other vehicle ’’ words of 
ejusdem generis.|—In order that a vehicle may be 
exempt from carriage duty by virtue of Customs 
& Inland Revenue Act, 1888 (c. 8), 8. 4 (3), it must 
be constructed or adapted solely for the conveyance 
of goods, as well as used solely for the conveyance 
of goods, though it need not be ejusdem generis 
with a waggon. 

Upon the hearing of an information charging 
resp. with keeping a carriage without a licence, 
it was proved that he drove a pony attached to a 
governess cart. Resp. gave evidence that the 
vehicle was used solely for the purposes of his 
business of a wardrobe dealer, & that he never 
used it for pleasure, but only drove in it to private 
houses to call for & bring away goods after receiving 
orders :—Held: the vehicle did not come within 
the exception to the definition of “ carriage,’’ in 
Customs & Inland Revenue Act, 1888 (c. 8), s. 4 (8), 
of “ a waggon, cart, or other such vchicle, which is 
constructed or adapted for use, & is used, solely for 
the conveyance of any goods or burden in the 
course of trade or husbandry.’’—MooreE v. LEWIS, 
[1906] 1 K. B. 27; 75 L. J. K. B. 89; 93 L. T. 
812; 70 J.P.26; 544W.R. 194; 22T.L.R.51; 
21 Cox, C. C. 60, D. C. 


Annotations :—Distd. Cook v. Hobbs (1910), 80 L. J. K. B. 
110. Consd. Collman »v. Stokes (1910), 103 L. T. 592; 
Strutt v. Clift (1910), 80 L.J.K.B. 114; Minty v. Glew 

(1913), 110 L. 'T. 340. Apld, French v. Champkin, [1920] 

1K, 8B. 76. 

168. -——- _ ——_.]—-In__ Customs & Inland 
Revenue Act, 1888 (c. 8), s. 4 (3), exempting from 
the requirement of a carriage licence ‘‘ a waggon, 
cart, or other such vehicle, which is constructed 
or adapted for use, & is used, solely for the con- 
veyance of any goods or burden in the course of 
trade,’ the word ‘ vehicle ’’’ is to be construed as 
ejusdem generis with “‘ waggon’’ & “ cart,’’ & the 
word ‘‘ adapted ’’ does not mean “ suitable,”’ 
but “‘ altered so as to make the vehicle apt.” 

A ralli car not originally constructed for the 
conveyance of goods or altered so as to make it 
suitable for that purpose does not come within 
the exemption, notwithstanding that it is solely 
used for the conveyance of goods.—FRENCH v. 
CHAMPKIN, [1920] 1 K. B. 76; 89 L. J. K. B. 181; 
122 L. T. 95; 83 J. P. 258; 36T. 1. R. 143 17 
I. G. R. 761, D.C. 

169. What is vehicle ‘‘ constructed or adapted 
for use for conveyance of goods ’’—Vehicle con- 
structed for conveyance of persons.|/—-Ass. TAx 
Cass (No. 2,482) (1857), 22 J. P. 466. 

170. ——- -——.|—Ass. Tax Case (No. 2,548) 
(1860), 24 J.P. 151. 








171. —-—— --—..]—-Ass. Tax Cast (No. 2,581) 
(1861), 25 J. P. 119. 

172, ——-- —--.J]— Ass. Tax Cast (No. 2,582) 
(1861), 25 J. P. 119. 

173. .|}—A_ flour dealer appeals 








against a charge for a two-wheeled carriage, 
adapted as well for the carriage of persons as for 
that of goods, & shown to have been so employed. 
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The comrs. confirm the charge. Comrs. right.— 
Ass. TAX CASE (No. 2,662) (1865), 31 J. P. 616. 

174. -.|—A farmer appeals against a 
charge of 15s. for a two-wheeled carriage, as beiny 
used solely in affairs of husbandry, which the 
surveyor contends is taken, by its construction, 
out of the operation of the exemption. The 
comrs. relieve. Comrs. wrong.—Ass. TAX CASE 
(No. 2,700) (1865), 31 J. P. 729. 

175. —— .}—A harness maker appeals 
against an assessment for a carriage, also horse, 
Schedule E., admitted to be kept for purposes of 
trade, but alleged not to be of such construction 
as to fall within the exemption. The carriage is 
furnished with springs & a splashboard, & is 
admitted to have been used to drive to an appeal 
meeting. The comrs. relieve. Comrs. wrong.— 
Ass. Tax Cask (No. 2,734) (1866), 31 J. P. 826. 

176. -.|— A  confectioner appeals 
against an assessment for a carriage admitted to 
be kept, & used solely for the purposes of trade, 
but alleged not to be of such a construction as to 
fall within the exemption. The carriage is on 
springs with a seat in front & a splashboard. The 
hinder part of the carriage is fitted up for the stow- 
age of goods. The comrs. confirm. Comrs. right. 
—Ass, TAX CASE (No. 2,735) (1866), 31 J. P. 826. 

177. —- .|}—A. publican, contractor, & 
farmer appeals against an assessment for a carriage 
alleged to be used solely for the purposes of trade 
or in the affairs of husbandry. It is on springs, 
has lamp irons, a movable seat with a back; & 
the hinder part of the carriage is so constructed 
as to let down & form a footboard, thus fitting 
it to carry four persons. The comrs. confirm. 
Comps. right.—Ass. Tax CASE (No. 2,736) (1866), 
31 J. P. 826. 

178. .|\—A farmer appeals against a 
charge for a two-wheeled carriage kept for market 
purposes. It is constructed with the conveniences 
& appliances usual in carriages designed for the 
conveyance of persons, & it is admitted by applt. 
that persons have occasionally ridden with him. 
The comrs. relieve. Comrs. wrong.—Ass. TAX 
CASE (No. 2,768) (1867), 32 J. P. 89. 

179. Dog cart.]—-Ass. TAx CASE (No. 
2,425) (1856), 21 J. P. 455. 

180. ———- -——-.] —ASS. 
2,618) (1862), 28 J. P. 761. 

181, ——_- ——- ——.]—Farmer claimed ex- 
emption for a two-wheeled carriage used solely in 
his business, never for pleasure ; the carriage was 
constructed like a dog cart, to carry four persons 
back to back. The Comrs. confirmed. Comrs. 
right..—Re BAYLEY (1864), 11 L. T. 146. 

182. ——- ——-.]|—-A farmer & general 
merchant appeals against a charge for a dog cart 
as being used solely for the purposes of business. 
The comrs. confirm the charge. Comrs. right.— 
Ass. Tax CASE (No. 2,666) (1865), 31 J. P. 632. 

183. ——— |—A farmer appeals 
against a charge for a two-wheeled carriage 
adapted as well for the conveyance of persons as 
for that of produce. The comrs. relieve. Comrs. 
wrong.—Ass, Tax Caskt (No. 2,667) (1865), 31 
J. P. 648. 

184. -—Licenced hawker ap- 
peals against an assessment for a two-wheeled 
carriage used by him in the conveyance of goods. 
It is admitted that, although containing a box for 
the conveyance of goods, the carriage is, in fact, 
a dog cart or gig. The comrs. confirm. Comrs. 
right.—Ass. Tax CasE (No. 2,769) (1867), 32 J. P. 
104. 



































Tax Case (No. 

















— 











185. .|—A _ licenced hawker 
appeals against) an assessment for three two- 
R . 
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Sect. 4.—Local taxation licences: Sub-sect. 8, G. (b) 
tt. & itt.) 

wheeled carriages alleged to be used by him solely 
in his business. The exclusive employment of 
these carriages for purposes of business is not 
disputed, but it is contended that they are excluded 
from the operation of the exemption by their 
construction, & that they are in fact dog carts. 
The comrs. confirm. Comrs. right.—Ass. Tax 
CASE (No. 2,800) (1868), 32 J. P. 777. 

186. .|—A retired solr. appeals 
against an assessment for a dog cart, on the ground 
of its being kept for the purpose of conveying 
garden produce to market. The comrs. confirm. 
Comrs. right.—Ass. Tax CASE (No. 2,859) (1871), 
35 J. P. 552. 

187. —— —— Specially adapted for car- 
rlage of samples.|—Resp. kept a vehicle of the 
description known as a dog cart with four wheels. 
It had seating accommodation for four persons, & 
was fitted with rubber tyres & smart lamps. It 
was used by him for the purpose of his business, 
a shoe manufacturer’s agent, to carry his samples. 
The interior fittings had been removed, steel plates 
had been put on the bottom & on the springs to 
strengthen the vehicle, & the two back seats 
removed to take seven specially made cases to 
carry the samples :—Held: there was evidence 
on which the magistrate could find that the 
vehicle was adapted for use solely for the con- 
veyance of goods within the Customs & Inland 
Revenue Act, 1888 (c. 8), 8. 4.—-COLLMAN v. 
STOKES (1910), 103 L. T. 592; 74 J. P. 473; 9 
L. G. R. 150, D. C. 

Annotation :—Apld. Minty v. Glew (1913), 110 L. T. 340. 

188. —— Oxford cart.|—Ass. Tax CASE 
(No. 2,546) (1860), 24 J. P. 151. 

._—-—— Sulky.|—Ass. Tax CASE (No. 
2,577) (1861), 25 J. P. 118. 

190. Coburg.|—-A farmer appeals 
against a charge for a carriage, a ‘‘ coburg,’’ 
occasionally employed in the conveyance of 
agricultural produce, but kept principally for con- 
veying the family to church. The comrs. con- 
firm the charge. Comrs. right.—Ass. TAx CASE 
(No. 2,665) (1865), 31 J. P. 682. 

191. Phaeton.|/—Manufacturcr of 
cement appeals against an assessment for a four- 
wheeled carriage, & horse Schedule E., as being 
used solely in the course of trade. The carriage is 
found to be a phaeton, with a movable box suitable 
for carrying small parcels substituted for the back 
seat. The comrs. relieve. Comrs. wrong.—ASS. 
Tax CASE (No. 2,771) (1867), 32 J. P. 105. 

192. Governess cart.|—- HResp., a 
travelling upholsterer, was possessed of a governess 
cart which he used for the purposes of his trade & 
to collect debts & obtain orders:—Held: the 
carriage was not ‘‘ used solely for the conveyance 
of goods or burden in the course of trade or 
husbandry,’’ & did not come within the exemption 
given by Customs & Inland Revenue Act, 1888 
(c. 8), s. 4 (3).—WHITHAM v. Morris (1905), 93 
L. T. 818; 70 J.P. 11; 21 Cox, C. C. 64, D. C. 
aon :—Consd. Collman v. Stokes (1910), 103 L. T. 

Vv e 









































193. —— —-—.|—-MooreE v. LEwIs, No. 
167, ante. 
194. ——- Waggonette—Specially adapted 


for purpose of husbandry.|—Resp., a farmer, was 
summoned under Revenue Act, 1869 (c. 14), s. 27, 
for keeping a carriage without a licence. The 
carriage was an old four-wheeled waggonette ; 
it was adapted to carry six persons & to be drawn 
by one horse. Jt had wooden seats along each 
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side with back rests, a driving seat in front, two 
iron steps at the back & iron steps on each side 
of the front; it was not upholstered or cushioned, 
& had a name painted on it. Resp. stated in his 
evidence that he had never used the carriage as a 
private carriage or for carrying any passengers 
except his own workpeople to or from work on 
his farm; that he had the wheels & springs 
strengthened & used it for general use on his farm, 
such as taking farm produce to the railway 
station, but not for any other purpose. The 
justices having found that a licence was not 
required ;—Held: the vehicle had been so altered 
with the object of using it solely for agricultural 
purposes, there was evidence on which the justices 
could find, as they must be taken to have found, 
that the vehicle had been adapted for use solely 
for the conveyance of goods or burden in the course 
of trade or husbandry, & was therefore within the 
exemption.—MINTY v. GLEW (1913), 110 L. T. 
340; 78 J. P.69; 12 L.G.R.121; 24 Cox, C.C. 
73, D.C. 

Bonotalen :—Consd. French ». Champkin, [1920] 1 K. B. 


195. Ralli car.)—FRENcCH v. CHAMP- 
KIN, No. 168, ante. 
96. Farmer’s cart.|—Farmer claimed 





exemption for a two-wheeled carriage used solely 
in his business, on springs & with a seat, but 
no dashboard. The comrs. confirmed. Comrs. 
wrong.—Ass. TAX OASE (No. 2,612) (1862), 28 
J. P. 761. 

197. .|—Claim of exemption for a 
light cart on narrow v,ueels & on springs, used on 
the farm & for going to market, etc. The comrs. 
confirmed. Comrs. wrong.—Ass. TAX CASE (No. 
2,614) (1862), 28 J. P. 761. 

198. .|—Claim of exemption for a 
light cart on springs, marked with the name, etc., 
used by applt. or his wife & family for fairs & 
markets, usually taking with them their farm pro- 


























duce. The comrs. confirmed. Comrs. wrong.— 
ie TAx CasE (No. 2,615) (1862), 28 J. P. 

199. .|—Ass. Tax CASE (No. 2,666), 
No. 182, ante 

200. -.J—Ass. TAX CASE (No. 2,667), 
No. 188, ante. 

201. -.|—Ass. Tax CASE (No. 2,700), 
No. 174, ante. 

202. — -.|-~—Ass. Tax CASE (No. 2,768), 
No. 178, ante. 

203. Vehicle capable of use for other 


purposes.|—(1) In order to bring a vehicle within 
the exception to the definition of ‘‘ carriage ’’ in 
Customs & Inland Revenue Act, 1888 (c. 8), 
8. 4 (3), if must be shown that it was constructed 
or adapted for use for the conveyance of goods or 
burden in the course of trade or husbandry, not 
merely that it was capable of being so used. If 
the real use of a vehicle under ordinary circum- 
stances is for trade or husbandry, the vehicle 
would not be said to be kept without a licence 
simply because on a particular day it was being 
used for the conveyance of persons. 

(2) Having regard to the elaborate description 
of this dogcart, & the way in which it was fitted 
up, the way in which it was adapted, showing that 
many of its fittings would in no way be required 
for the carrying of ‘‘ goods or burden in the course 
of trade or husbandry’’... that being the 
prima facie condition of the trap, the justices 
ought to have considered it. Ifresp. was going to 
rely upon the sole use for taking goods in it, the 
onus to a certain extent would undoubtedly rest 
upon him (LORD ALVERSTONE, C..J.).—-HANWORTH 
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s aaa (1903), 67 J. P. 315; 19 T. L. R. 384, 


Annotations :-—As to (1) Refd. Latchford v. Kelsey (1907), 
71 «J. ie 225. Age to (2) Dbtd. Moore v. Lewis, [1906] 1 





204. —— -|—Moorr v. Lewis, No. 167, 
ante. 

205. —— ——-..—Cook v. Horrs, No. 22], 
post. 


206. Meaning of ‘‘ adapted.’’] — FreNcH v. 
CHAMPKIN, No. 168, ante. 


ili. User of Vehicle. 


rae nie & Inland Revenue Act, 1888 (c. 8), 
g. ‘ 

207. What constitutes sole user for conveyance 
of goods—Occasional user for carriage of persons.] 
—Gentleman claimed relief from a charge made 
on him for a four wheeled carriage in respect of a 
light waggon, on springs drawn by two horses, 
& marked with his name, etc. He contended that 
it was not a carriage chargeable under Schedule D., 
being chiefly used for farming purposes, although 
occasionally by his family to ride in. The comrs. 
confirmed the charge. Comrs. right.—Ass. Tax 
CASE (No. 1,966) (1846), 12 J. P. 281. 

208, —-— ——.]—Ass. TAX CASE (No. 2,359) 
(1854), 19 J. P. 327. 

209. ———- ——.]—-ASs. 
(1855), 20 J. P. 199. 

210. ——— ---——.]— Ass. 
(1855), 20 J. P. 248. 

211. .|—Ass. 
(1855), 20 J. P. 423. 

212. -.|—Ass. TAX CASE 
(1857), 22 J. P. 466. 

218, ——~- ———.]—-Ass. 
(1857), 22 J. P. 691. 

214 -|—A pork butcher appeals 
against a charge for a two wheeled vehicle employed 
for the conveyance of persons & goods. The 
comrs. confirm the charge. Comrs. right.—Ass. 
TAX CASE (No. 2,663) (1865), 31 J. P. 681. 

215. -|—A milkman appeals against 
a charge for a two wheeled carriage. It is alleged 
never to have been used except for the conveyance 
of milk, but it is admitted that a person has 
occasionally been taken up on the road. The 
comrs. confirm the charge. Comrs. wrong.— 
Ass. TAX CASE (No. 2,664) (1865), 31 J. P. 631. 

216. -|—A firm of brewers & wine 
merchants appeals against a charge for a carriage 
used by them in their trade, whereon the style 
of the firm & their trade & place of residence, 
but not the Christian names of the partners, is 
painted. The carriage is admitted to have been 
used for the purpose of conveying a volunteer 
band to & from drill, on an excursion of school 
children, & on other occasions. The comrs. relieve. 
Comrs. wrong.—Ass. TAX CASE (No. 2,698) (1865), 


31 J. P. 729. 
|—A rectifier of weights & 
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217. 
measures appeals against an assessment for a 
carriage, also servant & horse, Schedule E. The 
carriage which ison springs & so fitted as to resemble 
a sociable, is alleged to be kept for the purpose 
of conveying the tools & weights necessary in 
the exercise of the vocation of applt.; but he 
admits frequently taking a person out with him 
for a ride, & giving other persons a ride when out 
on his business. The comrs. confirm. Comrs. 
ee ee Tax CASE (No. 2,788) (1866), 32 
eF «6 e 8, 
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218. -J]—A solr. occupying land 
appeals against an assessment for a four wheeled 
carriage in the nature of a van, used for conveying 
plants & flewers & sometimes pigs to places of 
exhibition, for the carriage of provender for his 
live stock, & once or twice for a picnic, or the con- 
veyance of school children to a cathedral festival. 
The comrs confirm. Comrs. right.—Ass. TAX 
CASE (No. 2,742) (1866), 32 J. P. 9. 

219. .|—A. appeals against an assess- 
ment for a carriage & horse, on the plea of same 
being used solely for husbandry. A. occupies 
twenty-four acres of land. The carriage & horse 
have never been used without having some 
agricultural produce therein, but A. has driven his 
wife in the carriage to see her doctor. The Comrs. 
confirm. Comrs. right.—Ass. Tax CasE (No. 
2,824) (1869), 34 J. P. 745. 

220. ——- —~—- To sell goods at market.|— 
Ass. Tax Case (No. 2,500) (1857), 22 J. P. 691. 

221, ——- —-— ——-.]|—Where a cart is used 
only for the purpose of taking goods to market to 
be sold, the fact that the persons who are intended 
to sell the goods at the market are conveyed there 
in the cart along with the goods will not take away 
the cart’s title to exemption. 

If a cart has been constructed with a view to 
its being used only for the exempted purposes, 
the mere fact that it is capable of being used for 
other purposes will not deprive it of the exemption. 

I am not altogether clear what the draftsmen 
of Customs & Inland Revenue Act, 1888 (c. 8), 
meant by the word ‘‘ burden,” & I am not going 
to attempt to define it. But I think that at all 
events it includes persons who are taken to a 
market along with goods for the purpose of assist- 
ing in setting them there, & who have to bring them 
back if they are not sold (LORD ALVERSTONE, C.J.). 
—Cook v. Honss, [1911] 1 K. B. 14; 80 L. J. 
K. B. 110; 103 L.T.566; 75 5.P.14; 9L.G.R. 
143, D.C. 

Annotations :—Consd. Minty v. Glew (1913), 110 L. T. 340; 
French v. Champkin, [1920] 1 K. B. 76. Refd. Collinan v. 
Stokes (1910), 103 L. T. 592. 

222. --—— Single user for carriage of persons.|— 
Ass. Tax CASE (No. 2,358) (1854), 19 J. P. 327. 

223. ——-.]—A farmer appeals against a 
charge for a two wheeled carriage, as having been 
kept for the purposes of husbandry, but admitted 
to have been on one occasion employed in driving 
a person to a railway station. <A necessity for 
going to the station in his business on this occasion 
is alleged on the part of applt. The comrs. retieve. 
Comrs. wrong.—Ass. TAX CASE (No. 2,702) (1865), 
31 J. P. 730. 

224, ——— -——-- Liability of owners for act of 
bailiff.|\—Applts. were the owners of a dairy 
farm which they placed in the charge of a bailiff. 
They had at the farm a milk van specially con- 
structed for the conveyance of their milk churns 
from the farm to the railway station. For this 
van they held no carriage licence. On one 
occasion the bailiff without the knowledge or 
authority of applts. used the van for the purpose 
of driving to a town some miles distant & bringing 
back his wife & some friends who had been to a 
place of amusement there. Applts. were charged 
with keeping the van without a licence :—Held: 
as they had placed the bailiff in charge of the farm 
generally, they were responsible for his act in using 
the van for the purpose for which he did, & they 
consequently failed to bring themselves within the 
exemption & were liable to be convicted.—STRvUTr 
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vit, & iv.; sub-sect. 4, A.) 
vy. CLirtT, [1911] 1 K. B. 1; SOL. J. K. B. 11435 
103 L. T. 722; 74 3. P. 471; 27 T. L. BR. 14; 
8 L. G. R. 989, D. C. 
eon :—Refd. Phelon & Mooro v. Keel, [1914] 3 K. B. 


225. User for breaking in horse.|—Ass. 
Tax CasE (No. 2,382) (1855), 20 J. P. 248. 


226. ———~ Occasional user to attend funerals. |— 
Ass. Tax CASE (No. 2,404) (1855), 20 J. P. 428. 

227. ——~ Driving to church—Visiting friend on 
journey.|—-Ass. TAx CasE (No. 2,428) (1856), 21 
J. P. 456. 

228. Driving to & from work.|—Ass. 





TAX CASE (No. 2,484) (1857), 22 J. P. 466. 

229. .|—A journeyman bricklayer 
appeals against charges for a carriage & pony 
drawing same, kept by him to drive backwards 
& forwards to his work. The comrs. relieve for 
the carriage, & reduce the assessment on the pony 
to 5s. 3d. Comrs. wrong.—Ass, TAx CASE (No. 
2,699) (1865), 31 J. P. 729. 

230. Calling for orders.|—A shoemaker 
appeals against a charge for a two wheeled carriage 
used in calling for orders, & generally in the course 
of trade. The comrs. relieve. Comrs. right.— 
Ass. TAX CASE (No. 2,668) (1865), 31 J. P. 648. 

231. User of auctioneer’s cart in driving 
to sale.|—An auctioneer & occupier of land appeals 
against a charge for a two wheeled carriage, of the 
nature of aspring cart, admitted to have been used 
by him for driving to a sale, as well as to fetch 
goods purchased on such an occasion. The 
comrs. relieve. Comrs. wrong.—Ass. TAx CASE 
(No. 2,697) (1865), 31 J. P. 729. 

232. —--- Single user without goods.}] —A 
farmer appeals against a charge of 15s. for a two 
wheeled carriage, admitted to have been used, on 
one occasion, for driving, with no farm produce 
therein contained, to a market town, to receive 
the price of certain corn. The comrs. relieve. 
Comrs. right.—Ass. TAx CASE (No. 2,701) (1865), 
31 J. P. 730. 

233. ——— Occasional user for pleasure on 
Sundays.|—A baker & confectioner appeals against 
an assessment for a trade carriage, also horse, 
Schedule E., which he admits using occasionally 
for pleasure on Sunday. The comrs. confirm. 
Comrs. right.—Ass. TAX CASE (No. 2,737) (1866), 
31 J. P. 826. 

234. ——— User of carriages by travelling 
circus.|—The business of a travelling circus is not 
a trade, & carriages belonging to a circus, & used 
for carrying the band & other performers in a 
parade through the town, are not carriages ‘‘ used 
solely for the conveyance of any goods or burden 
in the course of trade,’”’ so as to be exempt from 
duty under Revenue Act, 1869 (c. 14), 5. 19 (6).— 
SPEAK v. POWELL (1873), L. R. 9 Exch. 25; 48 
L.J.M.C.19; 291. T. 484; 38 J.P. 8. 

235. User by farmer for driving labourers 
to & from work.|—A farmer’s cart used for the 
conveyance of farm produce on the farm, & 
adapted for use & used solely for farm purposes, 
which is exempt from the excise duty imposed 
upon “ carriages ’’ by Customs & Inland Revenue 
Act, 1888 (c. 8), 5. 4, as being a cart or vehicle 
which is constructed or adapted for use, & is used 
solely for the conveyance of any goods or burden 
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G. (b) iv. 


2391. What ia visible & legible in- 
acription—Inscription which might be 
obacured.}--A8S. TaX CASE (No. 669 


(1848), 13 J, P. 539,—SCOT. y 


539.—-SCO 


Inscription partly con- 
cealed_ by portion of vehicle.]—ASSs 


Tax Casi (No. 668) (1848), 13 J. P. 


240 ij. ——- ——.]— Ags, 
(No. 673) (1848), 13 J. P, 539,—SCOT. 


REVENUE. 


in the course of husbandry, does not lose its 
exemption merely because the farmer is in the 
habit of using the cart for the purpose of driving 
his farin labourers to & from their work.—LATCH- 
FORD v. KELSEY (1907), 06 L. T. 620; 71 J. P. 
225; 23 T. L. R. 416; 21 Cox, C. (. 410, D. C. 
Annotations :—Consd, Minty v. Glew (1913), 110 L. T. 340. 
efd. Collman v. Stokes (1910), 103 L. T. 592; Cook v. 
Hobbs, [1911} 1 K. B. 14. 


iv. Inscription of Owner’s Name and Address. 

See Customs & Revenue Act, 1888 (c. 8), s. 4 (3). 

236. Necessity for.}—Ass. Tax CASE (No. 
2,042) (1847), 13 J. P. 24. 

237. ——.]—Ass. Tax CASE (No. 2,426) (1856), 
21 J. P. 455. 

238. What is visible & legible inscription— 
Name painted on sliding box.|—-Where the name, 
etc., of the owner were painted on a movable 
box, which slid in & out, going in so that the name 
may be seen or not seen, as the party put in the 
same, & the carriage could be used as well without 
as with the box:—Held: such carriage was 
liable.—Ass. TAX CASE (No. 1,458) (1840), 6 J. P.5. 

239. Inscription which might be obscured.] 
—Applt. had all the requisite matters prescribed 
by 6 & 7 Will. 4, c. 65, 5s. 2, & 1 Vict. c. 61, 8. 1, 
duly painted ‘‘ on the top part of the back of his 
gig, which had a _ boot projecting behind.’ 
Objected that name, etc., were not on the hinder- 
most part & that a loose garment, etc., thrown 
over the back would cover the name, etc. Comrs, 
relieved applt.:—Held: comrs.’ determination 
was right.—Ass. Tax CASE (No. 1,921) (1845), 10 
J.P. 694. 

240. —— Inscription partly concealed by portion 
of vehicle.|—-Farmer claimed exemption for a two 
wheeled carriage which was opposed on the ground 
of the name & address on the back not being 
painted in letters of sufficient breadth, & also on 
account of part of the name being concealed by 
the block by which the body of carriage is fixed 
to the back spring. Comrs. relieved. Comrs. 
wrong.—Ass. Tax Case (No. 1,971) (1846), 12 
J.P. 527. 

241. S. P. Ass. Tax CASE (No. 1,973) (1846), 
12 J. P. 527. 

242. When vehicle loaded.|—Party 
claimed exemption for a gig, which was opposed 
on the ground that the inscription at the back was 
not at all times visible & legible, the same being 
painted so low on the panel, that when the gig 
was loaded the springs gave way, & the inscription 
was partly concealed by the bar. Comrs. relieved. 
Comrs. wrong.—ASss. TAX CASE (No. 1,972) (1846), 
12... -P.- 527. 

243. S. P. Ass. TAX Case (No. 1,974) (1846), 
12 J. P. 527. 

244. S.P. Ass. Tax Cast (No. 1,975) (1846), 
12-3..P. 527. 

245. ——- —-—- ——-.]—-Ass. Tax CASE (No. 
2,043) (1847), 138 J. P. 24. 

246. ——— Inscription sometimes obscured — 
Not visible when vehicle in motion.J]—Ass. Tax 
CASE (No. 2,022) (1847), 12 J. P. 727. 

247, ‘ Tax Casi (No. 
2,159) (1850), 15 J. P. 211. 

248, ——— ——- ———.]—-Ass. Tax Casi (No. 
2,179) (1850), 15 J. P. 261. 

249. ——— -—— Seat letting down at back.| ~ 
Ass. Tax CASE (No. 2,022) (1847), 12 J. P. 727. 
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240 iii. -}-—Ass. TAX CARE 
(No. 728) (1849), 14 J. P. 579.—SCOT. 


ee ee 





._-—— Seat letting down at 
bach. |—As CasE (No. 647) 


Tax Cash 8. TAX 
(1848), 13 J. P. 509.—SCOT. 
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250. ——.. -—- —_.]__Ass. Tax (Case (No. 
2,044) (1847), 138 J. P. 24, 

251. ——~ ——- ———.]—Ass. Tax Case (No. 
2,049) (1847), 138 J. P. 24, 

252, ——- ——- ——.,]__Agg 
2,051) (1847), 138 J. P. 24, 

253. ——— —— Door letting down at footboard.] 
—Ass. TAX CASE (No. 2,090) (1848), 138 J. P. 221. 

254, ——. Footboard let down.] — Ass. 
Tax CASE (No. 2,317) (1853), 18 J. P. 283. 
-|—Ass. TAx CAsE (No. 
2,318) (1853), 18 J. P. 282, 

256. —— ———- ——.]—Ass. Ax CASE (No. 
2,319) (1854), 18 J. P. 282. 

257, ——— ——-- ——.]—_Ass. Tax CASE (No. 
2,320) (1854), 18 J. P. 282, 

258. What is sufficient inscription——Necessity 
for inscription at length.|—'T'wo persons who were 
in partnership claimed exemption for a two 
wheeled carriage, the cost of which did not exceed 
£21 & which was marked with their name & 
address & calling thus ‘ 1. B. & D., brewers.’ The 
surveyor maintained that they were not entitled to 
exemption, as the Act required the Christian & 
surname of every owner to be in words at length. 
& Jomrs. wrong.—ASs. 


. Tax Case (No. 





55. See ee 








omrs. however relieved. 
Tax Case (No. 1,970) (1846), 12 J. P. 526. 

259. Necessity for Christian name.]- Ass. 
Tax CasE (No. 2,136) (1849), 14 J. P. 547. 

260. —— --——.]—-Ass. TAx CASE (No. 2,178) 
(1850), 15 J. P. 261. 

261. Whether all Christian names 
must be inscribed.]|—Ass. Tax Case (No. 2,135) 
(1849), 14 J. P. 581. 











262, ——- ——— —__.]—-Ass. Tax CasE (No. 
2,183) (1850), 15 J. P. 261. 
263. —— Words placed together without 


break.]—Ass. Tax Case (No. 2,157) (1850), 15 
J.P. 211. 

264, Liability for failure to paint name—Inten- 
tion to defraud not essential.]—B. was charged with 
keeping a carriage without a proper licence. B.'s 
bailiff used a cart for husbandry, but the name of 
the master was not pened thereon, though 
intended to be so :—Held : the justices were wrong 
in not convicting B., merely because they thought 
there was no intention to defraud.—WHITROW v. 
BROWN (1891), 56 J. 2.374; 8 T.L. QR. 75, D.C. 


SUB-sECT. 4.—Dous. 
A. In General. 

See Dog Licences Act, 1867 (c. 5); Customs & 
Inland Revenue Act, 1878 (c. 15), ss, 17-23. 

265. What amounts to ‘ keeping ’? dog.|— 
Gentleman charged for 27 dogs for the year 1844- 
1845. It seems that prior to Apr. 6, 1843, he had 
sent the dogs, harriers, to be kept among his 
father’s tenants, intending to part with them, & 
had not used them that year. “That in May 1843, 
he found a purchaser, & sent them to the pur- 
chaser’s agent for shipment to India, & he con- 
tended that not having used them between 
Apr. 1843, & Apr. 1844, he was not liable. ‘The 
comrs., considering that he had not proved the 
purchaser was assessed, confirmed the charge. 
Comrs. right.—Ass. Tax Case (No. 1,977) (1846), 
12 J. P. 587. 


258i. What is sufficient inseription— 
Necessity Jor inseription at length.|- - 
Aas. TAX CASE (NO, 6488) (1849), 13 
J. P. 509,—SCOT. 


h. Proceedings 
without 





ny Inadequate address.}|—Ass. 
Tax Case (NO, 672) (1848), 13 J.P. 
039.—SCOT. 
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266. ——.|—Ass. Tax CAse (No. 2,150) (1850), 
15 J. P. 211. 

267, ——.]—Ass. Tax CAsE (No. 2,431) (1856), 
21 J. P. 488 

268. ———.]|—Ass. Tax CASE (No. 2,487) (1857), 
22 J. P. 467. 

269. .|—A gentleman appeals against a 
charge for a dog on the ground that, in Aug. of the 
year preceding that of assessment, he had given it 
to a person who was in assessment. The comrs. 
relieve. Comrs. wrong.—Ass. TAx CASE (No. 
2,878) (1865), 31 J. P. 679. ; 

270. |—-An applt. appeals against an 
assessment for two dogs, on the ground that they 
were not his property. He produces no evidence 
that the duty is charged to the alleged owner. 
The comrs. confirm. Comrs, right.—Ass. Tax 
CASE (No. 2,802) (1868), 32 J. P. 792. 

271. Production of licence—When failure to 
proguee justifiable.|—-R. v. SEEARS (1875), T'imes, 

ug. 7. 

272. Proceedings for keeping dog without 
licence—Licence taken out immediately after 
offence—Offence not purged.|—It is no answer to 
a charge of having kept a dog without a licence 
on a particular day to produce a licence taken out 
on that day, if it is proved that the licence was 
applied for later in the day than the detection of 
the offence charged.—CAMPBELL v. STRANGEWAYS 
(1877), 3C.P.D.105; 47L.J.M.C.6: 47 LJ. 
Q. B. 85; 37 L. T. 6723 42 J. P. 39. 

Aen :—Refd. Clarke v. Bradlaugh (1881), 44 lL. T. 


273. Jurisdiction of justices—-To reduce 
fine—Previous offence not stated in information.| -— 
Where at the hearing of a summons for keeping a 
dog without a licence it is proved that deft. has 
been convicted on a former occasion of a similar 
offence, but such previous conviction is not stated 
in the information, the case cannot be treated as 
the case of a first offence, within the meaning of 
Summary Jurisdiction Act, 1879 (c. 49), s. 4, & 
therefore the magistrate has no power under 
Summary Jurisdiction Act, 1879 (c. 49), s. 4, to 
reduce the amount of the fine imposed for the 
offence by Dog Licences Act, 1867 (c. 5), 8. 8, & 
the only power to reduce such fine is that given 
by Iixcise Management Act, 1827 (c. 53), 8. 78, 
under which it cannot be reduced to less than one- 
fourth of the amount.—MurrRay tv. THOMPSON 
(1888), 22 Q. B. D. 142; 58 L. J. M. C. 415 60 
L. T. 151; 585. P.70; 37 W. RB. 2213; 5ST. LR. 
125; 16 Cox, C. C. 554, D.C. 

Annotation :—Refd. h. v. Beesby, [1909] 1 K. B. 819. 

274. —-~ When certificate of exemption 
refused.]—PHILLIPs v. EvANS, No. 296, post. 

275. Effect of previous conviction—In 
respect of same dog in same year.|—Sections 5 
& 8 of the Dog Licences Act, 1867, provide that 
a dog licence shall commence on the day on which 
the same shall be granted, & shall terminate on 
December 31 following, & that any person keep- 
ing a dog without a licence under the Act shall 
for every offence, forfeit the sum of £5. 

Resp. was convicted on Apr. 18, 1917, under 
Dog Jicences Act, 1867 (c. 5), of keeping a dog 
without a licence, & was fined. He was again 
charged on May 30, 1917, for keeping the same 
dog without a licence under Dog Licences Act, 























doy allegwed to be kept for tending the 
ecows on his land. The Comrs. of 
Inland Revenue refused to grant a 
certificate of exemption. He was pro- 
secuted for keeping a dog without a 
licence & convicted :—Held: the con- 
viction was right.—GRAHAM v. Haig 
(1891), 58 J. P, 835.—SCOT. 


keeping = dog 
certificale of 
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1867 (c. 5), but the justices dismissed the charge, 
being of opinion that resp. could not be again 
convicted under Dog Licences Act, 1867 (c. 5), 
during the same year in respect of the same dog :— 
Held: the view of the justices was erroneous, & 
resp. ought to have been convicted.—FLACK v. 
CHURCH (1918), 87 L. J. Ch. 744; 117 L. T. 720; 
$2 J.P. 59; 347. L. BR. 32; 15 L. G. R. 951; 
26 Cox, C. C. 110, D. C. ; 


B. Haxemptions. 
(a) In General. 

276. Police bloodhound — Not exempt.|-— Ass. 
Tax CasE (No. 2,186) (1850), 15 J. P. 261. 

Dog ohn & used by blind person.]|—See Customs 
& Inland Revenue Act, 1878 (c. 15), s. 21. 

Whelps kept by master of pack of hounds.]— 
a & Inland Revenue Act, 1878 (c. 15), 
5S. . 

ahece or cattle dogs.]—-See Sub-sect. 4, B. (b), 
post. 


(0) Sheep and Cattle Dogs. 
i. In General. 

oe Customs & Inland Revenue Act, 1878 (c. 15), 
8. 22. 

277. Ground of exemption—General rule.j}— 
Farmers taking in sheep to pasture, & having some 
sheep of their own, & using a dog to protect same, 
as well as.the land from trespass, not chargeable 
ree Tax CAsE (No. 1,470) (1849), 6 J. P. 

Oe 

278. ——- —-—.]—A person employed as a 
watchman to protect property, & as a watcher of 
sheep, & using a dog wholly for the latter purpose, 
not liable.—Ass. Tax Case (No. 1,469) (1840), 
6J.P, 44, 

279. —— .|—Farmers, some of whom kept 
no sheep, & only a few cattle, claimed exemption 
for dogs alleged to be kept ‘‘ for the care of sheep or 
cattle,” the surveyor contended that the exemption 
was only intended to apply where parties kept a 
large quantity of sheep or cattle, but not to cases 
where the number kept was inconsiderable. The 
comrs., considering that the dogs were bond fide 
& wholly kept & used in the care of sheep or cattle, 
allowed the exemption. Comrs. right.—Ass. TAX 
CASE (No. 2,005) (1847), 11 J. P. 792. 

280. ———_ ———.]—-Ass. Tax CASE (No. 2,521) 
(1859), 23 J. P. 457, 

281. ——- ——.|—Ass. Tax CasE (No. 2,775) 
(1867), 32 J. P. 153. 
ttle) - ean ee from sheep & 
cattle.|\—Ass. Tax CASE o. 2,386 
J. P, 248, Rips seemeute 

283. Necessity for user solely for tending cattle 
or sheep.|—-A thoroughbred shepherd’s dog, used 
sometimes to keep sheep, & when the owner had 
pone prea ase to mies cows, & sometimes as a 

ouse dog, 1s chargeable for.— Ass. la ‘ 

1,468) (1840), 6 J. P. 44. Perse 
2 Tax CASE ~ 2,165 

15 J. P, 211. power nine Ween 











285. ——.J—Ass. Tax Case (No. : 
(1854), 18 J.-P. 32 (No, 2,824) 
- ——]—Ass. Tax Case (No. § 
(1856), 21 J.-P. 488. (No. 2,480) 

287. -| —Applt. assessed for dwelling- 


house in £65, contending that the value is £50 only, 
also for a dog as being kept for the care of cattle. 


PART VII. SECT. 4, SUB-SECT. 4.— 
B. (b) i. 


292i. Who may claim czxemption— 292 ii, —— 


Butcher.—Ass. TAX CARE (No. 681) 
(1848), 13 J. P. 539.—8COT. 


»}—Ass. TAX CASE 
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Comrs. find the value of the house £60, & that the 
dog is not kept boné fide for the care of cattle, & 
confirm assessments, house duty on £60. Comrs. 
right.—Ass. Tax CASE (No. 2,646) (1864), 29 J. P. 


57. 

288. .|—An occupier of a small quantity of 
land appeals against a charge for a dog employed 
to take care of sheep & cattle, also to protect his 
orchard, & generally as a watch dog. The comrs. 
relieve. Comrs. wrong.—Ass. Tax CAsE (No. 
2,676) (1865), 31 J. P. 678. 

289 |—A hawker appeals against an 
assessment for a dog, as being kept for the care of 
sheep and cattle. It is shown that his land, 14 
acres only in extent, is at a considerable distance 
from his residence, where the dog is kept at night, 
& it is not stated what number of sheep & cattle 
are kept. The comrs. confirm. Comrs. right.— 
Ass. TAX CASE (No. 2,776) (1867), 32 J. P. 153. 

290. Applicable only to required number of 
dogs—Work sufficient for one dog—Exemption 
claimed for two.|—Clergyman claimed exemption 
for two dogs. e occupied 12 acres of pasture 
& other lands, & had five cattle, & alleged that the 
dogs were kept for the care of the cattle & the 
protection of his land from his neighbours’ sheep. 
The comrs. considering that one dog was necessary 
for the care of the cattle, allowed exemption for 
one, & confirmed the charge for the other at 8s. 
Comrs. right.—Ass. Tax CASE (No. 2,004) (1847), 
11 J.P. 791. 

291. Who may claim exemption—Clergyman.] 
—Ass. TAX CASE (No. 2,004), No. 290, ante. 

2,164) (1850), 15 J. P. 211. 
3. wept ie ——.]— Ass. TAX CASE (No. 2,188) 

(1850), 15 J. P. 261. 

94. .|—A butcher appeals against 
a charge for a dog employed in his trade in driving 
& removing sheep & cattle. It is contended that 
the exemption does not apply to butchers’ dogs. 
The comrs. relieve. Comrs. right.—Ass. Tax 
CasE (No. 2,677) (1865), 31 J. P. 678. 

295. What are ‘‘ cattle ’’—Mules & asses.| — 
Ass. TAX CASE (No. 2,455) (1856), 21 J. BP. 550. 

















ii, Certificate of Exemption. 

See Customs & Inland Revenue Act, 1878 (c. 15), 
s. 22; Dogs Act, 10906 (c. 32), 5. 5; Dogs Act 
Rules, 1906. 

296. Grant of certificate—Jurisdiction of jus- 
tices.|—Resp., the owner of a dog, having applied 
to the Comrs. of Inland Revenue for a certificate 
of exemption & been refused, declined to take out a 
licence, & was summoned before justices. The 
justices held that the comrs. ought to have granted 
a certificate of exemption, & if resp. had committed 
an offence it was in their opinion of so trifling a 
nature that they would exercise the powers given 
to them by Summary Jurisdiction Act, 1879 
(c. 49), s. 16, & dismiss the information :—Held : 
the justices had no jurisdiction to review the 
decision of the comrs. as to granting or with- 
holding a certificate of exemption, & the offence 
of refusing to take out a dog licence was not an 
offence of a trifling nature to which Summary 
Jurisdiction Act, 1879 (c. 49), s. 16, would apply.— 
PHILLIPS v. Evans, [1896] 1 Q. B. 305; 65 L. J. 
M.C. 101; 741. T. 314; 60 J. P.120; 44 W.R. 
429; 12 T. L. R. 204; 40 Sol. Jo, 278; 18 Cox, 
©. C. 300, D. C. 

Annotations :—Apld. Nisbet 1. Lioyd (1904), 48 Sol. Jo, 397; 

Barnard vw. Barton, [1906] 1 K. B. 357; Wing v. Dent 


(No. 682) (1848), 13 J. P. 639.—SCOT. 


k. iller. —Ass. Tax Cask (NO, 
679) (1848), 138 J. P. 539.—SCOT. 
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Parr VII..—Exciseé LIcENcEs. 


Main Colliery Co., [1924] 2 K. B. 389. Refd. Ez p. 
Marshall (1907), 71 J. P. 601; Oaten v. Auty, [1919] 
2K. 3B. 278; Vigers v. L. C. C., [1919] 1 K. B. 56. 


297. —— .|—A farmer claimed exemption 
from duty in respect of two dogs which were 
ee by him solely for use in tending sheep & 
cattle, one being specially trained to tend sheep 
& the other to tend cattle. The justices in petty 
sessions found that only once dog was necessary 
for appct. & refused their consent to the grant 
of a certificate of exemption for more than one 
dog :—Held: the justices had only jurisdiction 
under Dogs Act, 1906 (c. 32), s. 5 (1), to inquire 
whether the conditions specified in Customs 
& Inland Revenue Act, 1878 (c. 15), s. 22, 
applied, namely, whether appct. was a farmer or 
shepherd, & whether the dogs in respect of which 
exemption was claimed were kept by him solely 
for use in tending sheep or cattle, or in the exercise 
of the calling or ae al of a shepherd, & as 
those conditions were fulfilled the justices had no 
power to refuse their consent to exemption for two 
dogs because they were of opinion that, in the 
circumstances, only one dog was necessary.— 
JOHNSON v. WILSON, [1909] 2 K. B. 497; 78 
L. J. K. B. 912; 101 L. T. 315; 73 J. P. 396; 25 
T. L. BR. 663, D. C. 

298. Whether conclusive of right to exemption.] 
—N., a farmer, got an exemption certificate for a 
sheep dog, & was summoned for not having a 
licence. At the hearing, the revenue officer proved 
seeing a trial of the dog as a sheep & cattle dog, & 
the dog did not obey its master’s orders like a 
cattle dog :—Held: as the exemption certificate 
was some evidence of a right to exemption, the 
justices were right in dismissing the information, 
for the prosecutor had failed to prove that the 
dog was not a cattle dog.—JAMES v. NICHOLAS 
(1886), 50 J. P. 292, D.C. 

299. ——— Effect of user for other purposes.|— 
MACKENZIE v. Scorr (1906), Highmore’s Local 
Taxation Licences, 2nd ed. 60, D. ©. 

- Annotation :—Refd. Egan v. Floyde (1910), 102 L. T. 745. 

300. Exceptional use.]—Resp., a 
farmer, was the owner of & kept on his premises 
a dog for which he had no licence but for which he 
had obtained an exemption in pursuance of 
Customs & Inland Revenue Act, 1878 (c. 15), s. 22, 
& Dogs Act, 1906 (c. 32), s. 5, as being a dog 
kept & used by him solely in tending sheep or 
cattle. On a certain day while resp. was cutting 
corn with a reaping machine which he was driving 
in a harvest field on his farm, the dog was seen by 
a constable to be in the field & to be chasing & 
catching rabbits that ran from the standing corn 
as it was being cut, & labourers in the presence & 
with the knowledge of resp. shouted & urged the 
dog on to catch the rabbits. Upon an information 
against resp. for keeping the dog without a licence: 
—Held:; as resp. was not using the dog for catching 
rabbits, the mere exceptional use of the dog as 
above described was not a breach of the con- 
ditions of the exemption & did not prevent the 
exemption from applying, & the information was 
properly dismissed.—EGANn v. FLOYDE (1910), 102 
L. T. 745; 74 J. P. 223; 26 T. L. R. 401; 8 
L. G. R. 495, D.C. 

.innotation :—Distd. Strutt v. Clift, [1911] 1K. B. 1. 


ae of refusal of grant.|—-See Sub-sect. 4, A., 
ante. 











PART VII. SECT. 4, SUB-SECT. 86. he was occupier. 


l, kxcemption from licence — Use 
of gun by occupier of land for killing 
vermin—Rabbits not ‘ vermin,” }—Y. 
had no licence to carry or use a gun. 
He carried a gun for the purpose onl 
of killing rubbits on lands of whic 


penalty.—L 


He killed au rabbit 
on his lands with the 
rabbits are vot vermin 
of Gun Licence Act, & 
travened the statute & incurred the 

ORD ADVOCATE v, YOUNW 


247 


SuB-sECT. 5.—GAME LICENCEs. 
See GAME, Vol. XXV., pp. 386-390, Nos. 359-406. 
Gamekeepers’ licences.| See GAME, Vol. XXV., 
p. 382, Nos. 620-322. 


SuB-SECT. 6.—GUN LICENCES. 

See Gun Licence Act, 1870 (c. 57); Customs & 
Inland Revenue Act, 1883 (c. 10), 8.6; Pistols Act, 
1908 (c. 18), ss. 3, 8. 

301.-What is ‘‘gun’’— Pocket pistol.|— 
CAMPBELL v. HADLEY (1876), 40 J. P. Jo. 756. 

802. Air gun.|—Pistols Act, 1903 (c. 18), 
does not apply to a mere toy, but it does apply to 
an air gun if it is a weapon from which a shot, 
bullet, or other missile can be discharged, although 
it is not a firearm.—BRYSON v. GAMAGE, LTD., 
[1907] 2 K. B. 680; 76 L. J. K. B. 936; 97 L. T. 
399; 71 J.P. 439; 21 Cox, C. C. 515, D.C. 

303. What constitutes ‘‘ within curtilage ’’ of 
house—Orchard adjoining house.|-—An orchard 
behind the dwelling-house & its outhouses is not 
within the curtilage, & therefore the occupier is not 
exempt from gun licence duty who uses a gun 
a ee v. GRIFFIN (1884), 48 J. P. 724, 
D.C. j 
304. Exemption from licence — Necessity for 
statement.]—On the sale of a pistol to a person who 
being a householder purposes to use such pistol 
only in his own house or the curtilage thereof, it is 
necessary under Pistols Act, 1908 (c. 18), s. 3, not 
only that reasonable proof of these facts shall be 
given to the vendor, but also that the intending 
purchaser shall produce to the vendor a statement 
to that effect signed by himself & either by a 
police officer or a justice of the peace.—MATTHEWS 
v. GRAY, [1909] 2 K. B. 89; 78 L. J. K. B. 545; 
100 L. T. 907; 73 J.P. 303; 25 T. L. R. 476, D.C. 





SuB-skCT. 7.—MALE SERVANTS. 
A. Who are ‘‘ Male Servants.” 

See Revenue Act, 1869 (c. 14), ss. 18, 19 (8); 
Customs & Inland Revenue Act, 1876 (c. 16), s. 5. 

305. General principle.|] — For the purpose of 
determining whether a male servant is a taxable 
male servant within Revenue Act, 1869 (c. 14), 
s. 19 (3), there is no general trade exemption, & a 
servant, though employed for trade purposes, may 
come within Revenue Act, 1869 (c. 14), s. 19 (3), 
as a taxable male servant, & would come within 
it if he were employed for the purposes of trade to 
render domestic or menial services; but if in the 
course of trade he is not employed to render such 
services he is not taxable. The proper test to be 
applied is not as to the purposes, whether trade 
purposes or purposes of pleasure, for which the 
servant is employed, but it is as to the nature of 
the duties he has to perform, & if his duties are 
those of a domestic or menial kind & also fall 
within any of those enumerated in the list in 
Revenue Act, 1869 (c. 14), s. 19 (3), then the 
servant, unless he comes within some of the 
specified statutory exemptions, is taxable; other- 
wise he is not. 

The provision in Motor Car Act, 1903 (c. 36), 
s. 13, that the person employed to drive a motor car 


PART VII. SECT. 4, SUB-SECT. 7.-——A. 


See Atay m, Collge servants—Assistaunt jani- 
Y Rea aie tor. J—Hiertons TRUSTS (QOVERNORA) 


ve, Marson (1920), o7 Se. L. R. 203 
COT 


n, —— —-.}- The duties of the 
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Sect. 4.—Local tarulion licences: Sub-secl. 7, A. & 
B. (a).) 
is brought within the definition of ‘‘ male servant ’’ 
in Revenue Act, 1869 (c. 14), s. 19 (8), does not 
necessarily render the driver of every motor car 
a taxable male servant, & the question whether 
such a driver is taxable or not is to be determined 
by the same test as in other cases.—LONDON 
CoUNTY COUNCIL v. PERRY, [1915] 2 K. B. 193; 
84 L. J. K. B. 1518; 113 L. T. 85; 79 J. P. 312; 
rie L. R. 281; 18 L. G. R. 746; 25 Cox, C. C. 
, D.C. 

306. Daily general servant.]—— A person cm- 
ployed as a day labourer by an employer in whose 
service he had been several years, & who was paid 
monthly for convenience, who worked in the garden 
& did anything that was required, except on 
Sundays, is a servant within 52 Geo. 3,c. 93, & 
to be charged for.—Ass. Tax CAsE (No. 1,452) 
(1841), 5 J. P. 801. 

307. Porter—Servant living in lodge.!—Applt. 
employed a man who resided at a lodge on the 
estate at a considerable distance from the mansion. 
He was employed as a common labourer, & his 
work consisted in supplying the house with wood 
& water, lighting the stoves, taking up & beating 
carpets, & carrying articles for the other servants. 
Applt. also employed another man, who lived in 
the mansion house, & was solely employed in 
cleaning, trimming, lighting & repairing the lamps 
in the mansion:—Held: the former was a 
‘‘porter’’ & the latter a ‘‘ domestic servant ”’ 
within 52 Geo. 3, c. 93, sched. C., No. 1 —Ass. TAX 
CASE (No. 1,993) (1846), 11 J. P. 358. 

308. Porters & messengers at bank.}/— 
Sub-agent to a branch Bank of England appeals 
against a charge for persons employed in the day 
as house porters & messengers, & on alternate 
nights as watchmen. The comrs. confirm the 
assessment, Comrs. wrong.—Re GODDARD (1864), 
11 L.T. 48; sub nom. Ass. TAx CASE (No. 2,658), 
29 J. P. 89. 

309. Porter at block of flats.} (1) <A 
male servant was employed as porter at a block of 
residential flats, which were Jet to different tenants. 
His duties were to attend, work, & clean the lifts, 
to keep the brasswork, staircase, front steps, & 
back yards clean, to take coals to the various flats, 
to bring down the dustbins by means of trade lifts 
from each flat, to attend in the hall & open the 
doors when necessary, & to call cabs or fetch 
carriages & carry luggage for the tenants :—Held : 
the servant was a house porter & therefore a ‘‘ male 
servant ’’ within the definition of that term in 
Revenue Act, 1869 (c. 14), 8. 19 (3), & therefore his 
employer was liable to pay the duty imposed in 
rg ee of him by Revenue Act, 1869 (c. 14), 
s. 18. 

(2) There is no general exemption from duty 
contained in Revenue Act, 1869 (c. 14), in respect 
of a male servant employed for the purposes of a 
trade or business.— MARCHANT v. LONDON COUNTY 
CoUNCIL, [1910] 2 K. B. 379 ; 79 L. J. K. B. 718; 


0 T rN ade. Lead 








_ (1913), 
B.193. Aa 


| 110) 


assistant janitor were to attend to 
the central heating, stoke the boilers, 
take charge of the swimming bath, 
playground, & lavatories. e alsu 
cut the grass, attended to the flowers, 
looked after the clocks, & carried out 
ainall repairs in the premises. He did 
not attend to visitors, or go on errands 


porter’”’ &, 


(J.) 99.—SCOT. 


for the rector or masters :—Held : 
Justices of the peace were entitled to 
find that the Janitor was a ‘“ house- 
accordingly, a 
servant.’ — EpINBURGH 
AUTHORITY v. SKINNER, [1921] 8. C. 


0. Gardener —Who is—-lersun cm- 


REVENUE. 


310. ‘‘ Domestic servant ’’—Servant employed 
in attending to lamps.]—Ass. Tax OASE (No. 
1,993), No. 807, ante. 

311. College servants—Bedmakers.|—Ass. TAX 
CASE (No. 2,414) (1855), 20 J. P. 423. 

312. .|}— The steward of a college in a 
university appeals against an assessment for male: 
servants in respect of ten persons employed as 
under cook, confectioner, kitchen clerk, under 
butler, scout, messenger, & kitchen man on the 
following grounds: (a) that the tax does not apply 
to servants employed by colleges; (b) that the 
persons are employed as occasional servants only ; 
(c) that any of them may be employed by other 
persons during college vacations; (d) as to the 
scout, that the employment is not such as to 
involve a liability to duty. The comrs. confirm. 
Comrs. right.—Ass. Tax CasE (No. 2,822) (1869), 
34 J. P. 728. 

313. Huntsman—Employment at annual salary.| 
—-Ass. TAX CASE (No. 2,545) (1860), 24 J. P. 151. 

314. Coachman — Mail cart driver.|—A mail 
contractor appeals against a charge for a servant, 
carriage, & horse employed under his contract. 
The comrs. relieve. Comrs. wrong.—<Ass. TAX 
CASE (No. 2,695) (1865), 31 J. P. 728. 

315. Trainer of race horses.] — Gentleman 
appeals against charges for eight male servants, 
in respect of a professional training groom & his 
apprentices employed in training applt.’s race 
horses. The comrs. confirm the assessment. 
Comrs. right.—/te Monck (1864), 11 L. T. 47; 
tg nom. Ass, TAx CAsE (No. 2,653), 29 J. P. 

3 





316. Attendants at lunatic asylum — Private 
asylum.|—Keeper of a private lunatic asylum 
appeals against a charge for persons employed in 
waiting upon patients. Comrs. relieve applt. 
Comrs. wrong.—Re Rey (1864), 11 L. T. 48; 
sub nom. Ass. TAX CASE (No. 2,657), 29 J. P. 89. 

317. ---— Public asylum.|— Trustees of a 
lunatic hospital assessed for inhabited house duty 
& for male servants. The hospital is for lunatics, 
not paupers, paying sums, the highest of which is 
only partially remunerative. Three of the male 
servants are employcd in waiting upon the patients, 
the fourth as nurse & watchinan. Comrs. confirm 
assessment. Comrs. wrong.—Ass. TAX CASE (No. 
2,636) (1864), 29 J. P. 9. 

318. Driver employed by contractors —Convey- 
ance of children to school.| — Resp. was a car- 
man & contractor, & was under contract with 
applts. to convey in certain omnibuses & ambu- 
lances supplied by applts., and drawn by horscs 
supplied by resp., defective children from their 
homes to public elementary schools. The drivers 
of the vehicles were employed by, & were in the 
exclusive service of, resp.:—Held: the drivers 
were not coachmen within Revenue Act, 1869 
(c. 14), 8s. 19 (3), & resp. was therefore not liable 
to pay in respect of them the duty imposed by 
Revenue Act, 1869 (c.14),s. 18,0n ‘‘male servants’’ 
as defined by Revenue Act, 1869 (c. 14), 8. 19 (8). 

If a man is let out on hire for the purpose of 
performing the ordinary duties of a coachman, the 
duty would have to be paid in respect of him 
(CHANNELL, J.).—LONDON COUNTY COUNCIL 1. 
ALLEN, [1913] 1 K. B. 9; 82 L. J. K. B. 432; 


ployed to keep approaches to hmuse.j— 
Asa. TAX CASI (NO. 726) (1849), 14 
J.P. 579.- SCOT. 

‘* male 
EDUCATION p. Groom.}—Ass. Tax Casr (No. 
737) (1849), 14 J. P. 579.- SCOT. 


q. Who may be liable for licence fee 


Parr VII.—Excist LicencEs. 


107 L. T. 853; 775. P.48; 29 T. Ll. R. 30; 10 
L. G. R. 1089 ; 28 Cox, C. C. 266, D. C. 
Annotations :—Apld. Wolfonden v. Mason (1913), 110 L. T. 

31. Consd. L. C. C. v. Perry, [1915] 2 K. B. 193. 

319. Gardener—-Employment in cemetery.|— 
A cemetery co. appeal against an assessment for 
one head & three under gardeners. The latter 
are employed to dig graves, & in their spare time, 
in laying out & tending the flower beds & other- 
wise beautifying the cemetery; the former in 
superintending & assisting. The comrs. relieve. 
Comrs. right.— Ass. Tax CasE (No. 2,728) (1866), 
31 J.P. 810. 

320. Who is—Question of fact.]—-Whether 
a workman employed all his time in working in a 
garden is or is not a gardener or undergardener or 
& person employed in any capacity involving the 
duties of a gardener or undergardener within 
Revenue Act, 1869 (c. 14), ss. 18, 19 (3), is a ques- 
tion of fact to be decided by the justices on the 
evidence submitted to them. 

The mere employment in a garden of a man 
doing work which a single handed gardener would 
have to do does not necessarily make the man a 
gardencr, & justices, in deciding the point, are 
entitled to consider whether or not the work done 
by him is work for the proper execution of which 
skill in gardening is required.—DILLON v. Batit 
(1899), 81 L. 'T. 186; 68 J. PP. 597; 15 T. Ll. 2h. 
393, D. C. 

Annotation :— Consd.. yodtors vw Lc, LC. CG. v. Bedford 


(191]), 104 LV. 

321. -) — Whether a man 
employed all his time in a garden is or is not a 
gardener or undergardener within Revenue Act, 
1869 (c. 14), s. 19 (3), is a question of fact for the 
magistrate, having regard to what are the duties 
performed by the particular man.—BEDFORD 
(DUKE) v. LONDON CouNTY CoUNCIL, LONDON 
County Council v. BEDFORD (DUKE) (1911), 104 
eh &89 ; 75 J.P.317; 55Sol. Jo. 423; 9L. G. R. 


ened ewes 














Person occasionally employed in 
garden.|— See Sub-sect. 7, B. (6), post. 

822. Club steward.|—Resps., the committee of 
a working men’s club, had power to discharge the 
steward, who had to be a nember of the club, & 
was paid by the committee 38s.a week. lle served 
at a bar at a window, but did not leave such bar to 
wait on the members, but passed what was ordered 
through the window. Lesides accounting for 
moneys he received, this was the only service 
rendered by him. No licence had been taken out 
by defts, in respect of such steward :—Held: such 
steward was a ‘‘ male servant” within Nevenue 
Act, 1869 (c. 14), & resps. should have taken out a 
licence in respect of him.—SOLOMON v. CROPPER 
(1898), 79 L. T. 801; 62 J. P. 758; 15 TT. L. R. 
2; 42 Sol. Jo. 851, D.C. 
Annotation ; —Refd. Whiteley v7. Burns, [1908] 1 K. B. 705. 


323. Cooks employed in civil service club.]— 
The chief officials of the Board of Education, Home 
Office, & Local Govt. Board considered it desirable 
to make some provision for supplying the officials 
employed in these departments with luncheon, 
& for that purpose a portion of the building was 
set apart for the use of members as refreshment 
rooms. A club was formed & registered as a 
club, & rules were submitted to & approved by the 
heads of the offices. 

Officials employed in the departments were 
cligible for membership, no entrance fee or sub- 


—(Corporation.})—Under Revenue Act, 
1869, every ‘‘ person’? who employs 
a male servant must take out a licence 
for him:—Jeld: uw corp. was a 


ingly, that 


** person ’? within the Act & accord: 
an education authority 
wore bound to take out a licence for —SCOT. 
a malo servant whom they employed. 
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scription being charged, & a member could 
introduce a guest. The aearap & the heating, 
etc., were provided by the Govt., & an annual 
grant of €100 made towards the expenses, but 
otherwise the expenses & wages were paid out of 
profits. The management was vested in a com- 
mittee who engaged & paid the servants, but the 
servants were not entitled to sick pay or pension 
from the Govt. & their wages were not paid by the 
Govt. A number of cooks had been so employed, 
in respect of whom no licences had been taken 
out. Upon an information under Revenue Act, 
1869 (c. 14), for keeping these cooks without having 
licences for them as ‘‘ male servants’’ :—Held: 
these cooks were neither servants of the Crown nor 
servants employed for the purposes of the Crown, 
& that they were therefore ‘‘ male servants ”’ in 
respect of whom licences were necessary.—LONDON 
COUNTY COUNCIL v. HOUNDLE (1911), 105 L. T. 
211 ; 7 J.P. 442; 271. L. R. 465; 9 LG. R. 
958. 

324. Motor car driver—— Motor Car Act, 1903 
(c. 36), s. 13.)—LONDON CouNtTy COUNCIL v. 
2ERRY, No. 805, ante. 


B. BHeemptions. 
(a) In General. 

Sce Revenue Act, 1869 (c. 14), s. 19 (5) 3; Customs 
& Inland Revenue Act, 1873 (c. 18), s. 4 (4)3 
Customs & Inland Revenue Act, 1876 (c. 66), 
8. Ds 

325. Assessment returned by another—Liability 
of parent for servants of minors.]|—Nobleman 
charged for the year 1849-1850 the progressive 
duty from eight to ten servants. He had paid for 
ten servants in previous years, but in the present 
had returned only cight, the remaining two having 
been returned by his sons, who are minors, & who 
resided, when not at college, with their father. 
The sons had an annual allowance, & paid the 
servants’ wages, & the servants attended to the 
sons’ horses only. The comrs. discharged the 
assessment. Comrs. right.—Ass. Tax CASE (No. 
2,155) (1850), 15 J. P. 211. 

326. Apprentice.] — Wine & spirit merchant 
appeals against a charge in respect of an appren- 
tice under eighteen years of age, who waits on the 
guests who come to the spirit vaults. The comrs. 
relieve applt. Comrs. wrong.—lte NUNN (1864), 
11 L. T. 473 sub nom. Ass. Tax CASE (No. 2,656), 
29 J. P. 89. 

327. ——--.|—Re Monck, No. 315, ante. 

328. .|-—The employer of an apprentice 
under a bond fide contract of apprenticeship is not 
required to take out a licence for the apprentice 
as a male servant under Revenue Act, 1869 (c. 14), 
s. 18, even though the apprentice is employed in 
one of the capacities specified in the definition of 
‘“male servant’? in Revenue Act, 1869 (c. 14), 
s. 19 (3).—- HORAN v. HAYHOER, [1904] 1 K. B. 288 ; 
73 L. J. K. B. 183; 90 L. T. 12; 68 J. P. 102; 
a bite R. 231; 20 T. L. R. 1183; 48 Sol. Jo. 117, 

329. Employment by licensed  victualler — 
General servant not exempt.|—-Licensed victualler 
appeals against an assessment for a man employed 
generally as a servant. The comrs. confirm the 
ne Comrs. right.—Re WALKER (1864), 11 

.T. 47. 

330. Employment for trade purposes—Serving 

meals to assistants in a business.|—-Hevenue Act, 








—TAYLOR v. RENFREWSHIRE EpUvUcA- 
TION AUTHORITY, [1921] 8S. C. (J). 90. 
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Sect, 4.—Local taxation licences: Sub-sect. 7, B. (a), 
(6b) & (c); sub-sect. 8. Part VIII.) 


1869 (c. 14), which imposes a tax upon male ser- 
vants, is primd facie intended to apply only to 
servants employed in private establishments, & 
not to servants employed for purposes of trade, 
even though they may be employed in any of the 
capacities enumerated in Revenue Act, 1869 (c. 14), 
as being included in the expression ‘‘ male servant.”’ 
—WHITELEY v. Burns, [1908] 1 K. B. 705; 77 
L. J. K. B. 467: 98 L. T. 836; 72 J. P. 127; 24 
T. L. R. 319; 52 Sol. Jo. 264, D. C. 
.{nnotations -—Consd. Whiteley v. R. (1909), 101 L. T. 741. 
Id. Marchant ». L. C. C., [1910] 2 K. B. 379, NR, 
L.C.C. v. Perry, [1915] 2 K. B. 193. 


331. —— Porter at block of flats.| —MARCHANT 
v. LONDON County CounciL, No. 309. anie. 

332. Farm. servant.}——- WOLFENDEN v. 
Mason, No. 357, post. 

333. .|— LONDON COUNTY COUNCIL »v. 
PERRY, No. 305, ante. 

334. Coachman let out on_ hire.) — LONDON 
CounTy COUNCIL v. ALLEN, No. 318, ante. 








(b) Occasional or Temporary Employment. 


335. Gardener.|—A gardener not living in the 
clnployer’s house, nor employed throughout the 
vear. & being a weekly servant at 16s. a week, is 
chargeable for, at the progressive rate, as a 
servant.—Ass, Tax Case (No. 1,451) (1841), 5 
J. P. 801. 

336. -.J|—Ass. Tax CASE (No. 1,452), No. 
306, ante. 

337. .|—Ass. Tax CasE (No. 2,1 5) (1850), 
15 J. P. 261. 

338. .j--Ass. Tax CASE (No. 2,422) (1856), 
21 J. P. 455. 

















339. .|—Ass, Tax CAsE (No. 2,572) (1861), 
25 J. P. 105. 
340. Jobbing gardener.|—-Resp. employed 


& man as a gardener or jobbing gardener for four 
days a week at a certain sum per day. The man 
worked for another employer in the same capacity 
on other days of the week when he was not 
employed by resp., &, by his contract with resp.. 
if he could not come himself on any date he could 
send a qualified substitute, & he could also 
exchange days to suit the convenience of his other 
employer. He did not reside in resp.’s house. 
Upon an information against resp. under Revenue 
Act, 1869 (c. 14), for keeping a ‘‘ male servant ”’ 
without a licence :—Held: the man so employed 
as a gardener was not a servant of resp., & was 
therefore not a ‘‘ male servant ’’ within Revenue 
Act, 1869 (c. 14), s. 19 (3), & no licence was 
necessary.—BRADDELL v. BAKER (1911), 104 L. T. 
673; 75 J. P. 185; 27T. L. R. 182; 9L. G. R. 
245, D.C. 

841. General servant—Employment for part of 
year.|—Applit. charged for two male servants under 
52 Geo. 3, c. 93, Sched. (C.), No. 1, where one of 
such two servants was only ‘‘employed by him 
from Oct. to May, was a young man about twenty- 
one years of age, who assisted occasionally in the 
stable, broke & carried in coal & wood for the 
house, cleaned the knives, boots & shoes, worked 
in the garden & upon the land occupied by applt., 
& did anything he was ordered, either by the master 
or servant.”’—Ass. TAX CASE (No. 1,944) (1845), 
1] J. P. 189. 

342. College servant- -Employment by member 
of governing body.!—~-Member of the yoverning 
body of St. John’s College, Oxford, appeals against 
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a charge fora male servant. He keeps his carriage 
in the college stables, where it is cleaned by a 
servant of the college. Comrs. confirm the assess- 
ment. Comrs. right.—Re ApAms (1864), 11 L. T. 
a ; sub nom. Ass. Tax CASE (No. 2,652), 29 J. P. 


343, Hotel waiter—Temporary employment.|— 
Every person employed by an hotel] keeper, as a 
waiter in his hotel, if only for two or three weeks 
together, in addition to his ordinary permanent 
number of licenced servants, is a ‘‘ male servant,”’ 
within Revenue Act, 1869 (c. 14), ss. 18 & 19, for 
whom the hotel keeper is bound to pay the duty, 
& take out the licence prescribed by the provisions 
of that Act, & is not an “ occasional waiter,’’ & 
exempt as such within the meaning of the printed 
notice or direction given to taxpayers by the 
Comrs. of Inland Revenue.—SPENCER v. SHEER- 


MAN (1871), 23 L. T. 878. 
Annotation :—Consd. L. C. C. v. Perry, [1915] 2K. B. 193. 


(c) Partial Employment in Taxable Capacity. 


344. Farm labourer employed as gardener. |—- 
Ass. TAx CASE (No. 2,310) (1853), 18 J. P. 267. 

345, .—Ass. TAX CASE (No. 2,343) (1854), 
19 J. P. 8. 

346. —_—.]—-Ass. Tax CASE (No. 2,344) (1854), 
19 J. P. 8. 

347. Farm labourer employed as groom.|—- 
Ass. TAX CASE (No. 2,448) (1856), 21 J. P. 519. 

348. .|—H. was employed in the yard of a 
farmer to feed cows & horses, chop hay & do 
miscellaneous work; also to groom the horse & 
drive his master to & from the railway station. 
The farmer being charged with keeping a male 
servant without a licence, the justices found that 
H. was bond fide employed as a groom & bond 
fide employed as yardman, & was exempt under 
Customs & Inland Revenue Act, 1876 (c. 16), 
s. 5:—Held: the justices were wrong, as the 
exemption only applied to one occasionally & 
partially employed as a groom, & this was not 
ea en v. VINCENT (1883), 47 J. P. 230, 
Annotation :—Distd. Yelland v. Winter (1885), 53 L. I. 912. 

349. .|— H. was employed by resp., a 
farmer, to feed the pony, attend to the bullocks in 
the yard, & to work on the land. When resp.’s 
trap was washed, H. did it, & he also cleaned the 
harness & occasionally drove resp. to the railway 
station. Resp. employed no other groom, but he 
sometimes harnessed & unharnessed & groomed the 
pony himsclf. If H. was present on those occasions 
he helped. Resp. had taken out no licence for 
H. :—Held: H. was being employed substantially 
in the capacity of general servant & partially 
only in that of groom, resp. being exempted by 
Customs & Inland Revenue Act, 1876 (c. 16), s. 5, 
from the tax upon male servants imposed by 
Revenue Act, 1868 (c. 14), ss. 16, 19 (3).— YELLAND 
v. WINTER (1885), 53 L. T. 912; 50 J. P. 38; 34 
W.R. 121; 27T. L. BR. 117. 

350. Apprentice employed as groom.]| — Ass. 
Tax CASE (No. 2,495) (1857), 22 J. P. 691. 

351. Grocer’s assistant employed as groom.|— 
A grocer appeals against a charge in respect of a 
person employed, as it would appear, in his busi- 
ness, by whom a carriage & horse (Schedule E.), 
duly charged, are occasionally attended to. The 
comrs. relieve. Comrs. wrong.—Ass. TAx CASE 
(No. 2,729) (1866), 31 J. P. 810. 

352. Farm servant employed as coachman.|- 
Party charged for a servant in respect of @ man 
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who is a labourer in husbandry, but who was 
Se ve drive a pony carriage. The 
comrs. relleved. Comrs. wrong.—Ass. TAx CASE 
(No. 2,605) (1862), 28 J. P. 729. 

353 -|— Party charged for a servant in 
respect of a man who is a labourer in husbandry, 
but who bly setethes daily to drive a pony 
carriage. € comrs. relieved; comrs. ng.— 
Re Crosse (1864), 11 L. T. 112. core 
_ 354, Labourer employed in stable & garden.]— 
Gentleman appeals against an assessment for a 
Jabourer employed as helper in his stables & garden, 
on the ground that such employment is occasional 
only. The comrs. relieve applt. Comrs. wrong. 
—he TWEEDY (1864), 11 L. T. 47; sub nom. Ass. 
Lax CASE (No. 2,654), 29 J. P. 88. 

355. Boy employed partly in garden.] — An 
appeal is made against an assessment in respect of 
a youth employed by a gentleman, at small daily 
wages, to run on errands & work occasionally in 
the garden. He is admitted to have cleaned shoes 
on one or two occasions, though not, at the time, 
with the knowledge of his employer. The comrs. 
relieve. Comrs. right.—Ass. Tax Casi (No. 
2,725) (1866), 31 J. P. 810. 





Part VIIl.—Drawbacks 


Drawback.|—.See Excise Drawback Act, 1817 
(c. 87); Customs Consolidation Act, 1876 (c. 36) ; 
Finance Act, 1916 (c. 24), 8. 20; Winance Act, 
1918 (c. 15), ss. 14,15; Isle of Man (Customs) 
Act, 1916 (c. 27), 8. 5 (2), Sched. 

358, How lost—Reservation on sale of 
goods shipped.]—No drawback is due for pepper, 
unless exported within the year, or prevented by 
wecident. If goods are imported by onc, & shipped 
for exportation by another, who sells to a third, 
reserving the drawback, it is lost. —CooKE v. A.-G. 
(1699), Park. 266; 145 K. R. 775. 

359. Performance of condition of bond— 
Relanding of goods.]—Breaches of the common 
exportation bond were assigned in the replication 
to a plea of performance on sci. fa., in that deft. 
had not exported, etc., & that he had unshipped 
& relanded, etc. It was proved that the goods, 
spirits, had been, in fact, shipped & carried out 
to the place of the vessel’s destination, that they 
were not landed there, but were in part used at 
that place & on the homeward voyage by the master 
& crew of the vessel, & that the remainder was 
brought home into the London Docks where it 
was emptied out of a beer cask, into which it had 
been drawn off out of the export cask, into the 
water. There was no evidence of traud. Qu.: 
whether not a fair exportation of the spirits, & so 
far a literal performance of the condition of the 
bond :—Held: to be an unshipping & relanding 
in Great Britain, &, therefore, so far, a literal breach 
of the condition, & sufficient to support a verdict 
obtained by the Crown.—kK. v. Dixon (1822), 11 
Price, 204; 147 1. R. 448. 
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r, Drawback — Re-export of coal 
as ash in cement.|}—CANADA CEMENT 
ae ee vw. R., [1923] Kxch. C. R. 

— e 


lace for whic 


AND Excis—E ALLOWANCES. 


_t. _ New tea duty— Exporta- 
tion & reimportation.}—On the imposi- 
tion of a reduced tea duty, a holder 
may ship, export, & land tea at the it 
it is entered outwards, 
hus obtaining a drawback of the 


251 


356. .|— HELSBY v. WINTLE (1895), 59 
J.P. Jo. 309, D. C. 

357. Horse breeder’s man employed in domestic 
duties |—An information was laid by applt. 
against resp. for employing a male servant without 
taking out alicencein respect of him. The servant 
lived indoors, & his duty was to clean the carriages 
& harness & to yoke & unyoke the horses of his 
employer, who was a farmer & horse breeder. 
In addition, the servant was engaged in looking 
after brood mares, cleaning boots, pumping water, 
bringing in coal, & feeding poultry. 

The justices held that the major portion of the 
employment was attending to horses kept by resp. 
in connection with his business as a farmer & horse 
breeder, & dismissed the summons :—Held: the 
decision of the justices was correct.— WOLFENDEN 
v. Mason (1913), 110 L. T. 31; 78 J. P. 13; 11 
L. G. R. 12438 ; 238 Cox, C. C. 722, D. C. 

Annotation :—Consd. L. C. C. v. Perry, [1915] 2 K. B. 193. 





SuB-sEcT. 8.—Moron CAks. 
See Sub-sect. 3, anle. 


and Excise Allowances. 


360. —— Assignment as security for debt— 
Priority of assignees over debenture-holders.|— 
A‘brewery co. created debenture stock secured by 
a trust deed. By that trust deed the co. speci- 
fically mortgaged to the trustees certain freehold 
& leasehold properties & created a general charge 
on the assets of the co. In the course of business 
they shipped through shipping agents becr for 
foreign ports, & became entitled to certain draw- 
backs provided for by Inland Revenue Act, 1880 
(c. 20). Those drawbacks became a debt due from 
the Crown to the firm of brewers & they were 
assigned by them to the trustees for their bankers. 
No notice of this assignment was given to the Crown 
authorities by the assignees. A receiver for the 
debenture-holders took possession & gave notice 
to the Crown authorities having at that time know- 
ledge of the previous assignment to the trustecs 
for the bank :—Held : asthe co. had power by their 
contract with the debenture-holders to deal with 
the drawbacks, the debenture-holders could not 
with notice of the assignment obtain priority to 
the assignees by giving notice to the Crown 
authorities.—Re INp, CoorE & Co., LTD., FISHER 
v. THE Co., KNox v. THE Co., ARNOLD v. THE Co., 
[1911] 2 Ch. 228; 80 L. J. Ch. 661; 105 L. T. 
356; 55 Sol. Jo. 600. 


Excise allowances.|—See Spirits Act, 1880 (c. 24), 
s. 3; Customs & Inland Revenue Act, 1885 
(c. 51), 8. 33; Revenue Act, 1889 (c. 42), 8. 21; 
Finance Act, 1895 (c. 16), ss. 6, 73; Finance 
oo 1902 (c. 7), 8s. 5; Revenue Act, 1906 (c. 20), 
s. 1. 


duty, & then reimport, paying the 
reduced duty, so long as the tea is 
actually landed at the place for which 
is so entered outwards.—R. v. 
MACKERRAS (1898), 16 N. Z I. QR. 
677.—- N.Z. 
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Part IX.—Stamp Duties. 


Sect. 1.—IN GENERAL. 

See Stamp Act, 1891 (c. 39); Stamp Duties 
Management Act, 1891 (c. 38); Revenue Act, 
1898 (c. 46),s.13 ; Finance Act, 1911 (c. 48), s. 20; 
Finance Act, 1922 (c. 17), s. 48. 

361. Stamp not part of document.] — The 
stamp is no part of the document to which it is 
affixed.—R. v. KEIGHLEY (INHABITANTS) (1846), 
8 Q. B. 877; 2 New Sess. Cas. 321; 15L. J.M.C. 
102; 10 J. P. 440; 10 Jur. 492; 115 BE. R. 1104; 
sub nom. KR. v. KIGHLEY, 7 L. T. O. S. 158. 

362. Retroactive effect of stamping.! — A 
stamp when imposed has a retroactive effect, so 
as to authorise acts previously done under the 
instrument in question. But this rule does not 
apply to cases, with respect to which there is a 
positive enactment, that a stamp shall not be 
imposed after the instrument has been issued.— 
ANON. (1827),5 L. J. O. S. K. B. 76. 

363. ———.]—A deed stamped after proceedings 
have begun is good ab initio.— BROWNE v. SAVAGE 
ee as reported in 5 Jur. N. 8. 1020; 7 W. R. 


Annotations.:— Mentd. Forward v. Edginton (1860), 8 W. R. 
206; Willes v. Greenhill (No. 1) (1860), 29 Beav. 376; 
Willes v. Greenhill (No. 2) (1860), 29 Beav. 387 ; Newman 
v. Newman (1885), 28 Ch. D. 674; Low v. Bouverie, 
[1891] 3 Ch. 82; Lloyd’s Bank v. Pearson, [1901] 1 Ch. 
865 ; Jte Dallas, [1904] 2 Ch. 385. 

364. Issue of stamps—Not issued p< st-dated.|— 
Howe v. BuURCKHARDT (1891), cited in Wills’ 
Circumstantial Evidence, 6th ed. at Ah 242. 

Judicial notice of stamp duty.|—See EVIDENCE, 
Vol. XXII., pp. 146, 147, No. 1236. 


Sect. 2.—CONSTRUCTION OF STATUTORY 
PROVISIONS. 

365. Words of exceptions construed liberally.|-— 
A guarantee in writing, for the payment of goods 
thereafter to be purchased by a third person to a 
certain amount, 1s within the exception of 23 Geo. 
3, c. 58, “a contract for or relating to the sale 
of goods” & need not be stamped. 

i think that where the subject is to be charged 
with a duty, the cases in which it is to attach ought 
to be fairly marked out & we should give a liberal 
construction to words of exception confining the 
operation of the duty (LORD ELLENBOROUGH, C.J.). 
—WARRINGTON tv. FURBOR (1807), 8 East, 242; 
103 EB. R. 334. 

Annotations :—Refd. Boydell v. Drummond (1809), 11 Kast, 
142; Rein v. Lune (1867), L. R. 2 Q. KB. 1443 Horsey v. 
Graham (1869), 21 L. T. 530: Armytage v. Wilkinson 
(187%), 3 App. Cas. 355. Mentd. Philips v. Astling (1809), 
2 Taunt. 206; Murray v. King (1821), 5 B. & Ald. 165; 
Holborow v. Wilkins (182%), 2 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 59; 
Van Wart v. Woolley (1824), 3 B. & C. 439; Camidge v. 
Allenby (1827), 6 B. & ©. 373; Hitchcock v. Humfrey 
at aa & G. 559; Barber v. Mackrell (1892), 67 


366. Statute imposing charge —Necessity for 
clear & unambiguous language.|—-WARRINGTON v. 
FURBOR, No. 365, ante. 

367. -I—Where a father, seised in 
fee of an estate, conveyed it to his son by a deed, 
which recited that he, the father, was minded, & 
had resolved to give & assure it to his son, as 
well in consideration of natural love & affection, 








PART IX. SECT. 2. 
a. Canons of construction—Whether 
operation of statute limited in area.) 
—Where the constitution of a State 


merely empowers 
make laws for 


the Legislature to 
the peace, welfare & 
good government of the State in all 
cases, one of the canons of constructlon 


as also in consideration of the provision which the 

son had that day made, by his bond, of £1,500 in 

augmentation of the portions or fortunes of his 
sisters :—Held: this was not a sale to the son 

within Probate & Legacy Duties Act, 1808 (c. 149), 

Sched. title Conveyance, & the conveyance was 

not subject to the ad valorem stamp duty. 

It is a well settled rule of law that every charge 
upon the subject must be imposed by clear & 
unambiguous Janguage (BAYLEY, J.).—DENN d. 
MANIFOLD v. DIAMOND (1825), 4 B. & C. 243; 6 
Dow. & Ry. K. B. 328; 3 LJ. 0. 8S. BK. B. 211; 
107 BH. R. 1049. 

Annotations :—Consd. Massey v. Nanney (1837), 3 Bing. 
N.C. 478; Wroughton v. Turtle (1843), 1 Dow. & L. 473 ; 
Henniker v. Henniker (1852),1 E.& B.54. Refd. Belcher 
v. Sikes (1827), 6 B. & C. 234; A.-G. v. Bradbury (1851), 
7 Exch. 97; Chandos v. I. R. Comrs. (1851), 17 L. T. O. &. 
128; Vauxhall Bridge Co. v. Sawyer (1851), 6 Exch. 504 ; 
Gosling v. Veley (1853), 4 H. L. Cas. 679 ; Waddington v. 
London Union Grdns, (1858), E. B. & E. 391; Christie v. 

R. Comrs. (1866) ae 282. Mentd. Floyer v. 


‘ 15 
Haake: (1863), 32 L. J. C 
368. |—A statute imposing a tax 

upon the subject should always receive a strict 
interpretation & should not be allowed to operate as 
a charge unless the words are plain & unambiguous 
(WILDE, C.J.).—DAINES v. HEATH (1847), as 
reported in 3 C. B. 988; 136 E. BR. 3763 sub 
nom. DAVIES v. HEATH, 8 L. T. O. S. 91. 

369. —— .|—CiIANDOS (MARQUIS) v. IN- 
LAND REVENUE Comrs., No. 669, post. 

370. Inconvenience caused by decision not con- 
sidered.|—By an instrument under seal, A. agreed 
to take & hire of LB. certain premises at a certain 
yearly rent, but no time was fixed for the 
commencement or determination of the interest. 
It was also agreed that A. should take at a valua- 
tion to be made on a future day, the fixtures, 
furniture, & stock in trade on the premises. The 
instrument had a stamp of £1 10s. impressed upon 
it :—Held: it was only an agreement for a lease, 
& the stamp was not sufficient. Semble: it should 
have been a stamp of £1 15s., the instrument being 
‘a deed not otherwise charged ’”’ in Stamp Act, 
1815 (c. 184), Sched. 

It is said that inconvenience will be produced 
by suchadecision Without inquiring whether that 
be so or not it suffices to say that the consequences 
cannot alter the law (LITTLEDALE, J.).—CLAYTON 
v. BURTENSHAW (1826), 5 B. & C. 41; 7 Dow. & 
Ry. K. B. 800; 108 E. R. 16. 

Annotation :—Refd. Wilson v. Smith (1844), 12 M. & W. 401. 


371. Benefit of doubt—To subject not Crown.}|— 
In all revenue cases let the officers of Govt. take 
care that the legislature is made to speak plain 
é& intelligible language. If the legislature is not 
made to speak plain & intelligible language, let 
not individuals suffer, but let the public. I am 
bound to say, if there is any doubt about these 
words, the benefit of that doubt should be given 
to the subject (LORD WyYNFORD).—R. v. IN- 
STANLEY (1831), 1 Cr. & J. 484; 148 HE. R. 1492; 
sub nom. A.-G. v. WINSTANLEY, 5 Bli. N. S. 130; 
2 Dow. & Cl. 302; 9 L. J. O. S. Ex. 92, H. L. 
Annotations :—Retd. Flather ». Stubbs (1842), 2 Q. B. 614. 

Mentd. It. v. Sedgwick (1835), Tyr. & Gr. 94. 

372. - ~-—-.]—(1) By an agreement under 
seal between the owner & the manager of an hotel, 














to be applied in regard to the Stamp 
Duties Acts of the State is that unless 
either by express words or necessary 
implication such Acts are shuwn to 
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the manager was until determination of the agree- 
ment to carry on the business of hotel proprietor, 
& to have entire control of the business without 
interference by the owner; he was to receive the 
whole of the receipts & profits, & pay all necessary 
outgoings, & to pay to the owner a fixed sum per 
week. No period was fixed for the duration of the 
agreement, which contained powers for its 
determination by either party in certain events ; 
it was ipso facto to determine on the death of the 
manager. The agreement was not to operate as 
a demise to the manager, nor to constitute a 
partnership between the parties:—Held: the 
agreement was a security for an indefinite period 
for a sum of money at weekly periods, & not for 
an annuity or yearly sum payable by weekly 
instalments, & was therefore liable to ad valorem 
duty upon the sum agreed to be paid weekly, & 
not upon the total amount of such weekly payments 
for a year. 

If the statute is so indefinite & uncertain that 
it can be treated in two ways & the true con- 
struction of it is open to two views, the one most 
favourable to the Crown & the other tothe subject, 
then the latter construction should be adopted 
(PoLLocK, B.).—CLIFFORD v. INLAND REVENUE 
Comrs., [1896] 2 Q. B. 187: 65 L. J. Q. B. 582; 
741. T. 699; 45 W.R.14;: 12 T. L. R. 489, D.C. 
Annotations :—As to (1) Distd. Lewis v. I. 12. Comrs., [1898] 

2 Q. KB. 290. Folld. Jackson v. I. R. Comrs. (1902), 87 

L. I. 269. Consd. Underground Electric Rys. of London 
& Glyn, Mills, Currie v. I. R.'Comrs., [1916] 1 K. B. 306. 

Refd. Hulse v. Hulse (1910), 54 Sol. Jo. 704. 

373. Construction dependent on language of 
legislature.|—The law upon the subject of stamps 
is altogether a matter positivi juris. It involves 
nothing of principle or of reason, but depends 
altogether on the language of the legislature 
ee J.).—MORLEY v. HAL (1834), 2 Dowl. 
Annotation :-—Refd. Clarke v. Jones (1831), 3 Dowl. 277. 

374. No presumption in favour of duty.|—— 
(1) A paper, signed by defts., stated, that pltfs. 
agreed to sell to defts. all the two upper veins or 
beds of coal, describing them by their name 
& locality, containing by admeasurement 16 acres, 
at the price or sum of £77 per acre, to be paid as 
follows: the sum of £100 on the day of the date 
thereof, & the remainder by equal quarterly pay- 
ments of £25 each; & it was stipulated, that, if 
defts. should work more coal than in any year 
should exceed £100. at the rate of £77 per acre, 
they should pay for such excess:—Held: the 
instrument did not require an ad valorem stamp, 
as upon a conveyance, under Stamp Act, 1815 
(c. 184), & a stamp of 35s. was sufficient. 

(2) The party, who seeks to bring an instrument 
within the Stamp Act, must show clearly that it 
falls within it. ... We can make no intend- 
ments in favour of the liability (per Cur.).— 
PHILLIPS v. MORRISON (1844), 12 M. & W. 740; 
1i3L. J. Ex. 212; 3 L T. 0. S. 39; 8 Jur. 348; 
152 EB. R. 1397. 

Annotation :—-As to (2) Consd. A.-G. v. Smith-Marriott, 

[1899] 2.Q. B. 595. 

375. Statute construed in popular sense.'!— 
(1) 13 & 14 Vict. c. 97, Sched. title Mortgage, 
imposes on the transfer of a mtge. exceeding 
£1,400 a fixed duty of £1 15s. Revenue No. 2 Act, 
1861 (c. 91), s. 30, enacts that where there are 
several deeds on the transfer of a mtge. from old 
to new trustees, if one of the deeds stamped with 
the duty of £1 15s. it shall be sufficient that the 
others are stamped with the duty by law chargeable 


violate the principle of territoriality 
they must be construed as limited in 
their operation to that State &, con- 


sequentiy, as 


not selecting as the 
subject-matter of taxation any 
thing or circumstance not within its 
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on a duplicate or counterpart, viz. 5s. Revenue 
No. 2 Act, 1865 (c. 96), 5s. 17, after reciting that 
certain duties were imposed on transfers of mtges. 
by 13 & 14 Vict. c. 97, enacts that in lieu thereof 
there shall be charged & paid on every such transter 
for every £100 of the amount or value of the 
principal money or stock already secured by such 
mtge. thereby transferred or fractional part of 
£100 the duty of 6d.:—Held: the provisions of 
Revenue No. 2 Act, 1861 (c. 91), s. 30, were not 
repealed by the general enactment contained in 
Revenue No. 2 Act, 1865 (c. 96), 8s. 17, & thercfore 
trustees were still entitled to the privileges afforded 
under that sect. 

(2) We think that Acts of Parliament imposing 
stamp duties ought to be construed according to 
the plain & ordinary meaning of the words used, 
as it appears from the words themselves & that such 
an incongruity as this does not authorise a ct. of 
law to adopt a strained & forced construction in 
order to avoid it (KELLY, C.B.).—FoLEey (LORD) v. 
INLAND REVENUE Comps. (1868), L. R. 3 Exch. 
263; 37 L. J. Ex. 109; 18 L. T. 725; 16 W. R. 
1055. 

376. .|—(1) A co., duly incorporated under 
the laws of the United States of America, & having 
its chief seat of business in New York, invited 
tenders for bonds of the value of $2,000,000, which 
were tendered for & purchased by a firm in New 
York, where the purchasc-money was paid, & the 
bonds handed over, the name of the payee being 
left blank. ‘The bonds were then sent to England, 
& advertised for sale there by the agents of the 
purchasers, who issued prospectuses, lIctters of 
allotment, & scrip certificates, & delivered the 
bonds to purchasers :—Held : the issue of the bonds 
was completed at New York, when the co. parted 
with the possession of & control over them, & they 
were not therefore foreign securities issued in 
England within Stamp Act, 1871 (c. 4), s. 2, so as 
to be liable to stamp duty. 

(2) As to the construction of the Stamp Act, 
I think it was very properly urged that the statute 
is not to be construed according to the strict 
or technical meaning of the language contained 
in it, but that it is to be construed in its popular 
sense : meaning. of course, by the words ‘‘ popular 
sense’? that sense which people conversant with 
the subject matter with which the statute is dealing 
would attribute to it (PormocK, B.).—GRENFELL 
v. INLAND REVENUE ComRs. (1876), 1 Ex. D. 242; 
457. J.Q. B. 465; 84 L. T. 426; 24 W. R. 582. 
Annotations -—-As to (1) Consd. Baring v. ]. R. Comrs., 

[1898] 1 Q. B. 78. Refd. Chicago Ry. Terminal Elevator 

Co. wv. I. TR. Comps. (1896), 75 L. T. 157; Brown wv I. R. 

Comrs., Gordon wv. lL. R. Comrs. (1900), 84 L. T. 71. 

377. Right to avoid liability.|—.\. agreed with 
B. to apprentice his nephew to him, with a premium 
of £259 for his board, lodging, & education. But 
previously to the execution of the deed of 
apprenticeship, in order to evade the stamp duty, 
it was agreed that £90 19s. should be the sum 
appropriated for the education only, & the deed was 
drawn with the proper stamp for that amount of 
premium, & notes were given for the remaining 
£150 for the board & lodging. The deed stated 
the consideration to be for instruction only :— 
Held: asufficient stamp, & not an evasion of the 
Stamp Act. 

The Stamp Act is not intended to fetter the 
proceedings of parties; & if a party so acts as not. 
to be hit by it, he has a right to do so (ROLFE, B.).— 
HANKINS v. CLUTTERBUCK (1848), 2 Car. & Kir. 








territory. — QUEENSLAND STAMP COMRES. 
vt. oars (1915), 20 CG. L. RR. 581 
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Sect. 2.—Construction of statutory provisions. 
3: Sub-sects, 1 & 2, A. & B.] 


810; sub nom. HAwWkIns v. ChuTrernvck, 11 
L. T. O. S. 456. 

3878. ——-.]|—(1) Stamp Act, 1870 (c. 97), 
Sched. imposes an ad valorem duty upon a ‘‘ con- 
veyance or transfer on sale of any property.’’ By 
sect. 70, ‘‘ the term ‘ conveyance on sale’ includes 
every instrument, & every decree or order of any 
ct. or of any comrs., whereby any property upon 
the sale thereof is legally or equitably transferred 
to or vested in the purchaser, or any other person 
on his behalf or by his direction ’’:—Held: an 
agreement for the sale of lands, buildings, & the 
goodwill of a business, was not a ‘“‘ conveyance on 
sale ’’ within the above definition & did not there- 
fore require an ad valorem stamp. 

(2) The question is, whether, upon that agree- 
ment the stamp duty ought to be an ad valorem 
stamp upon the purchase-money, or whether the 
instrument would be sufficiently stamped if the 
ordinary deed or agreement stamp is placed upon 
it. Clearly, it must be a deed stamp, because the 
instrument is a deed under seal & that stamp must 
be affixed (HAWKINS, J.). 

(3) The Crown must make out its right to the 
duty, & if there be a means of evading the stamp 
duty, so much the better for those who can evade 
it. It is no fraud upon the Crown, it is a thing 
which they are perfectly entitled to do (LoRD 
KsHer, M.R.).—INLAND REVENUE COMRS. v, 
ANGUS, SAME v. LEWIS (1889), 23 Q. B.D. 579; 61 
L. T. 882; 88 W. R. 3; 5 T. L. R. 697, C. A.; 
affg. S. C. sub nom. LEWIS v. INLAND REVENUE 
Comrs., ANGUS v. INLAND REVENUE Comns., 53 


J. P. 458, D. C. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Refd. West London Syndicate . 
I. R. Comrs., [1898] 2 Q. B. 507; Midland Bank v. I. R. 
Comrs., [1927] 2 K. B. 465. Generally, Mentd. I. R. Comrs. 
v. Muller’s Margarine, [1901] A. C. 217; A.-G. v. Rich- 
mond (No. 1), [1907] 2 K. B, 923. 

379. .|—There is the possibility of the 
revenue being wronged by an instrument such as 
this being post-dated, but that did not occur to the 
framers of the recent statute & they do not provide 
for it. It requires some positive enactment to 
meet that evasion: for it is not illegal at common 
law to evade a stamp duty (BLACKBURN, J.).— 
KMMANUEL v. ROBARTS (1868), as reported in 9 
B. & 8S. 121. 

Annotations :—Refd. Bull ». O'Sullivan (1871), L. R. 6 
Q. B. 209; Gatty v. Fry (1877), 46 L. J. Q. B. 605. Mentd. 
oye Bank of Scotland v. Tottenham (1894),71 L. T. 


380. By private Act of Parliament.|— 
The G. ry. co. was incorporated by an Act of Parlia- 
ment in 1899 with a capital of £2,400,000, & duly 
paid the duty thereon under Stamp Act, 1891 
(c. 39). The B. ry. co. was incorporated by an 
Act of 1897 with a capital of £600,000, & duly paid 
the duty thereon under the Act of 1891. By an 
Act of 1902 all the powers, rights, privileges, 
liabilities, & immunities of the G. ry. co. were 
transferred to the BL. ry. co., & the G. ry. co. was 
dissolved :—Held: by the transfer there was 
‘“‘an increase of the amount of nominal share 
capital of the B. co. authorised by’’ the Act of 
1902 to the extent of £2,400,000, & the duty 
thereon must be paid by the B. ry. co., under 
Stamp Act, 1891 (c. 39). 

The cts. will take every means of defeating an 
attempt by a private Act to affect the rights 
either of the Crown or of other persons who have 
not been brought in (LORD LOREBURN, C.).— 
GREAT NORTHERN, PICCADILLY & BROMPTON Ry. 
Co. v. A.-G., [1909] A. C.1; 78 lL. J. K. B. 185; 
98 L. T. 731; 24 T. I. R. 506; 52 Sol. Jo. 431, 


Se ct e 
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Sect. 3.—STAMP DUTIES ON INSTRUMENTS 
GENERALLY. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—PRESUMPTION AS 'rO STAMPING. 

Sce EVIDENCE, Vol. XXII., pp. 272, 278, Nos. 
2571-2580. 

881. General rule.|—~On parol evidence of 
existence of an indenture, sessions may presume 
that the indentures were stamped & the duty paid. 
—R,.v. BADBY (1772), 1 Bott, 520. 

382. Instrument sufficiently stamped at trial— 
Admissibility of evidence—Proving absence of stamp 
when executed.|—Although a policy of insurance 
produced at the trial of an action has a sufficient 
stamp, evidence will be received that it had no 
such stamp when it was effected, in which case 
it is a mere nullity, though stamped afterwards 
by order of the comrs. of stamps; for this is for- 
bidden by 35 Geo. 3, c. 63, & not authorised by 
37 Geo. 3, c. 136, which extends only to such 
instruments as could before be legally stamped 
after they were executed.—RODERIcK v. Hovin 


(1811), 3 Camp. 103; 170 EB. R. 1320. 
ANB ION :-—~Mentd. Mead v. Davison (1835), 3 Ad. & El. 


383. Document thirty years old—Bearing mark 
of stamp.]|—-Where a deed thirty years old, requir- 
ing an ad valorem stamp, bore the mark of having 
had some stamp upon it, but there was nothing 
to indicate whether the stamp had been a proper 
stamp or not, & no evidence was given on the 
point :—Held: it was to be presumed that the 
deed had been properly stamped.— Dok d. FRYER 
v. COOMBE (1842), 3 Q. B. 687; 3 Gal. & Dav. 1938; 
12L. J. Q. B. 86; 6J. P. 687; 6 Jur. 980; 114 © 
E. R. 670. 

384. Lost or destroyed instrument.] — Where 
an instrument has been lost, the rule is to presume 
that it was duly stamped, & the onus of proving 
the contrary lies upon the party who objects that 
the lost document was unstamped; but where 
circumstances are proved which raise a strong 
presumption that the document was never 
stamped, the burden of proving it to have been 
stamped lies on the party adducing secondary 
evidence of the lost instrurnent.— SMITH v. HENLEY 
(1844), 1 Ph. 391; 18 L. J. Ch. 221; 31L. 7.0.8. 
49; 8 J. P. 228; 8 Jur. 484; 41 E.R. 680, L. C, 
en -—Refd. Blair v. Ormond (1847), 1 De G. & Sm, 


.|—Sce, also, EVIDENCE, Vol. XXTI., p. 272, 
Nos. 2571-2577. 

Documents not produced after notice.]|—Sec 
EVIDENCE, Vol. XXII., pp. 272, 278, Nos. 2578- 
2580. 

385. Rebuttal of presumption—Onus of proof— 
Instrument executed by several parties.]|—Where 
an agreement between several parties 1s offered 
in evidence, & it is objected to on the ground that 
it is not sufficiently stamped, by reason of the 
omission of the stamp, proof of that lies on deft., 
who makes the objection, it being a fact.— 
wee v. FRANCIS (1804), 5 Esp. 182; 170 

.R. 779. 

386. Lost instrument.|] — SMITIT v. 
HENLEY, No. 384, ante. 

387. Foreign bill of exchange.|— By 
Stamp Act, 1854 (c. 83), s. 5, it is provided that no 
person shall be entitled to recover in an action 
on any foreign bill of exchange unless it had upon 
it at the time it was transferred to him the stamp 
required by the Act. 

In an action on a foreign bill of exchange, the 
required stamp was upon the bill at the time of 
the trial, but no evidence was given to show that it 
was on the bill at the time it was indorsed to pltf. : 
—Held ; it must be presumed to have been so, the 
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contrary not having been shown by deft.— 
BRADLAUGH v. DE Rin (1868), L. R. 3 C. VP. 286 ; 
37L. J.C. P. 146; 18L. T. 904; 16 W. R. 1128. 
Annotation >--Apld. Marc v. Rouy (1874), 31 L. I. 372. 

388. —— ——.|—-By Stamp Act, 1870 
(c. 97), ss. 24, 51, 54, a foreign bill, in order to be 
admissible in evidence, requires only that the 
proper stamp should have been duly affixed. 
Although not cancelled, if the holder proves that the 
proper stamp was affixed before the bill came into 
his possession, the burden of proof that it was not 
duly stamped is thrown upon the person objecting 
to its admission. Semble: such an objection can 
be raised only by plea.—Marc v. Rovuy (1874), 
31 L. T. 372 ; 23 W. R. 89. 

XXII., p. 











.|—See EVIDENCE, Vol. 
274, Nos. 2596-2606. 
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Sun-sEct. 2.—WuHAT STAMP NECESSARY OR 
SUFFICIENT. 


A. In General. 


389. Conveyance executed in England—On sale 
of land abroad—Ad valorem stamp.|—A convey- 
ance, executed in England upon a sale of land in 
Australia requires an ad valorem stamp.—fe 
WRIGHT (1855), 11 Kxch. 458; 156 EK. R. 911; 
sub nom. WRIGHT v. INLAND REVENUE COMRS., 
25 L. J. Ix. 49. 

390. Instrument coming within two categories— 
One duty payable—Crown may choose higher duty.] 
—Where a document comes within each of two 
categories chargeable with duty under Stamp 
Act, 1891 (c. 39), the Crown is entitled to only one 
of the duties, but it may choose the higher. 

The United States of Mexico issued ‘ gold 
coupon treasury notes’’ with a promise to pay 
principal & interest to bearer at fixed dates 
either abroad or, at the option of the holder, in 
London. There was evidence that the notes were 
saleable on the London & other Stock Exchanges : 
—Held: the notes being in fact both promissory 
notes & marketable securities within Stamp Act, 
1891 (c. 39), they were liable to the higher duty 
imposed by that Act upon marketable securities.— 
SPEYER BROTHERS v. INLAND REVENUE COMRS., 
[1908] A. C. 92; 771. J. K. B. 302; 98 L. T. 286 
24'T. L. R. 257 3; 52 Sol. Jo. 222, H. L. 

See Stamp Act, 1891 (c. 39), ss. 1-6. 


B. Construction of Instrument. 

391. Legal effect of instrument considered—Not 
merely legal words used.|—The question of the 
sufficiency or insufficiency of a stamp, is to be 
decided by the legal effect of the instrument, & 
not merely the legal words which may be used by 
the parties. Accordingly, where an instrument 
not under seal, used words of conveyance of the 
fee, it was held to be an agreement only, & to be 
properly stamped as an agreement.—lht. v. R1pG- 
WELL (INHABITANTS) (1827), 6 B. & C. 665; 9 
Dow. & Ry. K. B. 678; 4 Dow. & Ry. M. C. 459 ; 
5 lL. J.O.S. M. C. 67; 108 EK. R. 596. 

Annotations :—Folld. Freeman v. I. R. Comrsa. (1871), L. R. 


6 Exch. 101. Refd. Limmer Asphalte Paving Co. v. 
I. R. Comrs. (1872), L. R. 7 Hx. Ch. 211. 


392. At date of execution.]|—Whenever 
the stamp is affixed it must be affixed according 
to the manner in which the instrument operated 
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b. Time for valuation of considera- 
tion—F'or mp duty purposes.}—Con- 
sideration in an agreement for sale is 
to be valued for stamp duty as at time 
of ‘sale not transfer, where consisting 


443.—AUS. 


6. Admissibility 


of shares.—R. v. BULLFINCH PROPRIE- 
TARY (W. A.), Lp. (1912), 15 C. LL. R. 
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at the time it was executed (PARKE, B.).—WEDDALL 
v. CAPES (1836), 1 M. & W. 503 1 Gale, 432; Tyr. 
& Gr. 430; 5 L. J. Ex. 1113; 150 EB. R. 341. 

Annotations *Mentd. Doo d. Murrell v. Milward (1838), 

3M. & W. 328; Turner v. Watts (1927), 44 T. L. R. 100. 

393. —— .|—WEst LONDON SYNDICATE 
v. INLAND REVENUE Comrsg., No. 626, post. 

394. Instrument purporting to convey land-—-- 
Not under seal—Operating as agreement.|—TIi. v. 
RIDGWELL (INHABITANTS), No. 391, ante. 

395. Admissibility of extrinsic evidence— 
Nominal date not true date of execution—Stamp at 
true date opbepea ae Bin deed executed before 
the commencement of Stamp Act, 1870 (c. 97), 
& at the time of execution requiring a 35s. stamp, 
was not dated nor stamped until afterwards; so 
that on its face it appeared to be duly stamped with 
a 10s. stamp, under sects. 4 & 78 of that Act :— 
Held: evidence of the real date of execution was 
admissible ; & under sect. 17, the deed could not 
be given in evidence.—CLARKE v. ROCHE (1877). 
3Q.B.D.170; 47L. J. Q. B. 147; 371. T. 638 ; 
42 J.P. 151; 26 W. R. 112. 

Annotation :— Refd. Royal Bank of Scotland v. Tottenham 

(1894), 71 L. T. 168, 

396. Transfer of shares—Evidence of true 
consideration.|—-A transfer to the pltf. of shares 
in deft. co. was presented for registration. The 
stamp on the transfer was in accordance with the 
consideration stated on the face of it, but it was 
discovered that the consideration so stated was 
less than that which had been given. The directors 
thereupon refused to register the transfer. In an 
action to recover damages arising out of this 
refusal :—JI/eld : since a transfer not duly stamped 
according to law would not, by reason of Stamp 
Act, 1891 (c. 39), s. 14 (4), be available in a ct. of law 
either to enforce rights of the co. against the 
transferee, or to justify an alteratiou of the register 
of shareholders, the directors were entitled to 
refuse to register the transfer & in determining 
whether the transfer was duly stamped they were 
entitled to go behind that which appeared on the 
face of the document.—MAYNARD v. CONSOLIDATED 
KENT COLLIERIES CORPN., [1903] 2 K. B. 121; 72 
L. J. K. B. 681; 88 L. T. 676; 52 W.R. 1173 19 
T. L. R. 448 3 47 Sol. Jo. 513 ; 10 Mans. 386, C. A. 
Annotation :-—Refd, Re Indo-China Steam Navigution Co., 

[1917] 2 Ch. 100. 

397. Instrument in form of _ trust—Securing 
previous settlement.|—In Stamp Act, 1891 (c. 39), 
Sched. I. ‘‘ settlement,” defined as ‘* any instru- 
ment... whereby any definite & certain 
principal sum of money ... or any definite & 
certain amount of stock, or any security is settled 
or agreed to be settled in any manner whatsoever,”’ 
is made liable to ad valorem stamp duty. 

By an ante-nuptial contract of marriage A. 
bound himself in the event of his wife survivng 
him to pay to her an annuity of £400, & in security 
of annuity A. bound himself & his heirs to infeft 
his wife in certainlands. The contract of marriage 
was impressed with a stamp duty & was adjudicated 
as duly stamped. Subsequently A. desired to sell 
the lands forming the security & his wife agreed 
to consent to the sale on condition that the 
annuity was otherwise secured; accordingly A. 
in place of the security executed a deed by which 
he conveyed to trustees certain property upon 
trust for, inter alia, the payment of the annuity 








dence.}—The question whether an in- 
strument is or is not taxable under 
Stamps Act, 1892 (Vict.), must be 
determined by the examination of the 
instrument itse]f & not upon extrinsic 
evidonce.—DAVIDSON v. CHIRNSIDH 


evi- (1908), 7C. L. R. 324.---AUS 
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provided to the wife in her marriage contract 
& subject thereto upon trust for A. himself. 
The Crown claimed that the deed of trust was 
chargeable with an ad valorem stamp duty as being 
a ‘settlement ’’ :—Held: the deed was not a 
‘* settlement ’’’ under Stamp Act, 1891 (c. 39).— 
INLAND REVENUE v. OLIVER, [1909] A. C. 427; 
78L. J. P. C. 146; 101 L. T. 140; 25 T. L. R. 
707; 53 Sol. Jo. 649, H. L. 


C. Several Documents Forming One Instrument. 

398. Stamp on one sufficient.|—-A deed legally 
stamped is not vitiated by referring to inventories 
which are not stamped.—Dvuck v. BRADDYLL 
(1824), M‘Cle. 217 ; 13 Price, 455 ; 147 E. R. 1047. 


Annotations :-—Refd. Doe d. Kettle v. Lewis (1830), 10 B. & C. 
673; Dyer v. Green (1847), 1 Exch. 71. Mentd. Darby 
v. Harris (1841), 1 Q. B. 895; Re McKenzie, Ax p. Hert- 
fordshire Sheriff, [1899] 2 Q. B. 566. 


399. .|—Deft., by letter afterwards re- 
quested pltfs.’ auctioneer to remove the fixtures, 
which was done; &, on the following day, deft. 
wrote pltfs. that he would attend at the house & 
pay them the amount of the fixtures, as settled by 
the appraisers. The first & last letters were 
signed by deft., but the first only was stamped :— 
Held: one stamp was sufficient, as it fell within 
the proviso in Stamp Act, 1815 (c. 184), Sched. 
Part 1., Title Agreement.—HEMMING 1. PERRY 
(1828), 2 Moo. & P. 375. 

400. .|—Where an agreement refers to 
another document, so that the two papers, in fact, 
form only one agreement, it is sufficient if one of 
the papers only bear an agreement stamp.— 
PEATE v. DICKEN (1834), 1 Cr. M. & R. 422; 5 
Tyr. 116; 4L. J. Ex. 28; 149 E.R. 1145. 
Annotation :—-Distd. R. v. Lloyd (1852), 19 L. T. O. S. 203. 

401. .|—Where, by an agreement, dated 
May 14 the parties agreed to refer the striking 
of a boundary line to a surveyor, who did not live 
within a certain neighbourhood ; & by an agree- 
ment, dated May 25, written upon the same 
paper, they modified the former, & submitted the 
matter in dispute to a surveyor, residing in the 
neighbourhood, & this latter agreement was acted 
upon; the stamp being attached to & placed in 
juxtaposition with the former :—Held: no dis- 
tinct stamp need be affixed to the second 
agreement, which had been acted upon inasmuch 
as the two agreements constituted, in substance, 
but one, & consequently one stamp was sufficient. 
—TAYLOK v. PARRY (1840), 1 Man. & G. 604; 1 
Scott, N. R. 576; 9. J.C. P. 298; 4 Jur. 967; 
133 HK. R. er i 
Annotations :— . Fishmongers Co. ». 5 

at - Ae we a nen Mentd.. Holmes Be eaters 1 S56) 2 

. ‘ 1 O : 1 : aN ry 5 

MooePGG ai ee een ae 

402. ——- Necessity for same parties to each 
document.;}—R. v. LLoypb (1852), 19 L. T. O. S. 203. 

403. Admissibility of unstamped docu- 
ment.|—Deft., by a lease which was not stamped, 
demised to W. He afterwards, by an agreement, 
stamped with a lease stamp, but which did not 
contain words of demise, though it referred to the 
lease, let the same premises to pltf:—Held: the 
terms of the lease were incorporated in, & formed 
part of the agreement ; & the former was admissible 
in evidence, though it was not stamped.—_ Prarcr 
v. CHESLYN (1835), 4 Ad. & El). 225; 1 Har. & W. 
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768; 5 Nev. & M. K. B. 652 5L. J. K. B. 113; 
111 E. R. 772. 

404. J—A. writes to B., ‘I hereby 
agree, according to our conversation of last evening, 
to pay you fifty guineas for the occupation of your 
first floor furnished, from Mar. 4 to Sept. 4. I 
also agree either to occupy the rooms from Sept. 4 
to Dec. 4, furnished, on the same terms, that is to 
ag twenty-five guineas for the three months, or 
take them unfurnished at the rate of eighty 
guineas per annum.’ To prove this contract, 
under a plea of non assumpsit in an action by B. 
against A. for refusing to occupy the rooms 
furnished till Dec. 4, or to take them unfurnished 
after the three months at the rate of £84 per annum, 
A.’s letter was put in stamped with a 30s. stamp. 
To show that the real contract between the parties 
was for a yearly tenancy of the unfurnished rooms, 
A. produced a contemporaneous letter written to 
him by B., unstamped, in which B. stated that he 
agreed to let the rooms by the year :—Held: 
this letter was properly rejected, inasmuch as if 
it created a new or substituted contract, it required 
a 30s. stamp, & if it formed part of the original 
agreement, a 35s. stamp was required for some one 
of the letters, under Stamp Act, 1815 (c. 184), 
Sched. Part I., Title Agreement.— ATHERSTONE v. 
Bostock (1841), 2 Man. & G. 5113; Drinkwater, 
96; 2 Scott, N. R. 637; 10 L. J. GC. P. 1185 5 
J.P. 259; 133 1. lt. 850. 

405. .|—In order to prove the terms 
on which certain notes were deposited by A. with 
a banking co., deft. produced a paper signed by 
the manager, & stamped as an agreement, which 
acknowledged the receipt from A. of the notes as 
a collatera] security ‘‘for bills discounted for 
you,” by the bank. The judge was of opinion that 
that meant ‘‘ which have been discounted’’; & 
pltf. then produced a paper of the same date 
signed by A. in these words :—Held: ‘‘ In con- 
sideration of your discounting for me bills from 
time to time, I deposit as collateral security ’’ the 
notes in question. It was objected that that was 
inadmissible for want of a stamp, but the judge 
thought that it was a part of the same contract, 
that one stamp was sufficient for the two, & that 
deft. was bound to give it in evidence :-——Held: 
the judge was right.— LAURIE v. HAMMOND (1847), 
2 New Pract. Cas. 379; 101. T. O. S. 130. 

406. —-~—.|—It was agreed to run a 
foot race for £25. The agrecment was contained 
in two written documents. It was alleged that 
there was no race; & in an action brought by one 
of the parties against the stakeholder to recover 
the deposit :—Held: one of the written docu- 
ments must be stamped before it could be put in 
evidence ; but the second might be used without 
being stamped, the one stamp covering both 
documents, they being evidence of one agreement, 
—SOUTHBY v. SMITH (1867), 17 1. T. 323, N. P. 

407. Agreement contained In letters.|— 
Where a contract is contained in letters, it is 
sufficient if one of the letters beara £1 15s. stamp, 
although, on the part of one of the contracting 
parties, the letters are written & signed by an agent. 
—GRANT v. MAppoXx (1846), 15 M. & W. 737; 15 
L. J. Ex. 104; 6L. T. O. 8S. 376; 1538 BE. R. 1048. 


Annotations :—Mentd. Simpson v. Margitson er 11 
» B. 23; Sotilichos v. Kemp (1848), 18 L. J. Ex. 363 
armer v. Cornelius (1858), 4 Jur. N. 8.1110; Myers 1, 

Sarl (1860), 3 E. & K. 306; Abbott v». Bates (1875), 45 
L. J. Q. B. 117; Bruner v. Moore, [1904] 1 Ch. 305; 
Clayton-Greene v. De Courville (1920), 36 T. L. R. 790. 
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408. Agreement executed in two parts.]— 
Where two parts of an agreement are executed, 
one by each of the contracting parties, the two parts 
make one agreement, & it is sufficient if the proper 
stamp be upon one part.— WRIGHT v. WEBB (1846), 
1 New Pract. Cas. 509; 7L. T. O. S. 483. 

409. Policy of insurance—Letter giving 
authority to effect.|—B. & co., by letter, authorised 
the managers of a mutual marine insurance assocn. 
to insure a ship with the assocn. & undertook to 
abide by the rules & regulations thereof. By the 
rules, each insurer became liable to contribute to 
the losses of any other insurer in certain pro- 
portions. In pursuance of the authority given 
by B. & co., a duly stamped policy was issued to 
them, which, however, contained no reference to 
the rules:—Held: the letter, although not 
stamped, was admissible in evidence, & B. & co. 
were contributories.—BLYTH & Co.’s CASE (1872), 
I. R. 13 Eq. 529; 20 W. R. 504. 





ID, Several Parties Joining in Instrument. 

410. Admission to corporation.|—If a statute 
directs that there shall be a certain stamp upon 
every piece of vellum, etc., upon which any 
admission into a corpn. shall be ingrossed, etc., 
the admission of several persons cannot be ingrossed 
upon the same picce of vellum, etc. unless it has 
as many stamps as there are admissions.—R. v. 
REEKS (1726), 2 Ld. Raym. 1445; 2 Stra. 716; 
92 10. 2.440; sub nom. R. v. Ricu, 1 Barn. K. B. 8. 
aan :—Distd. Bowen v. Ashley (1805), 1 Bos. & 


: 274. Refd. Jones d. Rayner v. Sandys (1753), 
Barnes, 463. 


411. Assignment of prize money.]—An assign- 
ment of the prize money of several seamen on 
board a privateer, being payable out of one fund, 
requires only one stamp.—BAKER v. JARDINE 
(1784), 18 Hast, 235, n.; 104 E. lt. 360, n. 
Annotation :—Apld. Goodson v. Forbes (1815), 6 Taunt. 171. 

412. Agreement to contribute to common fund.| 
—An agreement by several for a subscription to 
one common fund, such as for making a wet dock 
at Bristol, though several as to each subscriber, 
only requires one stamp.—DaAvIs v. WILLIAMS 
(1811), 13 East, 232; 104 E.R. 358. 


Annotations :—Apld. Goodson v. Forbes (1815), 6 Taunt. 
171; Ramsbottom v. Davis (1839), 4 M. & W. 584. 


413. Release——To several persons.]—-In an 
action for running down a ship, deft.’s captain 
may be rendered a competent witness for him, 
by a release to the captain, & the rest of the 
crew, with a single stamp, the captain’s name 
standing first, & the release being first tendered to 
him.—PERRY v. BOUCHIER (1814), 4 Camp. 80; 
171 E. R. 26, N. P. 
sti pea :—Mentd, Solari v. Yorston (1839), 8 L. J. Q. B. 


414, No. 
463, post. 

415. Grant of annuity — Several grantors.|— 
Where an annuity was granted by three, one of 
whom was known to be only a surety for the other 
two, to whose use the consideration money was 
in fact applied ; yct all three being present when 
the money was paid down upon the table & 
counted over by them all, & the receipt of it 
signed by all, it was properly stated in the memorial 
as a payment made to the three, & one stamp as 
for one annuity is sufficient—Cook v. JONES 
(1812), 15 Hast, 237; 104 BE. R. 834. 

416. Partnership—Signature of undertaking in 
partnership name—lIndividual undertaking by 
partner.|—Deft. was interested solely in certain 
goods conveyed by the ship S & was also 
interested jointly with his partners, who with him 
formed the firm of T. & W., in other goods also 

J. VOL, XXXIX. 





——.|—SPICER v. BURGESS, 
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sent by the ship S. He signed a promise to 
make certain payments in respect of freight on 
board the S. not stating upon which goods, 
beginning, ‘‘ I hereby engage to pay’’ but signed 
with the atyle of T. & W. In an action against 
him solely, for the freight of his own goods :— 
Held: such engagement was evidence of a several 
contract by him, &, for the purpose of the action, 
required only one stamp.—SHIPTON v. THORNTON 
(1838), 9 Ad. & El. 314; 1 Per. & Dav. 216; 1 
Will. Woll. & H. 710; 8 L. J. Q. B. 73; 112 E.R. 


1231. 

Annotations :—Refd. Re Clarke, Kr p. Buckley (1845), 14 
M. & W. 469. Mentd. Rosetto v. Gurney (1851), 11 C. B. 
176; Gibbs v. Grey, Grey v. Gibbs (1857), 2 H. & N. 22; 
The Newport (1858), Sw. 335; Matthews v. Gibbs (1860), 


38 KF. & KK. 282; Great Indian Peninsula Ry. v. Saunders 


(1862), 6 L. 'T. 297 : The Bahia (1864), 11 Jur. N. 8. 90; 

Kidston v. Empire Marine Insce. (1866), Har. & Ruth. 

433; Atwood v, Sellar (1879), 4 Q. B. D. 342; Hill v. 

Wilson (1879), 4 C. P. D. 329; Svendsen v. Wallace 

(1885), 10 App. Cas. 404; Assicurazioni Generali v. 8.S. 

Bessie Morris Co., [1892] 1 Q. B.571; Bradley v. Newsom, 

{1919} A. C. 16. 

417. Release by next of kin to administrator.|— 
Qu.: whether a release by two of the next of kin 
to the administrator, of their respective interests 
in the goods subject of the action, required more 
than one stamp.—THOMAS v. Birp (1841), 9 
M. & W. 68; 1 Dowl. N.S. 906; 11 L. J. Ex. 261; 
152 EK. R. 30. 

Anvolation :— Refd. Doc d. Croft v. Tidbury (1854), 14 C. B. 


418. Copyholds—Purchaser from five tenants in 
common — Admittance of purchaser.]|—Copyhold 
land was devised to A. for life, remainder to five 
persons, as tenants in common; A. was admitted. 
After his death, the five, having contracted to sell 
ta B., severally surrendered to the use of B. in fee, 
which surrender was accepted by the lord :—Held : 
B., on claiming admittance, must pay five fees, & 
the admittance would require five stamps.—R. 
v. ETON COLLEGE (1846), 8 Q. B. 526; 6 L. T.O.S. 
369; 115 EH. R. 9733 sub nom. R. v. EVERDON 
(LORDS OF THE MANOR), 16 L. J. Q. B. 18. 
an een :—Refd. Doe d. Croft v. Tidbury (1854), 14 C. B. 


419. Conveyed in several parcels to different 
parties—Some parcels devolving on single person.| 
—If a copyhold tenant convey his tenement in 
several parcels to different parties, & some only 
of those parcels afterwards devolve upon a single 
person, such person, in tiie absence of special 
custom, is not entitled to be admitted by a single 
admittance ; but the lord may insist upon several 
admittances, whether in a single instrument or not, 
in respect of each parcel which has so devolved ; 
& there must be stamps in respect of each.— 
TRAHERNE v. GARDNER (1856), 5 E. & B. 9138; 
25 1L. J. Q. B. 201; 2 Jur. N. S. 3945; 119 E. R. 
7213; sub nom. TREHERNE v. GARDNER, 26 L. T. 
O. S. 271; 4 W. R. 281; subsequent proceedings 
(1857), 8 E. & B. 161. 

Annotations :-—Consd, Johnstone v. Spencer (1885), 30 Ch. D. 
581. Mentd. Bryant v. Foot (1868), L. R. 3 Q. B. 497; 
Lawrence v. Hitch (1868), 9 B. & 8. 467. 
420. Conveyance of shares—By several share- 

holders jointly.|—-An indenture, whereby several 

persons jointly convey their separate interests in 
certain shares in an incorporated co. does not 
require several stamps, but one ad valorem stamp 
is sufficient.—WILLS v. BRIDGE (1849), 4 Exch. 
193; 18 L. J. Ex. 884; 154 E. R. 1179. 
Annotations :—Apld. Freeman v. I. R. Comrs. (1871), TL. R. 





6 Exch. 101. Refd., Doc d. Croft ve. Tidbury (1854), 2 
Cc, L. Tis 34 q3 
421. ——— By executors to several residuary 


legatees.|-—Four residuary legatees, of whom two 
were exors., by a deed, made in pursuance of an 
arrangement for specifically dividing among them 
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Sect. 3.—Stamp duties on instruments generally: 
Sub-sect. 2, D. & EB. (a) & (b).] 


certain parts of the testator’s personal estate, 
transferred & released to one another shares in 
nine cos. forming part of the residuary estate, so 
as to vest in each of the four a portion of the shares 
in each of eight of the cos., & in one of them all the 
shares in the ninth co. :—Held: the deed required 

only four transfer stamps under Stamp Act, 1815 

(c. 184), sched. Title Transfer.—FREEMAN v. 

INLAND REVENUE Comrs. (1871), L. R. 6 Exch. 

ae ; 40 L. J. Ex. 85; 24 L. T. 823; 19 W.R. 
422. Encroachment on common — Conveyance 

of whole encroachment by several encroachers.|— 

By an indenture, reciting that the parties of the 

first part had encroached upon a common, & were 

respectively in possession of their several encroach- 
ments, & that they had agreed to relinquish 
release, & convey all & singular their several & 
respective estates & interests thercin to the parties 
of the third part, it was witnessed, that, in con- 
sideration of 10s. to cach of them paid by the 
parties of the third part, they & each & every 
of them granted, bargained, sold, etc., & cach of 
them did grant, etc. to the parties of the third 
part, the several premises, describing them. The 
deed contained a proviso that each of them the 
parties of the first part, & their wives, should have 
the liberty -& privilege of holding their respective 
messuages, etc., during their respective lives :-— 

Held: there being a community of interest in the 

subject-matter of the conveyance in all the con- 

veying parties one stamp only was m cessary.— 

DoE d. CROFT v. TiIpBURY (1854), 14 C. B. 304; 

20 L. R. 347; 231. J. 0. P. 57; 18 Jur. 468 ; 

139 E.R. 124. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Berney v. Bickmore (1863), 8 L. T. 
353; A.-G. v. Tomline (1877), 5 Ch. D. 750; A.-G. ¥. 
Tomline (1880), 15 Ch. D. 150. 

423. Statutory declaration—Sworn by one per- 
son as to whole-—As to part by another.|—A 
statutory declaration for the purpose of carrying 
through a transaction was sworn to, as to the whole 
of it by one person, & as to part of it by another 
person :—Held: the document constituted only 
one declaration, it was not a declaration as to two 
distinct matters within Stamp Act, 1891 (c. 39), 
gs. 4 (a), & it was therefore chargeable with only 
one stamp duty of 2s. 6d. in accordance with the 
heading ‘‘ Affidavit & Statutory Declaration ”’ in 
Schedule I. to the Act.—REVERSIONARY INTEREST 
Society, Lrp. v. INLAND REVENUE Comps. (1906), 
22 T. L. R. 740. 

Bond where several obligors bound for same 
matter.|}—See Bonps, Vol. VII., p. 256, Nos. 
975-077. 

Apprenticeship indenture—Successive masters. ]— 
See Masten & SERVANT, Vol. XXXIV., p. 509, 
No. 4230. 

insurance policy.|—-See INSURANCE, Vol. X XIX., 
p. 442, Nos. 3409, 3410. 

Mortgage.|—-See MortTGAGr, Vol. XXXV., p. 
315, Nos. 610, 611. 

Tenancy agreement.|—-See LANDLORD & TENANT, 
Vol. XXX., p. 448, No. 1091. 


lL’. Instrument relating to Several Matters. 
(a) In General. 


See Stamp Act, 1891 (c. 39), 8. 4. 

424, Stamp duty measured by principal object.| 
—-The properstamp to be borne by a written instru- 
ment must depend on what is the leading character 
of such instrunrent. 

A., by deed, demised lands to B., & this deed 
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contained a covenant by C. to pay the rent. The 
deed bore a stamp of £1 10s., which was the proper 
stamp for it, asa lease. In an action of covenant 
against O., for non-payment of the rent :—Held : 
this stamp was sufficient, & the deed did not 
require a £1 15s. stamp.—PRATT v. THOMAS (1831), 
40. & P. 554, N. P.3 subsequent proceedings, sub 
nom. PRICE v. THOMAS, 2 B. & Ad. 218. 

425. .|—(1) Where a document has several 
objects, of which some are merely ancillary to the 
main one, the amount of stamp duty is to be 
measurcd by the principal object. 

(2) Where a document has a double object, & 
has an unappropriated stamp on it large enough for 
it in either sense, it is admissible when offered to 
establish one of its objects WALKER v. GILES 
(1849), 6 O. B. 662; 2 Car. & Kir. 671; 18 L. J. 
C. P. 823; 13 L. T. O. S. 209; 13 Jur. 588; 136 


E. R. 1407. 

Annotations :-—Gencrally, Refd. Barnard v. Pilsworth (1849), 
60. B. 698, n.: Thorn v. Croft (1866), L. R. 3 Ky. 198 3 Fe 
Royal Liver Friendly Soc. (1870), L. BR. 5 Wxch. 78. 
Mentd. Doe d. Dixie v. Davies (1851), 7 Exch. 89; Pinhorn 
v. Souster (1853), 8 Exch. 7633; Brown v. Metropolitan 
Counties, etc. Soc. (1859), 1 Ke. & I. 832; Turner v. Barnes 
(1862), 238. & S. 135; Re Betts, lc p. Harrison (1881), 
18 Ch. D. 127. 

426. Unappropriated stamp—Sufficient to cover 
either object—Admissibility to prove either object.| 

—WALKER v. GILES, No. 425, ante. 





(b) Matters Subsidiary to Principal Object. 


See Stamp Act, 1891 (c. 39), s. 4. 

427. Lease—Covenants to pay rent by third 
party.|—Pratt v. THoMAS, No. 424, ante. 

28, Surrender of—Agreement to grant 
new lease by vendor of property.]—-On surrender of 
a lease for lives, purporting to be made in considera- 
tion of £120 & of a new lease to be granted to the 
surrenderor for his life, the deed does not require 
an agreement stamp in addition to the ad valorem 
stamp; the stipulation for a new lease not being 
a ‘‘matter or thing besides what’’ is ‘‘ incident 
to the sale & conveyance’’ within Stamp Act, 
1815 (c. 184), Sched., Part I., Title Conveyance.— 
DOE d. PHILLIPPS v. PHILLIPPS (1840), 11 Ad. & El. 
796; 3 Per. & Dav. 603; 113 E. R. 616. 

——.|—See LANDLORD & TENANT, Vol. XXX., 
pp. 447-449, Nos. 1090-1105. 

429. Sale of ship—Provisions securing payment. | 
—(1) An agreement, that A. will sell a ship to B. ; 
that part of the price shall be secured by mtge. 
of the ship; that A. will procure the ship to he 
chartered on a voyage; that the earnings on the 
voyage shall be paid to A. as part of the price; & 
that at the end of the voyage the mtge. shall close ; 
is an agreement for & relating to the sale of goods, 
& requires no stamp. 

An agreement for the sale of a ship is within the 
exemptions as an agreement for the sale of goods, 
& the mere circumstance of other matters connected 
with the principal object being introduced, does 
not take the instrument out of the exemption 
(LORD TENTERDEN, C.J.). 

(2) The instrument was not intended to operatc 
as a transfer of the vessel, pursuant to 6 Geo. 4, 
c. 110, because the vessel was to be mortgaged as 
a security for the payment of the purchase-money, 
& she was to be chartered to London, & her earn- 
ings upon that voyage were to go in part payment 
of the purchase-money (LORD TENTERDEN, C..J.).— 
MEERING v. DUKE (1828), 2 Man. & Ry. K. B. 121; 
6L. J.0.S. K. B. 211; sub nom. Tooker v. Mrer- 
ING, Dan. & LI. 35. 

430. Transfer of shares—Covenant by transfer 
to observe regulation of company.|—By the deed 
of settlement of a joint stock co., the shares were 
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made transferable, & the directors were empowered 
to regulate the transfer, & to require, in respect 
of such transfer a covenant from the transferee to 
observe the co.’s regulations, etc., as to holders 
of shares. The directors prescribed a form of 
transfer under seal, by which the shareholder 
conveyed his shares to the transferee, to hold 
subject to the regulations & covenants contained 
in & resolved upon pursuant to the deed of settle- 
ment, & the transferee covenanted with the party 
conveying, & also separately with trustees on 
behalf of the co., to abide by & perform all the 
regulations, etc. :—Held: such transfer required 
an ad valorem stamp only, & not an additional 
stamp under Stamp Act, 1815 (c. 184), sched. 
Part I., Title Conveyance, as containing matter 
besides that which was ‘incident to the sale & 
conveyance of the property sold.’’—-WoOLSELEY v. 
Cox (1841), 2 Q. B. 321; 11 L. J. Q. B. 9; 6 
Jur. 599; 114 H.R. 126. 

431. Mortgage — Resettlement of property.|— 
A mtge. deed, which was expressed to be made in 
consideration of the advance, & also for the purpose 
of resettling the property, & reserved the equity 
of redemption to the mtgor. & his wife, or the 
survivor :—Held: not to require an extra stamp 
for a settlement in addition to the ad valorem 


stamp on the mtge.—DAWSON v. MEDHURST 
(1866), 14 L. T. 622. 
432. ——— Provisions making expenses a further 


charge on property.|—By an indenture dated 
May 28, 1897, certain freehold & leasehold here- 
ditaments were by direction of a brewery co., 
respectively conveyed & demised to trustees. 
The indenture contained a covenant to surrender 
to the usc of the trustees certain copyholds, & an 
ussignment to them of a goodwill & other matters. 
By the indenture it was agreed that the trustecs 
should stand possessed of the hereditaments & 
premises upon the trusts contained in an indenture 
dated May 20, 1897. 

The indenture of May 20, 1897, after reciting 
(inter alia), that the co. had determined to issue 
certuin debenture stock, to be constituted & 
secured as therein provided, contained a covenant 
by the co. with the trustees that the co. would 
cause the hereditaments to be forthwith con- 
veyed to & vested in the trustees for securing 
the payment by the co. of the debenture stock 
& the dividends thereon, with a provision for 
reconveyance to the co. upon proof that all the 
stockholders had been paid off or satisfied & 
upon payment of all costs incurred by the trustees 
in relation to the indenture. The indenture also 
created a floating charge upon all the property 
& assets for the time being of the co. In addition 
to other provisions for the maintenance & enforce- 
ment of the security thereby created, the indenture 
contained (clause 33) a provision that if default 
should be made in keeping the mtged. premises 
in a good state of repair & working condition, & so 
insured as in the indenture specified, the trustees 
might from time to time repair or renew, or insure, 
as the case might require, the mtged. premises 
or any part thereof, & the co. would on demand 
repay to the trustees every sum of money expended 
by them for the above purposes, with interest at the 
rate of 5 per cent. per annum from the time of 
the same having been expended, & until such 
repayment the same should be a charge upon the 
mtged. premises. 

The indenture was stamped with 2s. 6d. per 
cent. upon £230,000, the amount to which the 
stock was limited, & £23,000, the premium at 
which the stock was redeemable at the co.’s option. 

Debenture stock to the amount of £223,200 
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was subsequently issued by the co. upon the 
security of the indentures :—Held: (1) clause 33 
of the indenture of May 20, 1897, although one of 
the provisions referred to in the indenture of 
May 28, 1897, subject to which the trustees were 
to stand possessed of the hereditaments, did not 
make the latter indenture a security for money or 
stock without limit within Stamp Act, 1891 (c. 39), 
s. 12 (6) (b), & therefore the Comrs. of Inland 
Revenue were bound to adjudicate the lability 
of the indenture to duty; (2) the indenture of 
May 20, 1897, was the primary security, & the 
indenture of May 28, 1897, a mtge. by way of 
further assurance, within the meaning of the head 
of the schedule I. to the Stamp Act, 1891—“ Mort- 
gage, Bond, Debenture, Covenant,’’ sub-head (2) & 
thercfore, in addition to the duty to which the 
indenture of May 28, 1897, was liable as a con- 
veyance on sale, duty at the rate of 6d. per cent. 
upon £223,200, the amount of the debenture stock 
issued, was payable upon it. 

(3) Sect. 88 of Stamp Act, 1891 (c. 39), con- 
templates that a primary security may be wa deed 
on which, at the time it is executed, there has bcen 
no money Jent or advanced. 

(4) Sect. 7 of Revenue Act, 1903 (c. 46), is not 
retrospective, & the duty which is payable on a 
deed is that which was payable at the date of its 
execution.—SUFFIELD (LORD) v. INLAND REVENUE 
Comrs., [1908] 1 K. B. 865; 77 L. J. K. B. 746 ; 
98 L. T. 405; 24 T. L. R. 371; 15 Mans. 233. 

433. Licence granting monopoly — Covenant 
securing payment by instalments.}] — By an 
indenture between aco. & a licencee, in considera- 
tion of £7,500, of which £1,500 was then paid, 
& the remainder was to be paid in monthly 
instalments of £1,000, the co. granted to the 
licencee ‘‘ the sole & exclusive right, licence, & 
authority to carry on with the asphalt of or to be 
supplied by the co., but not with any other asphalt, 
the business of asphalt paving, & of therein & 
otherwise using, vending, & dealing in asphalt, & of 
an asphalt co. or asphalt business generally, 
within the counties of Lancaster & Chester,”’ 
during the continuance of the co.’s concessions. 
The co. covenanted to supply the licencee with 
asphalt, but were not to be bound to prevent the 
use or sale of asphalt within the counties by any 
other person, excepting only the use or sale of such 
asphalt as was agreed to be supplied under the 
contract, either by the co. or by persons purchasing 
from the co. ; & the licencee agreed not during the 
continuance of the licence to use, sell, or deal 
within the counties in any other asphalt than that 
to be supplied by the co. The licencee covenanted 
to pay the remaining £6,000 by six monthly 
instalments of £1,000, & if he should assign the 
licence, to pay the whole of the remaining instal- 
ments o:1 the expiration of two months from the 
date of the assignment :—Aeld: (1) the deed was 
not chargeable as a conveyance on sale, no property 
being in fact conveyed by it; (2) if it had been so 
chargeable, one duty only could have been charged 
in respect of the £7,500. & not a second duty in 
respect of the covenant to pay by instalments the 
£6,000 remaining unpaid ; (3) such a payment by 
instalments was a periodical payment within Stamp 
Act, 1870 (c. 97), s. 72.—LIMMER ASPHALTE PAVING 

10. ¥. INLAND REVENUE Comes. (1872), L. R. 7 
Exch. 211; 41 L. J. Ex. 106; 26 L. T. 683; 20 
W. ht. 610. 

<innotations :—As to (1) Expld. Mutual Property TInsce. v. 

I. R. Comrs. (1926), 136 L. 1.354. As fto(2) Apld. Jones 

v. I. R. Comrs., Sweetmeat Automatic Delivery Co. v. 

I. R. Comrs., [1895] 1 Q. B. 484. Apprvd. National 

Telephone Co. v. I. R. Comrs., [1899] 1 Q. B. 250. Consd. 

County of Durham Llectrical Power Distribution Co. v. 

I. R. Comrs., [1909] 1 K. B. 737. 

s 2 
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Sect. 3.—Stamp duties on instruments generally: 
Sub-sect.2,F.(b) &(c), & F.; sub-sects. 3 & 4.] 


434. Promissory note—Stipulation as to giving 
of time.]—A document, in the form of a joint & 
several promissory note by a principal debtor & 
a surety for £5 payable by instalments, with the 
proviso that, in case of default in payment of any 
one of the instalments, the whole amount remain- 
ing unpaid should become due, concluded with the 
following clause namely, ‘‘ Time may be given to 
either without the consent of the other & without 
prejudice to the rights of the holders to proceed 
against either party, notwithstanding time may be 
given to another’’ :—Held: the document was 
not by reason of such a clause an agreement 
requiring to be stamped as an agreement, but a 
zood promissory note. 

Even if the clause in question amounts to an 
agreement, it is by Stamp Act, 1870 (c. 97), 
exempted from stamp duty, the subject-matter 
not exceeding £5.—YATES v. EVANS (1892), 61 
L. J. Q. B. 446; 66 L. T. 5382; 56 J. P. 565; 36 
Sol. Jo. 274, D. C. 

Annotation :-—Refd. Kirkwood v. Carroll, [1903] 1 K. B. 531. 

Guarantee.|—See GUARANTEE, Vol. XXVI., 
p. 51, Nos. 349-351. 


(c) Afatters Separate and Distinct. 


See Stamp Act, 1891 (c. 39), s. 4. 

435. Sale by auction—One instrument in respect 
of several lots.|—If an interest in land be of the 
value of £20 an agreement for it requires an agree- 
ment stamp. If on a sale by auction the same 
person js declared the highest bidder for several 
lots, a distinct contract arises for cach lot; 
although all the Jots together amount to a greater 
value than £20 no stamp is required if the lots were 
separately of less value than £20.—EMMERSON uv. 
HEELIS (1809), 2 Taunt. 38; 127 E. R. 989. 
Annotations :—Mentd. White v. Proctor (1811), 4 Taunt. 

209; Kemeys v. Proctor (1820), 1 Jac. & W. 350; Baldey 

uv. Parker (1823), 2 B. & C. 37; Kenworthy ». Schoficld 

(1824), 2B. & C. 945; Evans v. Roberts (1826),5 B. & C. 

829; Glengal ». Barnard (1836), 1 Keen, 769 ; Laythoarp 

”. Bryant (1836), 2 Bing. N. C. 735; Seaton v. Booth 

(1836), 1 Har. & W. 742; Jones v. Flint (1839), 10 Ad. & 

Kl. 753; Murphy v. Boese (1875), L. R. 10 Exch. 126; 

Sims v. Landray (1894), 8 R. 582; Boll v. Balls, [1897)} 

1 Ch. 663 ; Dewar v. Mintoft, [1912] 2 K. B. 373; Cohen 

v. Roche, [1927] 1 K. B. 169. 

436. ——.]— Where several lots are 
knocked down to a bidder at an auction & his name 
marked against them in a catalogue a distinct 
contract arises for each lot; & a memorandum, 
signed afterwards by the bidder stating that he 
agrees to become the purchaser of the several lots 
set against his name does not require a stamp, 
though the aggregate exceed £20 in value, no 
single lot being of that price.—Roots v. DORMER 
(LORD) (1832), 4 B. & Ad. 77; 1 Nev. & M. K. B. 
667; 100 E. R. 384. 

Annotations :—Reld. Watling v. Horwood (1847), 12 Jur. 
$8. Mentd. Casamajor v. Strode (1833), 2 My. & K. 706; 
Holliday v. Lockwood, [1917] 2 Ch. 47. 

437. .|\—Leasehold & copyhold pre- 
mises were put up to auction in two separate lots, 
which were knocked down to deft., & he signed the 
following memorandum: ‘I do hereby acknow- 
ledge that I have this day purchased by Public 
Auction Lots 1 & 2 of the estates mentioned in the 
annexed particulars, at the sum of £245, £150 for 
Lot 1 & £95 for Lot 2,’’ etc. Upon refusal of deft. 
to complete the purchase, the premises were resold, 
& an action was brought to recover the difference 
of the price :—Held: the memorandum required 
two stamps.—WATLING v. HorRwoop (1847), 12 
Jur. 48. 

438. Conveyance of land on trust—Deed con- 
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taining declaration of similar trust of stocks.|—By 
indenture to which A., exor. & devisee in trust, 
& C. & D. were parties, it was agreed & declared 
that certain stock, formerly testator’s, should be 
transferred to C. & D. in trust, according to the 
dispositions of the will; & in pursuance of an 
agreement, which was recited, A., by the same 
indenture, bargained, sold, released, etc., lands of 
A. to C. & his heirs, in trust that C. should, out of 
the proceeds, make certain payments directed 
by the will. The indenture bore a £1 15s. stamp : 
—Held: such stamp was sufficient under Stamp 
Act, 1815 (c. 184), Sched. part I.; & the indenture 
did not require to be stamped both as a ‘‘ deed not 
otherwise charged,’’ ctc., in respect of the dis- 
position of stock, & as a ‘‘ conveyance not other- 
wise charged,”’ ctc.. in respect of the bargain, sale, 
& release of lands.—DoE d. HARTWRIGHT v. 
IEREDAY (1840), 12 Ad. & El. 23; 4 Per. & Dav. 
287; 11 L. J. Q. B. 19; 113 E.R. 718. 

Annighon Rela. Lovelock v. TFranklyn (1847), 8 L. T. 


439. Lease — To trustee for purchaser—Con- 
veyance of reversion to purchaser.|—Land was 
conveyed upon a sale by an instrument, dated 
Oct. 28, 1847, in the following manner: the land 
was first bargained & sold by the vendor to a 
trustee for the purchasers for a term of three 
months, & then the reversion conveyed to the 
purchaser. Theinstrument was twice executed by 
the vendor, once by a mere signature, & then 
immediately afterwards by his signing, sealing, & 
delivery :—Held: two stamp duties were charge- 
able upon the instrument as having two distinct 
operations, one as a lease, & the other as a con- 
veyance on a _ sale.—BRIGHTMAN v. INLAND 
REVENUE Comps. (1868), 18 L. T. 412. 

——.|— See LANDLORD & TENANT, Vol. XXX., 
pp. 447-449, Nos. 1090-1105. 

440. Appointment of new trustees of charity— 
Vesting property in trustees.]|—An order of charity 
comrs., by which new trustees of a charity are 
appointed & the property of the charity vested in 
them, is chargeable, under Stamp Act, 1870 (c. 
97), 8. 8, with duty in respect both of the appoint- 
ment & of the vesting order, & does not come 
within the proviso to Stamp Act, 1870 (c. 97), 
s. 78, as a conveyance or transfer made for effectu- 
ating the appointment of anew trustee ——HADGETT 
v. INLAND REVENUE Comrs. (1877), 3 Ex. D. 46; 
37 L. T. 612; 42 J. P. 216; 26 W. RR. 115, D.C. 


F. Instruments Containing Provisions Implicd by 
Lau. 


441. Necessity for stamp in respect of provision 
—Memorandum of deposit of bills..—A mere 
acknowledgment, which does not bind the party 
signing it to do any more than he was otherwise 
bound to do by law, does not require an agrce- 
ment stamp. Thus, an acknowledgment in thesc 
words: ‘‘I have in my hands, three bills, which 
amount to £120 10s. 6d. which I have to get dis- 
counted, or return on demand,’’ was held to require 
no stamp, because it did not bind the party to get 
the bills discounted; & the law would compel 
him to return them on demand. So, an acknow- 
ledgment in these words: ‘‘ I have received a bill, 
drawn by P. upon H., bearing my indorsement & 
the indorsement of P. which I hold, as your 
attorney, to receive the value from the respective 
parties, or to make such other arrangement for 
your benefit as may appear to me, in my pro- 
fessional capacity, reasonable & proper,’’ was held 
to require no stamp.—MULLEIT v. HUTCHISON 
(1828), 7 B. & C. 689; 30. & P. 92; 1 Man. & 


Part [X.—Stamr Duttes. 


ay K, B. §22 3 6]. A O. S. K. B. 176; 108 EB. R. 

861. 

Annotations :-—Refd. Blackwoll ». M‘Naughtan 
Q. B. 127; Semplo v. Steinau (1853), 8 Exch. 622. 
Doo d. Frankis v. Frankis (1840), 11 Ad. & El. 792. 


442. -|—‘‘I have received a bill of 
exchange which I hold as your attorney to recover 
the value of from the parties or to make such 
other arrangement for your benefit as may appear 
to me in my professional character reasonable 
& proper ’’ is not an agreement or a receipt & may 
be read in evidence without any stamp.— LANGDON 
v. WILSON (1828),7 B. & C.640,n.; 2 Man. & Ry. 
K.B.10; 6L.J.0.8S. K. B. 177; 108 E. R. 862. 
Clann :—Mentd. Parker v. Housctield (1834), 2 My. & K. 


443. Joint & several bond by principal & 
surety—Covenant by principal to indemnify surety.| 
—Where by bond A, as principal, & B., as surety, 
were jointly & severally bound to pay to the 
creditors of C. 14s. in the pound on the amount of 
their debts, & by the same bond A. was bound to 
indemnify B. against all loss by reason of his 
becoming surety :—Held: astamp of £1 15s. was 
sufficient in amount for this instrument, & it did 
not require a second stamp on account of A.’s 
obligation to indemnify B., the whole being one 
transaction.— ANNANDALE v. PATTISON (1829), 9 
ae C. 919; 81. J.0.S. K. B. 66; 109 E.R. 
342. 

Annotations ;—Refd. Dickson v. Cass (1830), 1B. & Ad. 343 ; 
Wharton v. Walton (1845), 9 Jur. 638; Stirrup v. Whiston 
(1846), 8 L. I. UO. 8. 90. 

444. - Admission of tenancy on sufferance— 
Agreement to give up tenancy on demand.|]— 
An instrument in these terms: ‘I hereby certify 
that I remain in the house No. 8, Swinton Street, 
belonging to W. on sufferance only, & agree to give 
him immediate possession at any time he may 
require ’’ :—Held: not to amount to an agreement 
for a tenancy, so as to require a stamp.— BARRY v. 
GOODMAN (1837), 2 M. & W. 768; Murp. & H. 
124; 6L. J. Ex. 188; 150 Ki. 1. 967. 

445. Admission of debt in consideration 
of withdrawal of distress—Authority to re-enter 
& distrain—In default of payment.|—A mermo- 
randum, by which, in consideration that A. will 
withdraw a distress for a sum exceeding £20, which 
Lb. admits to be due from him as tenant to A., 
until a future day, B. declares, that in case of 
default it shall be lawful for A. to enter & distrain, 
& to pursue all remedies for the recovery of the 
rent, as if no distress had been taken, is admissible 
in evidence to prove the tenancy without an 
agreement stamp.—HIL1L v. RAMM (1843), 5 Man. & 
G. 789; 6 Scott, N. KR. 571; 1]. T. O. S. 109; 
134 H.R. 779; sub nom. Hint v. RANsom, 12 
L. J.C. P. 275. 

446. Bill of exchange—Agreement to meet 
accommodation bill when due.|/—In an action 
against the acceptor of an accommodation bill, the 
following memorandum, with reference to the bill 
declared on, was held to be admissible in evidence 
without a stamp: ‘‘I hereby acknowledge that 
you have for my accommodation, accepted a bill 
of even date herewith, for £25, payable, etc.; & 
I agree to provide for the same when duc.’’— 
NOTLEY v. WEBB (1848), 5 C. B. 884; 136 E. R. 
1107. 

447. —— Acknowledgment of receipt con- 
taining condition—Rendering bill null & void.|—- 
Declaration stated that pltf. employed deft. to 
obtain a partner for him in his trade; that deft. 
obtained such partner, to wit, S., who entered 
into co-partnership with las upon certain terms ; 
that pltf. paid to deft. £25 for obtaining for him 
the said partner, & it was then agreed between 


(1841), 1 
Mentd. 
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pltf. & deft. that pltf. should accept & deliver to 
deft. a bill of exchange for £27 10s. payable 
eighteen months after date, upon condition that 
8S. should accept the partnership beyond two 
years, but if S. should, at the expiration of eighteen 
months five notice of his wish to retire from the 
trade, & not rescind it, the bill should be void: 
that in consideration pltf. would accept the bill, & 
deliver the same accepted to deft. upon the said 
condition, deft. promised that if he should negoti- 
ate the bill, & if S. should give to pltf. the notice, 
& not rescind it, deft. would indemnify pltf. from 
the payment of the said bill & all costs ; that pltf. 
delivered the bill to deft., who took & received it 
upon the condition aforesaid, & deft. negotiated 
it, & thereby pltf. had been compelled to pay the 
amount; & that S. gave the said notice to pltf., & 
did not rescind it, Breach, that deft. had not 
indemnified pltf. Plea, that deft. did not take or 
receive the bill upon the condition in the declara- 
tion mentioned. On the trial, pltf. offered in 
evidence the following writing, signed by deft. :— 
‘“ Memorandum.—TI have this day received of F. a 
bill for £27 10s., at eighteen months’ date. on 
condition that S. accepts the partnership beyond 
two years; but should S. give notice at the 
expiration of eighteen months, & not afterwards 
rescind the same, the bill to be null & void’: — 
Held: admissible without a stamp, not being “ an 
agreement, or any minute or memorandum of an 
agreement,’’ or ‘‘ evidence of a contract ’’ within 
Stamp Act, 1815 (c. 184), sched., Part I., Title 
‘* Agreement ’’; because it was only evidence of the 
contract as a subsequent admission; & because 
it only expressed the same consequence which the 
law would imply.—D&E PORQUET v. PAGE (1850), 
15 Q. B. 1073; 20 L. J. Q. B. 28; 16L. T. O.S. 
232; 15 Jur. 148; 117 EB. R. 765. 

Provisions implied in mortgage deed.|— 
nee MORTGAGE, Vol. XXXV., pp. 316, 317, Nos. 
620-625. 





SUB-SECT. 3.—ABSENCE OR INSUFFICIENCY OF 
STAMP. 


Jurisdiction of court.)—See EVIDENCE, Vol. 
XXII., pp. 274, 275, Nos. 2607-2614. 
Effect.|—See EvipENcsr, Vol. XXII., pp. 262, 


263, Nos. 2465-2474. 

Admissibility in evidence.]|—See EVIDENCE, Vol. 
XXII., pp. 263-271, Nos. 2475-2558. 

Secondary evidence of unstamped documents. |— 
See EVIDENCE, Vol. XXII., pp. 275, 276, Nos. 
2615-2630. 

Production for purpose of stamping.|—See 
CORPORATIONS, Vol. XIII., p. 349. No. 8753 
DIscovERY, Vol. XVITI., pp. 114, 1638, 170, 171, 
Nos. 652, 1151, 1230-1239. 

Stamp objections.|—See EvIpENCE, Vol. XXIT., 
pp. 278, 274, Nos. 2581-2606. 


SuB-SECT. 4.—ALTERATIONS IN INSTRUMENTS. 


448. Whether restamping necessary.) — If two 
persons by an agreement in writing, lay a wager, 
& then by another agreement, indorsed on the first, 
consent that the bet should be doubled, there must 
be two 6s. agreement stamps.—ROBSON v. HALL 
(1792), Peake, 172; 170 E. BR. 118. 

Annotation :—Refd. Reed v. Deere (1827), 7 B. & C, 261. 

449. .|— Every alteration in an instru- 
ment requiring a stamp makes it a new instrument, 
& requires a new stamp.—BOwMAN v. NICHOL 
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Sect. 83.—Stamp duties on instruments generally: 
Sub-sects.4,5 & 6. Sect. 4.) 


con 5 Term Rep. 537; 1 Esp. 81; 101 E. R. 


Annotations :—Apld. Wilson v. Justice (1796), Peake, Add. 

Cas. 96. Distd. Kershaw v. Cox (1800), 3 Hsp. 246. 

450. Alteration after execution—Deed re- 
executed.|—-A deed was executed, & altered by 
consent of Gabe & then re-executed. This 
deed cannot be given in evidence as a new deed, 
unless it be stamped afresh, because the alteration 
vacates the whole deed (per CUR.).— v. LEE 
(1735), 2 Eq. Cas. Abr. 414; 22 E. R. 352. 

451. Correction of mistake.] — An 
alteration in the terms of a written contract, after 
it has been executed, unless made to correct some 
mistake, or supply some omission, will render a 
new stamp necessary, in order to make it admissible 
in evidence as a security, or to sustain an action 
founded upon it.—SvuTTON v. TOOMER (1827), 7 
B. & C. 416; 1 Man. & Ry. K. B. 125: 6L. J. 
O.S. K. B. 49; 108 BE. R. 778. 

Annoiations :—Distd. Ashling v. Boon, [1891] 1 Ch. 568. 

Refd. Serle v. Norton (1842), 9 M. & W. 309. 

452. Grant of annuity—Indorsement con- 
taining redemption clause.]— Where a former rule for 
setting aside an annuity was discharged because it 
did not appear that an indorsement, not 
memorialised, containing a clause of redemption, 
bearing date after the deed, had been made prior 
to the execution of it ; in which case it could not 
be received in evidence for want of being stamped ; 
the ct. will not enter into the question on a subse- 
quent rule, although it appear clearly that the 
indorsement was made before the deed was 
executed ; & that such clause of re‘emption was 
not inserted in the memorial of the annuity en- 
rolled according to 17 Geo. 2, c. 26.—ScHUMANN »v. 
WEATIIERHEAD (1801), 1 Kast, 537; 102 E. R. 207. 
Annotation :—Distd. Jones v. Jones (1833), 1 Cr. & M. 721. 


453. Rectification of mistake—Bill of sale.] 
—26 Geo. 3, c. 60, s. 17, avoiding a bill of sale of a 
registered ship, which does not truly & accurately 
recite the certificate of registry ; where parties by 
mistake mis-recited in a bill of sale the certificate 
of registry, by stating Guernsey as the port where 
the certificate was granted instead of Weymouth ; 
which mistake was rectified when discovered by 
consent of all parties, & the decd delivered de novo: 
—Held: no new stamp was necessary upon such 
re-execution ; the deed taking no effect from its 
first delivery, & the defect arising not from 
intention but from mistake, & the alteration 
merely making the contract. what it was originally 
intended to have been.—CoLE v. PARKIN (1810), 
12 Kast, 471; 104 B. R. 184. 

.{nnotations :—Consd. Bathe v. Taylor (1812), 15 Kast, ies 


efd. Webber v. Maddocks (1811), 3 Cam 
fie Queensland Land & Coal Co., Davis v. 




















3 Ch. 181. 

454. Contract.|—SuTTon v. TOOMER, 
No. 451, anle. 

455. Affidavit.| — Affidavits filed 


under a wrong title by mistake, ordered to be 
resworn & filed under their proper title, without 
being restamped.—PEARSON v. Wi_Lcox (1853), 
10 Hare, App. II., xxxv.; 1 Eq. Rep. 239; 21 
L. T. O. S. 256; 1 W. R. 492; 68 E.R. 1134. 
456. - Immaterial variation—Affidavit.|—A 
plea puis darrein continuance may be pleaded at any 
time after the last continuance, either in bank, or at 
Nisi Prius, & it is imperative on the judge at Nisi 
Prius to receive it. Pltf. cannot object, at Nisi 
Prius, that the plea is such a one as ought not to 
be received. An affidavit which is annexed to a 
plea, refers to the plea, & therefore need not be 
entitled of the cause:; if, however, on the objection 





a 1. Mentd. 
fartin, 11894) | 
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being made, deft. entitle it, that is not such an 
alteration as to make a new stamp necessary.— 
PRINCE v. NICHOLSON (1814), 1 Marsh. 70; 5 
Taunt. 833; 128 E. R. 718. 
Annotations :-—Refd. Richards vr. Sctree 
Mentd. Lyttleton v. Cross (1824), 3 B 


457. Warrant of attorney.|—By 
Stamp Act, 1815 (c. 184), sched., Part I., a warrant 
of attorney is required to have an ad valorcm 
stamp, except where it is given for securing 4 
sum of money for which the party giving it 1s 
in custody, when a £1 stamp is sufficient. Where 
a@ warrant cf attorney was given under such 
circumstances :—Held: an interlineation in the 
instrument made by consent of both parties, after 
execution, stating the party to be ‘ now a prisoner 
in the custody of the sheriff of K.,’’ was not an 
alteration in a material part of the instrument, 
so as to render a new stamp necessary. HARTLEY 
v. MANSON (1842), 4 Man. & G. 172; 1 Dowl. N.S. 
711; 4 Scott, N. R. 728; 11 L. J. 0. P. 199; 184 
E.R. 71. 

458. —-~— Bill of exchange.|—In an action 
by the indorsee against the acceptor of a bill of 
exchange, the declaration stated that the drawer, 
“on Mar. 22, 1844, made his bill of exchange,’’ 
etc. :—Held: deft. was not at liberty to prove, 
under non accepit, that the bill had been altered 
from Mar. 2 to Mar. 22, there being no variance, as 
the date was immaterial, & therefore the objection 
that the alteration was such as to require a new 
stamp unavailing.—PARRY v. NICHOLSON (1845), 
13 M. & W. 778; 2 Dow. & L. 640; 14 L. J. Kx. 
119; 4L. T. O. S. 399. 


Annotations :-—Refd. Hirschmann v. Budd (1873), Tl. KR. 8 
Exch. 171; Vance ». Lowther (18746), 45 L. J. Q. BB. 200. 


459. Bond — Addition of obligor before 
acceptance by obligee.|—The addition of another 
obligor after the bond has been executed, but 
before the sheriff has accepted it, with the assent of 
the sheriff & the prior obligors, does not vacate the 
bond or make a new stamp necessary..—_MATSON v, 
Boortu (1816),5 M. & S. 223; 105 E. R. 1033. 


Annotations :—Refd. Spicer v. Burgess (1834), 1 Cr. M. & WR. 
129; Hibblewhite v. M‘Morine (1840), 6M. & W. 200. 


460. Alteration declaratory of something 
already ni ple par Saat containing an ex- 
press provision for giving up the farm at Michael- 
mag, the lessor with the assent of the lessee adds 
the words ‘‘ house & buildings.’”? Semble: this 
alteration, being merely an expression of what 
was before implied, does not require a new stamp. 
—Dor d. WATERS v. HOUGHTON (1827), 1 Man. & 
Ry. K. B. 208; 6L. J.0.8. K. B. 86. 

461. Submission to arbitration — Indorse- 
ment after time limited for award.]—On the fly 
leaf of an arbn. bond was an indorsement, bearing 
date after the time limited by the bond for making 
the award & stating that the parties within named 


(1816), 3 l’ricc, 197. 
& C. 317. 




















had met that day by consent, on the award :— 


Held: this memorandum, being evidence of a new 
agreement to refer, was not admissible in evidence 
without a stamp.—STEPHENS v. LOWE, SAME 2. 
Strick (1832), 9 Bing. 32; 2 Moo. & S. 44; 1 
L. J.C. P. 150; 131 E.R. 526. 

462, ——- Marriage settlement — Execution by 
grantor—Alteration before execution by grantee.) — 
The necessary parties met to execute a marriage 
settlement. Immediately after the conveying 
party had executed, & before the execution or 
assent by any other party, the father of the in- 
tended wife objected to a clause; the objection 
was acquiesced in, & the clause was struck out, & 
then the conveying party immediately re-executed 
& the other parties executed :—Held: the execu- 
tion of the deed was in fiert only when the altera- 
tion took place, & the alteration did not make a 
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fresh stamp requisite.—JonEs v. JoNES (1833), 1 
Cr. & M. 721; 3 Tyr. 890; 2L. J. Ex. 249. 
Anmpaton ‘:—Folld. Spicer +. Burgess (1834), 1 Cr. M. & R. 


463. Release to witness—Name of second 
witness added before delivery.|—Deft. executed a 
release to one of his witnesses in the usual manner, 
& gave it to his attorney. At the trial it appeared 
that another witness would require to be released. 
His name was accordingly inserted in the release, 
& defts. re-executed it before it had been delivered 
to either witness :—Held: this re-execution did 
not make a fresh stamp necessary. Qu.: whether 
one stamp is sufficient on a release to two wit- 
nesses.—SPICER v. BuRGESS (1834), 1 Cr. M. & R. 
129; 2 Dowl. 719; 4 Tyr. 598; 8L. J. Ex. 285. 
Annotation :—Mentd. Wade v. Dowling (1854), 4 E. & B. 





464. —— Assignment of lease — Indorsement 
enlarging time for performance.]—Agrcement pro- 
vided that either party making default should pay 
to the other £500 as liquidated damages. After 
the making of the agreement, but before the day 
for its completion arrived, the parties agreed, by 
an indorsement on the former agreement, to 
enlarge the time for its performance for a few days : 
—Held: this amounted to a fresh agreement. 
(u.: whether it was an agreement, the subject- 
matter whereof was of the value of £20, so as to 
require a fresh stamp.—BAcon v. SIMPSON (1837), 
3M. & W. 78; Murp. & H. 309; 7L. J. Ex. 34; 
150 H. R. 1064. 


Annotations :—Refd. Gwynne v. Davy (1840), 1 Man. & G, 
857. Mentd. Tharpe v. Stallwood (1843), 7 J. P. 400. 


465. Addition of point left open—Position 
of boundary.|—TAYLor v. Parry, No. 401, ante. 

‘ Bill of sale-—Description of pro- 
perty sold.]|—A bill of sale assigning certain horses 
as a security, & also such other horses as might be 
substituted for them in the business of the assignor, 
provided the names & descriptions of such sub- 
stituted horses were indorsed :—Held: the in- 
dorsements did not require an additional stamp, 
being only for the purpose of identification.— 
BARKER v. ASTON (1858), 1 F. & F. 192. 

467. —— Proxy — Date of meeting.|— 
Provided a proxy be stamped with a penny stamp 
on execution the date of execution & the date of 
the meeting at which it is to be used may be filled 
in afterwards by any person duly authorised by 
the giver of the proxy to do so; even though at 
the time of execution the date of the meeting has 
not been fixed.—SADGROVE v. BRYDEN, [1907] 1 
Ch. 318; 76 L. J. Ch. 184; 96 L. T. 3613 23 
YT. DL. R. 255; 51 Sol. Jo. 210; 14 Mans. 47. 

468. Transfer of shares by deed — Com- 
pletion of transfer—Substitution of new transferee.] 
—A railway Act makes the shares transferable by 
deed, & directs that on every sale, the deed being 
executed by the seller & the purchaser, shall be 
kept by the co., or by the secretary or clerk of the 
co., who shall enter, in some book to be kept for 
that purpose, a memorial of such transfer & sale, 
& indorse the entry of such memorial on the deed 
of sale or transfer; & that until such memorial 
shall have been made & entered, the seller shall 
remain liable for all future calls, & the purchaser 
shall have no part or share in the profits. 

The deed of transfer was executed by A., the 
seller, with the name of B. inserted as the pur- 
chaser ; before any execution of the deed by B., 
it was arranged that C. instead of B. should be the 














PART IX. SECT. 4. 


d. Adjudication stamp — Whether 
effectual—On documents prohibited by 
law from being stamped.|}—As 33 & 234 


an adjudication 


Vict. c. 97, 8. 18, did not authorise the 
Comrs. of Inland Revenue to attach a 
bited 
which were prohibi 
being stamped after execution an 
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purchaser; whereupon the name of B. being 
struck out & that of C. substituted, A. re-executed 
the altered deed :—Held: the deed was so far 
complete as between A. & B. that it could not 
operate as a conveyance to C. without a new stamp. 
Qu. : whether it might have been shown that B.’s 
name had been inserted by mistake.—LONDON & 
BRIGHTON Ry. Co. v. FATRCLOUGH (1841), 2 Man. 
& G. 674; 2 Ry. & Can. Cas. 544; Drinkwater, 
196; 3 Scott, N. BR. 68; 10 L. J. C. P. 1833 5 
J.P. 513; 133 H. BR. 916. = eee 

} ‘—_— . Morgan ae: «Ds 
mat tv i Montd. iscy 0 Donny (1852), 7 Exch. 581; Faller 


v. Earle (1852), 21 L. J. Ex. 314; Martin v. Reid (1862), 
11C. B. Mi S$. 730: Cochrane v. Moore (1890), 25 Q. B. D. 
oT. 


469. Variation in charterparty.] — Crop- 
TON v. PICKERNELL (1847), 6 L. T. 257 3 subsequent 
proceedings, 16 M. & W. 829. 

Bills of exchange.|—See BILLS oF EX- 
CHANGE, VolL.VI., pp. 503-507, Nos. 3200-3233. 

—— Insurance policy.|—See INSURANCE, Vol. 

XXIX., pp. 67, 68, Nos. 253-261. 








SuB-srcT. 5.—INSTRUMENTS IEXECUTED 
ABROAD. 


470. Bond for foreign stock—Signed abroad— 
Issued in England.|--A bond for foreign stock, 
signed in Paris, but issued in England, does not 
require an English stamp.—YRISARRI v. CLEMENT 
(1826), as reported in 2 C. & P. 223; 2 State Tr. 
N.S. App. 986; 4L. J.O.8.C. P. 128; 172 E.R. 
101. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Thompson v. Barclay (1831), 9 L. J. 
O. 8. Ch. 215; British South African Co. v. Companhia 
de Mocambique (1893), 69 L, T. 604; Duff Development 
Co. v. Kelantan Government, [1924] A. C, 797. ; 

"471. Receipts for loan.|] —‘The cts. of this 
country will take no notice of the revenue laws of 
foreign states. Therefore where assumpsit was 
brought for money lent in France, & unstamped 
receipts were produced in proof of the loan, evi- 
dence to show that by the law of France, such 
receipts required stamps to render them valid, 

was rejected.—JAMES v. CATHERWOOD (1823), 3 

Dow. & Ry. K. B. 190. ; 

Annotation :—Apld. Bristow v. Scqueville (1850), 5 Exch. 275. 
472. Agreement—Relating to property abroad.| 

—An agreement made bctween two persons 

residing in Calcutta relating to property in 

Calcutta need not necessarily be written on 

stamped paper.—GILCHRIST v. HERBERT (1872), 

26 L. T. 381; 20 W. R. 348. 

473. Conveyance on sale — Consideration pay- 
able in England.]—INLAND REVENUE COMRs, v. 
Marreé & Co (Paris), LTp., No. 651, post. 


SUB-SECT. 6.—CONFILICT oF LAWS. 


See CONFLICT OF Laws, Vol. XI., pp. 303, 309, 
393, Nos. 14-16, 668-670 ; Britis OF EXCHANGE, 
Vol. VI., pp. 439-441, Nos. 2820-2836. 


Szct. 4.—REGULATIONS AS TO STAMPING 
INSTRUMENTS. 
See Stamp Act, 1891 (c. 39), ss. 12, 15, 88, 
sched. I. 
474. Re-stamping—lInstrument applied to second 
use—Non-negotiable promissiory note—Transfer 


adjudication stamp impressed on such 
document was ineffectual.—ValL- 
BANGS v. FORBES (1879), 6 R. (Ct. of 
Sess. 


to d ia 
ee Nee $0 )1099,—SCOT. 


by law from 
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Sect. 4.—Regulations as to stamping instruments. 
Sect. 5.] 


without second stamp.’ —Deft., the indorsee of a 
promissory note which was not negotiable, in- 
dorsed it to pltf., in payment for goods; pltf. 
neglected to present the note to the maker when it 
became due, & it remained unpaid :—Held: pltf. 
could, notwithstanding, recover the price of the 
goods sold from deft., as the note not being 
originally negotiable, pltf. had not been guilty of 
laches in not presenting it, & the transfer not 
amounting to a new making, for want of a stamp.— 
PLIMLEY v. WESTLEY (1835), 2 Bing. N. C. 249; 
1 Hodg. 324; 2 Scott, 423; 5L. J.C. P. 51; 132 
E.R. 98. 

annolahon :—Consd. Gwinnell v. Herbert (1836), 5 Ad. & El. 


475. Adjudication—Whether objection to ad- 
missibility precluded—Stamp affixed after objec- 
tion at trial—é& before appeal.|—(1) Documents 
stamped with a ‘‘ denoting ’’ stamp by the Comrs. 
under Stamp Act, 1870 (c. 97), s. 14, cannot be 
objected to, when tendered in cvidence as being 
improperly stamped. 

_ (2) Where in an action on a bond the instrument 
is objected to at the trial as being insufficiently 
stamped, & afterwards, but before the case is 
argued in banc, a denoting stamp is affixed to it 
by the Comrs., such objection to the sufficiency of 
the first stamp is not thereby removed.—PRU- 
DENTIAL MUTUAL ASSURANCE INVESTMENT & 
LOAN ASSOCN. v. CURZON (1852), 8 Exch. 97; 22 





oe Ex. 85; 19 L. T. O. S. 257; 155 E. R. 
476. Power of commissioners to affix./— 


A mtge. deed though expressed to ve made for 
securing the repayment or retransfer of an un- 
certain & unlimited amount of money or stock is 
admissible in evidence, & available under 13 & 14 

Vict. c. 97, sched. Title Mortgage, for such amount 

of money or stock intended to be thereby secured, 

as the ad valorem duty denoted by the stamp 
thereon will extend to cover. Qu.: as to power 
of the comrs. of stamps in such a case to affix the 
denoting stamp under sect. ]4.—MoRGAN v. PIKE 

(1854), 14 C. B. 473; 2C.L. R. 696; 23 L. J.C. P. 

Ser 22 L. T. O.S. 242; 2W. HR. 198; 189 TE. lh. 
oO. 

Annotation :— P 1as- Co. v, : 
ieee o eld, Northampton Gas-Light. Co. v. Parnell 
477. —— Finality of..—Gnrix v. DAuBY (1854), 

23 L. T. O.S. 271. 

478. Case stated for Divisional Court— 
Appeal to Court of Appeal.J|—The decision of a 
Div. Ct. upon a case stated by the Comrs. of 
Inland Revenue under Stamp Act, 1870 (c. 97), 
8. 19,1s an “order’’ & not a ‘‘ judgment,’’ & an 
appeal from such decision to the Ct. of Appeal 
must be brought within twenty-one days.— 
ONSLOW v. INLAND REVENUE Comps. (1890), 25 
Q. B. D. 465; 59 L. J. Q. B. 556; 63 L. T. 518; 
38 W. R. 728; 6T. L. R. 454, GC. A. 

479. Duty of commissioners to adjudicate 
—Instrument made as security without limit— 
Stamp Act, 1891 (c. 39), s. 12 (6)..—SurFrrELp 
(LORD) v. INLAND REVENURF Comrs., No. 432, ante. 

480. Adhesive stamp—Sufficiency of cancella- 
tion—By stamping.]—The cancellation by stamp- 
ing of an adhesive stamp on a bill is clearly suffi- 
cient.— VIALE v. MICHAEL (1874), 30 L. T. 463, 

481. By defacing marks.] — An 
adhesive stamp used on a letter or power of 
attorney for appointing a proxy to vote at a mect- 
ing is sufficiently cancelled within Stamp Act, 
1891 (c. 39),s. 8 (1), by the writing across it of part 
of the name of the person cancelling it, or the date 
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of cancellation alone, or other marks of a defacing 
nature.—M‘MULLEN v. Sir ALFRED HICKMAN 
STEAMSHIP, LTD. (1902), 71 L. J. Ch. 766; 18 
T. L. R. 650; 10 Mans. 106. 

482. Or impressed stamp — Charterparty.| 
—A charterparty executed entirely abroad & 
stamped within two months after it has been re- 
ceived in this country can be received in evidence, 
since it falls within Stamp Act, 1870 (c. 97), 8. 15, 
& not of sects. 67 & 68 of that Act.—THE BELFORT 
(1884),9P. D. 215; 583 L. J.P. 88; 51 L. T. 27) ; 
33 W. R. 171; 5 Asp. M. L. C. 291, D. C. 

483. Time for stamping — After execution— 
Instrument executed abroad—Time for stamping 
after receipt in United Kingdom.|—THE BELFORT, 
No. 482, ante. 


484. ——- #--——- —— _ ——.] — A chartered 
banking co., the principal business of which was 
in Australia, stopped payment, & was ordered to 
be wound up in this country. A scheme of 
reconstruction was proposed, by which a new bank 
was to be established, which was to defray the 
liabilities of the old bank with certain exceptions. 
The judge directed meetings of the shareholders & 
creditors to be held in order to ascertain their 
wishes as to the scheme. It being necessary that 
this should be done without delay, & the great 
majority of the creditors being resident in Aus- 
tralia, the judge made an order directing a form of 
proxy to be sent by the Official Receiver by 
telegraph to Australia appointing specified persons 
to vote for or against the scheme at the London 
meeting; the proxy papers were to be executed 
by the creditors in Australia & deposited at the 
offices of the co. at the principal cities in Australia 
not later than three days previous to the meeting 
in London, & the particulars & number of the 
proxies for & against the scheme were to be tele- 
graphed to the Official Receiver. This was done, 
& the result declared at the meeting in J.ondon, 
when it was found that more than the statutory 
number of the creditors, including the Australian 
creditors, were in favour of the scheme, but that if 
the Australian votes were not counted the resolu- 
tion in favour of the scheme would not have been 
carried. Under these circumstances the judge 
sanctioned the scheme. Some of the Scottish & 
English creditors appealed from this decision on 
the grounds (a) that the scheme was improvident & 
unfair towards the creditors generally; (b) that 
the judge had no power to ordcr the result of the 
Australian proxies to be communicated by tele- 
gram to the meeting, but that the proxics ought to 
have been produced at the meeting; (c) that the 
Australian proxy papers were irregular in naming 
a particular person as agent for the voter; (d) that 
as to some of the proxy papers, which were stamped 
with a penny stamp, the day of the mecting at 
which they were to be used was not inserted, &, 
therefore, they were void under Stamp Act, 1891 
(c. 39), 8. 80 :—Held: the proxies on which the 
day of meeting was not named would be good 
if stamped with a ten shilling stamp within thirty 
days of their being received in England under 
Stamp Act, 1891 (c. 39), s. 15 (3).—-Re ENGLISH, 
ScoTTISH & AUSTRALIAN CHARTERED BANK, [1893] 
3 Ch. 385; 62 L. J. Ch. 825; 69 L. T. 268; 42 
W.R. 4; 9 T. L. R. 581; 37 Sol. Jo. 648; 2 R. 
574, C. A. 


Annotations :—Mentd. Re London Chartered Bank of Aus- 
2 Ch. 540; Re Queensland National Bank 
82; Re Canning Jarrah Timber Co, 
(1900), 69 L. J. Ch. 416; Re Syria Ottoman Ry. (1904), 
20 T. L. R. 217; Re Tea Corpn., Sorsbie v. Tea Corpn., 
[1904] 1Ch.12; Re A Debtor, Hx p. Peak Hill Goldfield, 
(1909) 1K. B. 430. 


—— —— Bills of exchange.!—See BiILis or 





Parr I[X.—StTamp Dvuttrs. 


EXCHANGE, Vol. VI., pp. 440, 441, Nos. 2830, 2833, 
2834, 2836. 

-|—Sec, also, EvIpENcE, Vol. XXII., p. 
271, Nos. 2559-2570. 





Sect. 5.—EXEMPTIONS FROM STAMP DUTIES. 

See Stamp Act, 1891 (c. 39), sched. I. 

485. Burden of proof that instrument exempt— 
On party offering instrument in evidence.|—Where 
an unstamped indenture of apprenticeship recited 
that a premium of £12 had been paid; but added, 
that it was paid out of a charitable donation fund 
belonging to the parish, & the master being called, 
proved that the premium had been paid by the 
parish officers, who told him at the time of paying 
it that it was charity money :—Held: the fact of 
payment being proved, the recital in the indenture, 
& the declarations of the parish officers, were not 
admissible in evidence, so as to bring the case 
within the exception in 44 Geo. 3, c. 98, s. 190, & 
the indenture, being unstamped, was. void. 
Semble: a charitable donation fund belonging to a 
parish is a public charity, within such exception. 

They (resps.) . . . produccan indenture that on 
the face of it purports that a premium has been 
paid & which has not been stamped. Now if that 
premium was paid out of a public charity, it 
was the duty of applts. to prove that fact 
(BAYLEY, J.).—IR. v. SEEFFINGTON (INHABITANTS) 
(1820), 3 B. & Ald. 382; 106 KE. R. 702. 
snot :—Refd. R. v. Liangunnor (1831),2 RB. & Ad. 


486. .|—A memorandum as follows: 
‘‘Send me a licence to use two of <A.’s patent 
furnaces to be applied to a single plate, etc., for 
which I agrce to pay, as agreed, £25 as a patent 
right, & which is to include iron works, fire bricks, 
& labour; engineers’ or furnace-builders’ time to 
superintend or fix the above order, to be paid 6s. 
per day ’’ :—Held: (1) to be either an agreement, 
or an acceptance of a previous proposal, & there- 
fore to require a stamp ; (2) it was not within the 
exemption in Stamp Act, 1815 (c. 184), sched., 
Part I., as relating to ‘‘ the sale of goods, wares, or 
merchandise,’’ as either the primary object of the 
agreement was the licence, or it was an agreement 
for the erection of fixtures. 
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writ of summons within 1879 Act, 
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(3) Where an agreement is prima facie within 
Stamp Act it is for the party offering it in evidence 
to bring it within the exemption.—CHANTER v. 
DICKINSON (1843), 5 Man. & G. 258; 2 Dowl. 
N.S. 838; 6 Scott, N. R.182; 121. J.C. P. 147; 
7 Jur. 89; 134 E. R. 560. 

487. Exemptions under particular statutes—Sale 
directed by guardians —By order of poor law 
authority—Poor Law (Amendment) Act, 1834 
(c. 76), Ss. 86.]|—Assumpsit against vendce of lands, 
for not paying the purchase-money in pursuance of 
a contract of sale upon an auction alleged in the 
declaration to have been directed by guardians of 
an union in pursuance of an order under the hands 
& seals of the Poor Law Comrs. On executing 
a writ of inquiry, the contract was offered in 
evidence :—Held: it might be received, though 
unstamped, the declaration showing sufficiently 
that the sale was in pursuance of an order of the 
comrs., & therefore exempted from stamp duty by 
above sect.—BANBURY UNION GUARDIANS 1. 
ROBINSON (1848), 4 Q. B. 919; Dav. & Mer. 92 ; 
12L. J.Q. B. 327; 1L. T. 0.8. 3138; 7 Jur. 599 ; 
114 BE. R. 1144. 

Annotation :—Mentd. IR. v. Johnson (1845), 10 J. P. 72. 

488. Conveyance to local authority.|— 
The City of Bath Act, 1851 (c. civ), constituting 
the mayor, etc., the local board of health for the 
city of Bath, incorporates portions of Public 
Health Act, 1848 (c. 63), but expressly excepts 
sect. 151, which exempts from stamp duty, deeds, 
etc., executed by local boards for the purpose of 
that Act. Sect. 85 of the Bath Act declares 
that the Act shall be subject to the provisions of 
any subsequent Act for amending the Public 
Health Act, 1848 (c. 63). The Local Government. 
Act, 1858 (c. 98), is to be construed with & form 
part of Public Health Act, 1848 (c. 63), & to take 
effect where the Act of 1848 was already in force 
wholly or partially ; & local boards formed under 
the later Act are to have all the rights & liabilities 
of boards under the Act of 1848. A subsequent 
Act of 1861 provides that the Act of 1858 shall 
extend to local boards constituted under local Acts 
as well as under the general Act of 1858, with this 
qualification, that provisions of the general Act 
opposed to or restrictive of the provisions of any 
local Act, shall be of no force in the district for 
which the local Act was passed :—Held: a deed 





m. Instruncnt dedicating road to 


e. Transfer of land in a State by 
private persons to Commonwealth—Not 
tarable.J—A mnemorandum of transfer 
of land held under Real Property Act 
(N. S. W.) to the Commonwealth for 
Commonwealth purposes under Pro- 
perty for Public Purposes <Acquisi- 
tion Act, 1901, s. 3, is not liable to 
stamp duty under sect. 2, sched. 4, 
& therefore the Commonwealth is 
entitled to have such instrument 
marked exempt by the Comr. for the 

urpose of registration under Real 
-roperty Act.—THE COMMONWEALTH 
v, STATE OF NEW SOUTH WALES (1906), 
3 C0. L. R. 807.— AUS. 


f. Deed of gift.) —PEERS vv. COL- 
LECTOR OF Imposts, [1920] V. L. R. 
516.—AUS. 


g. ——.]—A transaction is not liable 
to duty as a deed of gift under 
ee Acts (Amendment) Acts, 1891 
& 1895, unless there is some instrn- 
ment, or series of instruments perhaps, 
executed by donor for the purpose of 
giving effect to the gift.—HANNAH v. 
Stamps CoMR. (1902), 21 N. Z L. 0. 
409.—N.Z. 

h. Swmmons to agent — Under ab- 
sent or absconding debtor procesa.}-—A 
summons to ent under the absent 
or absconding debtor process is not a 


c. 86 (in relation to the issue of stamps 
for the support of the law library at 
Halifax), & does not require to have 
a stamp affixed thereto. as provided 
by the Act.—HENRy ¥v. CURRY (1890), 
22 N.S. Rt. 152.—CAN, 

k. Manufacturing company—Power 
fo promote companies.}— A manu- 
facturing co. which by its arts. of 
assocn. is empowered to promote cos., 
& to hold & deal in their shares, & to 
acquire & sell patents & licences, is 
not aco. formed excl]usively for manu- 
facturing purposes, & is not entitled 
to be exempted from payment of stamp 
duty.—Re Erectrio Lianr & PowrEr 
ae Lrp. (1883), 2 N. Z L. Re. 28 

1. Statutory declaration.|}—A _ statu- 
tory declaration verifying a copy of 
the last balance shect of a co, & 
deposited with it in the office of the 
Registrar of the Supreme Ct. in com. 
pliance with Fire & Marine Insurance 
Companies Act, 1889, s. 11, is a declara- 
tion filed in a ct. within the meaning 
of the first exemption under the head- 
ing of ** Affidavits & Declarations *’ in 
Stamp Act, 1882, Sched. 3, & is 
therefore exempt from stamp duty. 
—Rec COMMERCIAL UNION ASSURANCE 
eo gees (1898), 18 N. Z. L. R. 585. 


local authority.}—An instrument. dedi- 
eating Iand to a Jocal authority for 
the use of the public, although the 
dedication is expressed to be for cone 
sideration, is exempt from stamp duty 
under the exemptions contained in 
Stamp Act, 1882, Sched. 3, Par. 2, 
under the head of ‘‘ conveyance on 
sale,”? the word ‘‘ dedicating ’’ in that 
excmption not necessarily implying a 
grant without consideration —HUTT 
BokovuGH COUNCIL tv. STAMPS COMRK, 
(1906), 26 N. Z. L. R. 560.— N.Z. 


n. Letter of obligation.}-—A letter of 
obligation if produced by the Crown 
in the Ct. of Justiciary need not be 
stamped.—Dick (1832), 4 Se Jur. 


59 4 .—SCOT. 


0. Acknowledyments signed by de- 
fendant.}—In an action by the exors. 
of a deceased for cash advances, there 
were produced acknowledgments 
signed by defender blank, & after- 
wards filled up by deceased :—Held: 
such documents did not require to be 
stamped.—HAMILTON’S EXECUTORS 1, 
STRUTHERS (1858), 21 Dunl. (Ct. of 
Sess.) 51; 31 Se. Jur. 42.—SCOT. 


p. Feu  ccintract.) — LANARKSHIRE 
CouNTY COUNCIL v. INLAND REVENUE 
Comrs,, [1918] S. C. (H. L.) 126; 55 
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Sect. 5.—Haemptions from stamp duties. Sect. 6: 


Sub-secis. 1,2 & 3, A. & B.] 


Oy which, in pursuance of the powers in the Act 
of 1858, land was conveyed to the mayor, etc., of 
Bath, ‘‘ acting as the local board, & requiring the 
land thereby conveyed for a street improvement 
within their district,’ was exempt from stamp 
duty by virtue of Public Health Act, 1848 (c. 63), 
8. 151, notwithstanding the express exception of 
that sect. from the Bath Local Act of 1851.—Batu 
CoRPN. v. INLAND REVENUE Com,ms. (1871), 40 
L. J. Ex. 181; 251. T. 28; 20 W. BR. 80. 
Building societies.| —- See BUILDING 
SocIETIES, Vol. VII., pp. 483, 484, Nos. 175-182. 
Friendly societies.}] — See FRIENDLY 
SocrETIES, Vol. XXV., pp. 291, 295, Nos. 27, 46, 47. 
Acknowledgments in writing.) — See 
LIMITATION OF ACTIONS, Vol. XXXII., p. 378, Nos. 
615-619. 
Contracts of poor law authorities.]|—See 
Poor Law Amendment Act, 1834 (c. 76), s. 86. 
Particular instruments.]—Sce Sect. 6, post. 














SEcT. 6.—DUTIES UPON PARTICULAR 
INSTRUMENTS. 
SUR-SECT. 1.—ADMISSION TO OFFICE OR POSITION. 
See Stamp Act, 1891 (c. 39), ss. 18-21, sched. 1, 
& Finance Act, 1895 (c. 16), s. 10. 
489. Admission of several persons — On single 
stamp—Validity as to all persons.|—R. v. REEKS, 
No. 410, ante. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—AFFIDAVIT AND STATUTORY 
DECLARATION. 

See Stamp Act, 1891 (c. 89), sched. J.; Finance 
Act, 1907 (c. 13), s. 6; Patents & Designs Act, 
1907 (c. 29). 

490. Separate stamp for each  affidavit.|— 
There must be a distinct & separate stamp for each 
distinct affidavit, before the same can be used or 
read.—ATKINS v. REYNOLDS (1815), 2 Chit. 14. 

491. One affidavit relating to several matters— 
Stamp in respect of each matter.j|—An affidavit 
that relates to several indictments or causes must 
have as many stamps as there are cases to which 
the affidavit & motion founded thereon apply.— 
R. v. CARLISLE (1819), 1 Chit. 451. 

492. Memorandum of sworn parol statement— 
Whether affidavit stamp required.|—By Distress 
for Kent Act, 1788 (c. 19); 8. 23, the sheriff, on 
taking a replevin bond, must ascertain the value 
of the goods distrained, on oath. Where the under 
sheriff administered the oath to A. B., the broker, & 
there was also written on the margin of the replevin 
bond, ‘‘ A. B. maketh oath, that the value of the 
goods within specified is £49 16s. Od.’’ :—Held: 
this was a mere memorandum, & did not require 
an affidavit stamp.—DUNN ». LOWE (1827), 4 
Bing. 193; 12 Moore, C. P. 407; 5L. J,0.8. C. P. 
149; 130 E. R. 742. 

493. Statutory declaration—Sworn by one per- 
son as to whole—As to part by another—Only 


Se. L. R. 504; (1917) 28. L. T. 17.— —Held: the co. 
SCOT. 

aq. Company carrying on business in 
colani-=Princioal office in England.) 
—The memorandum of assocn. of &@ 
limited co. having its principal office 
in England declared that one of the 
objects of the co. was ‘‘ to carry on 
in any part of the world the business,’’ 
ete. e co. carried on business 
through an agent in the Cape Colony : —CAN. 


was not liable to 
stamp duty.— MARSHALL vw. 
(1895), 72 L. T. 783, P. C.—S. AF. 


PART IX. SECT. 6, SUB-SECT. 2. 

r. Papers annexed to affidavit.}— 
Papers annexed to an affidavit are not 
filings distinct from the affidavit, & 
do not require to be stamped.—CaAsE 
oP Se (1890), 6 Man. L. FR. 552. 
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one stamp required.|—REVERSIONARY INTEREST 
Society, Lrp. v. INLAND REVENUE Comrs., No. 


423, ante. 

494, Alteration in.|—Prarson v. Wiicox, No. 
455, ante. 

495. .|-—PRINCE v. NiIcHOLSON, No. 456, 





SUB-SECT, 3.—AGREEMENT AND MEMORANDUM 
OF AGREEMENT. 
A. In General. 
See Stamp Act, 1891 (c. 39), ss. 22, 23, sched. I. 
496. Proposal.|] —In an action for work & 
labour, a proposal on the part of deft., which was 
not finally acceded to, containing an estimate for 
the amount of the work, may be read in evidence 
by deft., although it be not stamped.—PENNIFORD 
a HAMILTON (18])9), 2 Stark. 475; 171 E. R. 710, 


Annotation :—Apld. Parker v. Dubois (1836), Tyr. & Gr. 


497, ——.]—HUDSPETH v. YARNOLD, No. 521, 
post. 

498. Acceptance of oral proposal.|—Where a 
proposal made orally is assented to in writing, the 
latter, being evidence of an agreement, is not 
admissible without a stamp, as where it is written 
by deft. & signed by pltf.—HEGARTY v. MILNE 
(1854), 14 C. B. 627; 2C.L. R.779; 23L. J.C. P97. 
151; 18 Jur. 496; 1389 HK. R. 258; sub nom. 
eee v. MILNE, 23 L. T. O. 8S. 78; 2 W. KH. 
3738. 

499. Agreement not required to be in writing.|— 
VAUGHTON v. BRINE, No. 535, post. 

500. Agreement signed by one _ party.|-—~ 
HUGHES v. BupD, No. 532, post. 

501. .|—I1t [an agreement, signed only by 
one of the parties] may nevertheless be a ‘‘ minute 
or memorandum ”’ of an agrecment, &, as ‘‘ evi- 
dence’ of it, may require a stamp (COCKBURN, 
©.J.).—OXENHAM v. SMYTHE (1860), 2 I’. & F. 220. 

502. Agreement not binding per se.| — The 
stamp imposed by Stamp Act, 1815 (c. 184), on 
agreem ez~ 3 under hand, applies, only to agreements, 
which, per se, are binding as agreements.—R. v. 
St. MARTIN’S LEICESTER (INITABITANTS) (1834), 
2 Ad\& El, 210; 4 Nev. & M. K. B. 202; 2 Nev. 
& M.M.C.472; 41. J.M.C. 25; 111 KH. &. 81. 
Annotation :- Mentd. Hill v. Barry (1842), 7 Jur. 10. 

508. Document as evidence of previous 
aap ieee writing containing not direct evi- 
dence of a contract, but merely evidence of a 
material fact from which a contract may be in- 
ferred, does not require a stamp. 

A letter was written by pltf.’s attorney to deft.’s 
attorney, requesting to know whether deft. wished 

Itf. to pay certain calls in a joint stock co. for 

im, to which deft.’s attorney, in reply, wrote a 
letter authorising pltf. to pay the calls. In an 
action to recover the sum paid :—Held: the letters 
did not require an agreement stamp.—PARKER v. 
DUBOIS (1836), 1 M. & W. 30; 1 Gale, 366; Tyr. 
& Gr. 243; 5 L. J. Ex. 90. 

504. —— |—A document which is not 
intended to operate as a binding contract, but is 
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496i. Proposal.}—A written pro- 
posal or a written offer does not become 
subject to stamp duty td reason of 
subsequent acceptance which {is not 
in writing.—SECRETARY TO THE COMR. 
or SALT, ABKARI & SEPARATE REVENUE 
v. SoutnH INDIAN BANK, LTD., TIN- 
NEVELLY (1913), T. L. R. 38 Mad. 349. 


ORPEN 


Part IX.—Sramr Duttss. 


only used as evidence of a previous contract is 
not within Stamp Act, 1815 (c. 184), which imposes 
a stamp upon agreements, whether used as evi- 
dence of a contract, or as obligatory upon the 
parties.—BEECHING v. WESTBROOK (1841), 8 
M. & W. 411; 1 Dowl. N.S. 18; 10 L. J. Ex. 464 ; 
151 ae R. mie 
Annotations :— . Fancou ; «Bs, 
312; Knight a re (te46), 16 Moe W: 66. Uonsd. Poli 
v. Lee (1849), 4 Exch. 230. Refd, Marshall v. Powell 
ea on Pract. Cas. 590; Clay v. Crofts (1851), 17 


L. 

505. -|—As to the admissibility of the 
latest document, I think it required no stamp. 
is merely a recapitulation of the former agreement ; 
& its object seems to have been to show that the 
promissory note was given up on the day named: 
& for this purpose I cannot but think it was re- 
ceivable without a stamp. The former agreement, 
which was rehearsed, was properly stamped, & 
is binding. I cannot think that a memorandum 
which mercly recites a former agreement requires 
a stamp (LORD DENMAN, C.J.).—MARSHALL v. 
POWELL (1846), 9 Q. B. 779; 1 New Pract. Cas. 
590; 16L. J.Q.B.5; 8L. T. O.S. 1593; 11 Jur. 
61; 115 TE. R. 1475. 

















bg oee —.]—Woop v. COCKERELL, No. 
518, post. 
507. .|—If, after two parties have 


orally agreed to certain terms, one of them desires 
that they shall be put into writing, & the other 
writes them out in the form of a proposal, which is 
orally accepted ; this, though necessary to be put 
in as matter of evidence, docs not require a stamp 
. an agreement.—LAING v. SMITH (1862), 3 7. & I’, 
{) 6 


B. Particular Instances. 
See Stamp Act, 1891 (c. 39), ss. 22, 23, sched. I. 
508. Indorsement on deed — Altering terms of 
debt.|—A memorandum on the back of a debt, 
altering some of the terms of it, does not require to 
x 2 na v. HALE (1800), 3 Esp. 237, 


509. Acknowledgment of debt.] —A_ written 
paper containing a bare acknowledgment of a 
debt is good evidence under the money counts, 
without a stamp.—ISRAEL v. ISRAEL (1808), 1 
Jamp. 499 ; 170 H.R. 10385, N. P. 

510. With promise of repayment.]—An 
instrument whereby pltf. acknowledges a loan of 
money, & promises repayment, & engages to pay 
an unliquidated demand out of interest, & to pay 
the principal & the remainder of the interest to 
the lender, his exors., administrators, & assigns, 
is not a promissory note, & it is properly stamped 
with an agreement stamp.—BOoLTon v. DUGDALE 
(1833), 4 B. & Ad. 619; 1 Nev. & M. K. B. 412; 


21.3. K.B.104; 110 E. R. 589. 
sree ‘—Refd. Davies v. Wilkinson (1839), 10 Ad. & El. 


511. I.0.U.—Stating time for payment.]— 
An instrument in the following form: ‘‘ Oct. 11, 
1831. I.0.U. £20, to be paid on the 22nd inst., 
W. B.,’’ requires a stamp, either as a promissory 
note, or as an agreement tor the payment of money 
above the value of £10.—BrRooks v. ELKINS 
(1836),2 M. & W. 74; 2 Gale, 200; 6L. J. Ex. 6; 


150 BE. R. 675. 
Annotations :-—Distd. Jarvis v. Wilkins (1841), 7 M. & W. 
a Melanotte v. Teasdale (1844), 1 New Pract. Cas. 











512. .|—A paper signed by deft. was in 
the following form: ‘‘ Mr. H., pltf., has advanced 
me £12 on furniture, etc., delivered to him at 
Stratford ’’ :—Held: this did not require a stamp. 
Rr eae v. O'CONNOR (1837), 8 C. & P. 204, 
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5138. -In memorandum of relinquishment of 
ee noun v. CALVERT (1859), 1 F. & F. 


514. No definite time for payment stated.| 
—A document in these words: ‘‘ I., A., have this 
day borrowed of B. £300 4 per hundred, payable 
yearly,’’ does not require a stamp, either as a 
promissory note or an agreement.—CorRy v. 
DAvis (1863), 14 C. B. N. 8S. 370; 143 E. R. 489; 


sub nom. CONEY v. DAVIES, 2 New Rep. 29. 
Bel aals :—Mentd. Blewitt v. Tritton, [1892] 2 Q. B. 





——.]—See LIMITATION OF ACTIONS, Vol. 
XXXII., pp. 378, 379, Nos. 615-619. 
515. Prospectus — Containing agreement — 


Actual copy delivered.|—-Where the agreement on 
which the action is brought is contained in a 
prospectus of terms delivered by pltf. to deft., 
it is necessary to get that identical copy stamped, 
which has been delivered, & it is not sufficient to 
get another copy stamped.— WILLIAMS v. STOUGH- 
TON (1817), 2 Stark. 2902 ; 171 E. R. 650, N. P. 

Annotation :-~—Refd. Chadwick v. Clurke (1845), 1 Cc. fT. 


516. Containing proposal only.]|—In an 
action by a schoolmaster for a sum of money in 
lieu of three months’ notice of the removal of 
applt.’s, deft.’s, sons from school, it appeared 
that applt.’s agent having expressed a wish to 
place applt.’s sons under resp.’s, pltf.’s, care, 
received from the latter a prospectus, which stated 
that the terms were sixty guineas per annum, & 
that three months’ notice or payment was required 
previously to the removal of the pupil. esp. 
at the time of delivering the prospectus agreed, 
verbally, that the boys should be charged for at 
the rate of fifty guineas perannumeach. The boys 
were, thereupon, sent to resp.’s school, & were 
taken away without the stipulated notice :—Held: 
the prospectus was a proposal, & not an agreement, 
& no stamp was necessary.—CLAY v. CROFTS 
(1851), 20 L. J. Ex. 361; 17 L. T. O. S. 231. 
Annotation :—Refd. Carlill v. Carbolic Smoke Ball Co., 

[1892] 2Q. LB. 484. 

517. Correspondence—Letter proving contract 
—Marriage.|—A letter read to prove a contract 
of marriage need not be stamped.—ORFORD v. 
CoLeE (1818), 2 Stark. 351; 171 HE. R. 670, N. P. 
een :—Refd. Wrigley v. Smith (1834), 3 L. J. K. BB. 


518. |—Semble: letters offered in 
evidence to prove the terms of a contract ought to 
be stamped, though they purport to refer to an 
agreement previously made, to terms previously 
accepted.—-WoobD v. COCKERELL (1846), 7 L. T. 
O. S. 469. 

519. ——— Evidence of material fact—From 
which agreement inferable.|—-PARKER v. DUBOIS, 
No. 503, ante. 

520. Letter to third party.|—-A letter, in 
which deft., who was proprictor of a theatre, wrote 
to a third person, saying, ‘‘ F. must be satisfied 
with his present salary until I know what turn the 
season takes,’’ is not an agreement, & does not 
require a stamp.—FRAZER v. BUNN (1838), 8 
C. & P. 704, N. P. ; 

521. Containing proposals only.|—Detft., 
& Manager of a theatre, wrote to the pltf., an 
actor, offering him an engagement, at a weekly 
salary of £22. Some months afterwards deft. wrote 
to the pltf., stating that his services would be no 
longer required, unless he would accept 308. a 
week only, forthesummer season. Deft., however, 
subsequently wrote to pltf. as follows, ‘“‘I have 
received your letter, & on reconsideration will give 
you the same terms, £2, per week for the summer 
season.’’ In an action for the amount of pltf.’s 
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salary, as actor at deft.’s theatre :—Hcld: the 
above letters were only proposals, & did not 
require a stamp.—HUDSPETH v. YARNOLD (1850), 
9C.B. 625; 19L. J.C. P. 321; 151. T. 0.8, 227 ; 


14 Jur. 578; 137 B. R. 10386. 

Annotations :-~—Refd. Petergate ». Milne & Smith (1854), 
23 I. T. O. S. 78; Smith v. Neale (1857), 2 C. B. N. 8. 
ie Carlill v. Carbolic Smoke Ball Co., [1892] 2 Q. B. 


522. Receipt — Bill of exchange payable after 
date.|—An instrument given by an overseer of 
the poor to the reputed father of a bastard child, 
stating. that he had received a sum of money from 
the latter by a bill of exchange, payable after date, 
& which, when paid, would exonerate him from 
the expenses attending the birth & maintenance of 
such child, does not require an agreement stamp 
within Stamp Act, 1815 (c. 184), sched. Part I. ; 
but a receipt stamp is sufficient for such a docu- 
ment.— WATKINS v. HEWLETT (1819), 1 Brod. & 
Bing. 1; 3 Moore C. P. 211; 129 E. R. 628. 

523. ——— For rent—Stipulation against waiver.] 
—A receipt for rent, stipulating that acceptance 
of rent shall not operate as a waiver of a previous 
notice to quit, does not require an agreement 
stamp under Stamp Act, 1815 (c. 184).—DokE d. 
WHEBLE v. FULLER (1835), Tyr. & Gr. 17. 

524. - Goods held at another’s disposal.|— 
In assumpsit on a contract to redeliver, on request 
wine which had been placed in deft.’s care, pltfs. 
offered in evidence a writing, signed by deft., a 
wine merchant, in substance as follows, ‘‘ this is to 
certify that M., deft., has in his ce‘'ar, belonging 
to H.,”’ under whom pltfs. claimed, ‘‘ that is paid 
for, twelve dozen of port wine, etc., Mar. 5, 1823. 
Received from H. five bottles of port, etc. making 
in the whole, etc. All the above wine paid for ’’ :— 
Held: such writing was admissible without a 
stamp not being an ‘‘ agreement, or any minute 
or memorandum of an agreement,”’ or ‘‘ evidence 
of a contract,’’ within Stamp Act, 1815 (c. 184), 
sched. Part I., Title Agreement.— BLACKWELL Vv. 
1 aaa (1841), 1 Q. B. 127; 113 EB. R. 


525. Sum written off on mortgage debt.}— 
‘‘Mr. J. having written off the sum of £72 3s. 9d. 
from his mtge. debt. being five quarters rent of his 
house, I hereby discharge the said rent to this 
June 24, 1841”?:—Held: to be improperly 
stamped as an agreement, & to require a receipt 
stamp.—Lucas v. JONES (1844), 5 Q. B. 949; 
Dav. & Mer. 774; 13 L. J. Q.B. 208; 3L. T. O.S. 
101; 8 Jur. 422; 114 E.R. 1506. 

Annotation :—Mentd. Gingell v. Purkins (1850), 4 Exch. 


526. Agreement to repay money on certain 
event.|—A receipt for money, stating that it is to 
be repaid on a certain event, is an agreement, & 
requires a stamp as such.—BATSON v. TRANCE 
(1862), 3 F. & F. 320. 

527. Broker’s note to principal —- Statement of 
purchaser.|—A note sent by a broker to his 
principal of a purchase he had made, does not 
require a stamp, as a minute or memorandum of 
an agreement; although the subject of the 
purchase be above £20 value, & not within any 
exemption from stamp duty.—.] oSEPHS v. PEBRER 
(1824),1 C. & P. 341; 170 E. It. 1228. 

Annotations :—Retd. Tomkins v. Savory (1829), 9 B. & C. 
704. ° ‘ree 
Ugly ee Junction Ry. v. Freeman 
528. ——.;—A note sent by a broker to 

his principal containing an account of a purchase 

of shares in a joint stock co., & the price paid for 

the same, does not require a stamp.—TOMKINS v, 
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Savory (1829),9 B. & C. 704; 4 Man. & Ry. K. B. 
5388; 7L. J.0.8. K. B. 334; 109 EB. R. 262. 

529. Inventory of goods — Containing terms of 
letting.|-DuFFILI. v. Srorriswoone (1828), 3 
C. & P. 435, N. P. 


Annotation :—Mentd. Jones (Holloway) v. Woodhouse, 
[1923) 2K. B. 117. 


530. Agreement for work.]—Pltf. entered into 
a written agreement, unstamped to do certain 


repairs in deft.’s house on specified terms. During 
the progress of the work the original plan was 
departed from, & additional work was done, not 


provided for by the written agreement :—Held : 
pltf. could not sue for the value even of such 
additional work without producing the agreement 
& it being unstamped, he could not use it to show 
that that work was not included in it.— VINCENT 1. 
CoLEs (1829), 8 C. & P. 481; Dan. & Jl. 284; 
Mood. & M. 257; 7L. J. O.S. K. B. 130. 

Annotations :-—Refd. Ficlder v7. Ray (1829), 6 Bing. 382 5 

Parton v. Cole (1841), 11 L. J. Q. B. 70; Buxton v, Cornish 

(1844), 1 Dow. & L. 585. Mentd. Rh. v. Ayrton (1844), 2 

L. T. O. S, 309. 

531. .}— Pitf. may recover on proof of 
work done, on an implied contract, although it 
appear in the course of deft.’s case, that there was 
a written agreement relating to the matter, but 
which cannot be read for the want of a stamp. 
Secus, if the fact come out in the course of pltf.’s 
case.— FIELDER v. Ray (1829), 6 Bing. 3382; 4 
C.&P. 61; 8 Moo. & P. 659; 83.5.8. C. P. 
65; 1380 E. R. 1308. 
eaten :—Refd. Crowther v. Solomons (1848), 6 C. B. 

( e 


532. -}—(1) If an agreement cannot be 
read in evidence for want of a stamp, pltf. cannot 
recover the value of the work & labour to which the 
agreement refers, although deft. may have had the 
benefit of it. 

(2) An agreement signed by pltf. only is, as 
against him, valid in point of law as an agreement, 
& must, therefore, be stamped.— HUGHES v. BUDD 
(1840), 8 Dowl. 478; 4 Jur. 654. 

Annotations :—As to (2) Refd. Knight v. Barber (1846), 16 
M. & W. 66. Generally, Reid. Wood v. Cockerell (1846), 
71. T. O. S. 4693; Gurr v. Scudds (1855), 11 Exch. 190. 
Mentd. Rawlins v. West Derby Overseers (1846), 2 Cc. LB. 








533. Memorandum indorsed on conditions of 
sale.|-- A printed copy of the particulars of sale of 
certain freehold premises was sent to a third party 
by the purchaser who had written upon it the 
following memorandum. ‘ This is the particular 
under which I purchased the bath rooms, in con- 
firmation of my lease,”’ but had not signed it :— 
Held: it might be given in evidence without a 
stamp in an action by such third party against 
the purchaser.—MotTT v. DELANE (1838), 2 Jur. 
592. 

534. Rules for government of school — Pre- 
scribing terms of employment of master.]—The 
trustees of a free school drew up rules for the 
government of the school, prescribing also the 
terms upon which the master should hold or be 
dismissed from his office. These were signed by 
the trustees & by the master, who was already in 
office ; & were produced by the trustees on the 
trial of a cause between them & the master, then 
dismissed, as ‘‘ rules agreed upon at a meeting of 
the trustees held,’’ etc.:—Held: they were 
admissible without having been stamped as an 
agreement.—BROWNE v. DAWSON (1840), 12 Ad. 
& El. 624; 4 Per. & Dav. 355; 113 E. R. 950. 
Annotations :-—Mentd. Whittington v. Boxall (1843), 5 Q. B. 

139; Williams v. Hughes (1843), 2 L. T. O. S. 208; 


Jones v. Chapman (1848), 2 Exch. 803; Murray v. Hall 
(1849), 18 L. J. C. P. 161: Humphrey v. Nowland (1862), 


15 Moo. P. C. C. 343; Scott v. Matthew Brown (1884), 
ea - Hemmings v. Stoke Poges Golf Club, [1920] 


Part 1X.—Sramr Dvut1.eEs. 


535. Resolution of committee—Appointment of 
secretary.|—A resolution of an unincorporated 
assocn., signed by the parties making it, for the 
appointment of an individual to the office of 
secretary to the assocn. for a specified period at a 
weekly salary, is not an agreement or memo- 
randum of an agreement, requiring a stamp, 
within Stamp Act, 1815 (c. 184). 

The words ‘‘ whether the same shall be only 
evidence of & contract, or obligatory upon the 
parties from its being a written instrument ’’ are 
used to exclude the excuse that the agreement, 
of which some memorandum is given as evidence, 
need not have been made in writing (MAULE, J.).— 
VAUGHTON v. BRINE (1840), 1 Man. & G. 359; 
1 Scott, N. R. 258; 9L. J.C. P. 326; 4 Jur. 464 ; 
133 E. Rh. 373. 

Annolations :-—Folld. Reeching ». Westbrook (1841), 1 Dowl. 
N.S. 18. Refd. Bethell v. Blencowe (1841), 3 Man. & G. 
119; Chanter v. Dickinson (1843), 56 Man. & CG. 253; 

Knight v. Barber (1846), 16 M. & W. 66; Marshall v. 

Powell (184 New Pract. Cas. 590; Clay v. Crofts 

(1851), 17 . O. 8. 231; Ward v. Londeshorough 

Galas 12 C. B. 252 ; Powers v. Fowler (1855), 25 L. T. 0.8. 


536. ——.|—MILLs v. BRITISH PROVIDENT 
LIFE & Mink ASSURANCE SOCIETY (1859), 1 FF. & F. 
G07. 

537. —-— Statement of acceptance of tender for 
work.|—Pltf. entered into an express contract 
with a committee of individuals, associated to- 
gether for the purpose of obtaining an Act of 
Parliament for making a turnpike road, to do 
certain work for a specified sum, he afterwards 
caused his name to be inserted in the list of sub- 
scribers for two shares:—Held: he was not 
thereby precluded from recovering upon such 
express contract. A minute of a resolution come 
to by a committee, that a tender for work was 
accepted, is not a minute or memorandum of an 
agreement requiring a stamp within Stamp Act, 
1815 (c. 184), but a minute of a resolution which 
purported, on the face of it, to be an agreement 
that pltf. should have an additional sum for the 
extra trouble imposed on him by a deviation from 
the original line of road, & which was read over to 
pltf., & was assented to by him, requires an agree- 
ment stamp.—Lvucas v. BEACH (1840), 1 Man. & 
G. 417; 1 Scott, N. R. 350; 133 LK. R. 396. 
{Annotations :—Folld. Beeching v. Westbrook (1811), 8 

~& W. 411. Refd. Powers v. Fowler (1855), 25 L. T. 

QO, S. 203. Mentd. Smith ». Archibald (1849), 14 L. T. 

O.8.174; Clay v. Southan (1852), 16 Jur, 1074. 

538. Agreement for additional work— 
Read to & accepted by plaintiff.|.—Lucas v. 
BeAcu, No. 537, ante. 

539. Result communicated to plaintiff.;— 
In an action against a joint stock co. for breach of 
contract to employ & pay for services, the certifi- 
cates for shares issued under its seal are sufficient 
evidence as against the co. that it is registered. 
Under resolutions before registration evidence, if 
ratified after registration, even though relating 
to fixtures, etc., the co. ee to & partly 
paid for them, resolutions of which the result was 
communicated to pltf.:—Held: evidence of an 
agreement, but not requiring a stamp.—MosTyYNn 
v. CALCOTT HALL MINING Co. (1858), 1 FB. & F. 334. 

540. Offer to dispense with notice to quit.|— 
Pending a negotiation for a tenancy, the terms of 
which were arranged by parol, the landlord signed 
& delivered to the tenant the following memo- 
randum, ‘‘I shall be happy to allow Mr. B. to 
leave the apartments without any notice, if he 
finds anything which may at all lead him to 
suspect that there is any embarrassment in his 
landlord’? :—Held: this was not such an agrec- 
ment or minute of an agreement as to require a 
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stamp.—BETHELL v. BLENCOWE (1841), 8 Man. & 
G. 119; 3 Scott, N. R. 568; 10 L. J.C. P. 243; 
133 EK. R. 1081. 


een ‘—Mentd. Howard v. Smith (1841), 3 Man, & G. 
254. 


541. Distress for rent— Offer to indemnify 
bailiff.|—Held: an undertaking, whereby a party, 
describing a distress to be taken for rent claimed 
to be due to him, engages to indemnify the bailiff 
who makes the distress, does not require an 
agreement stamp.—Cox v. BaiLEy (1843), 6 
Man. & G. 193; 6 Scott, N. R. 798; 1384 E. fl. 
861. 

Annotations :—Refd. Taylor v. Stecle (1847), 16 M. & W. 

665; Semple v. Steinau (1853), 8 Exch. 622. 

542. Undertaking by tenant to give pos- 
session—In consideration of forbearance from sale 
of goods.]|—The following document was held not 
to require an agreement stamp: ‘I, N. F. do 
hereby request S. B. bailiff to my landlord, who on 
Nov. 4, 1848, having distrained my goods on the 
premises which I now hold, situate at, etc., for the 
sum of £100 as rent duc to S. B.; & I request him 
to forbear the sale thereof until Feb. 2, 1849, to 
enable me to discharge the said rent ; & I do hereby 
request, agree, & consent that the goods so dis- 
trained shall remain at my proper cost in his 
possession upon the premises until Feb. 2, 1849; 
& I undertake to give up the same goods, & not to 
replevy the same, & that this distress shall remain 
in full force during that time; & I do hereby 
undertake to give up peaceable possession of the 
premises & effects distrainecd on Feb. 2, 1849, & 
pay all costs & charges attending this distress.’’— 
FISHWICK v. MinNes (1850), 4 Exch. 825; 19 
L. J. Ux. 153; 154 EB. R. 1450. 

543. Accounts showing balance between part- 
ners.|—In an action by a coach proprietor against 
his co-proprietor for the amount of certain monthly 
balances of accounts, it appeared that up to 
July 5, 1842, pltf. & another proprietor horsed 
the coach between them; that on that day the 
latter sold a part of his interest to deft., upon 
certain terms contained in a written agreement of 
that date, which, although not seen by pltf., was 
communicated to him; & that the business was 
afterwards carried on according to its terms. 
After July 5, the accounts between the three were 
settled every 28 days by a clerk who had formerly 
settled for the two; he made them out monthly, 
& sent them to deft., without ever hearing any 
complaint from him as to his not having received 
them, or of any incorrectness in them :—Held: 
these accounts were admissible in evidence, as 
tending to show the striking of a balance between 
the parties, & they need not be stamped either as 
awards or agreements.—DIXON v. WING (1843), 
11. T. O. S. 6473; subsequent proceedings (1844), 
3 L. T. O.S. 159. 

544. Grant of licence.| — CHANTER v. DICKIN- 
SON, No. 486, ante. 

545. .|\—RiveEk THAMES CONSERVATORS v. 
INLAND REVENUE Comrs., No. 617, post. 

546. Circular — Undertaking to return deposit.| 
—WaARD v. LONDESBOROUGH (LorD), No. 597, post. 

547. .|—The provisional directors of a 
projected railway co. of whom deft. was one, after 
the subscribers’ agreement had been prepared, 
issued a circular letter referring to certain arrange- 
ments made with another existing co., & stating 
that in the event of the Act not being obtained, the 
directors undertook to return the whole of the 
deposits without deduction. Upon the faith of 
this pltf. applied for, & obtained, an allotment of 
shares in the projected co. The letter of allot- 
ment was accompanicd with a copy of the circular ” 
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& stated in the usual form that the bankers’ 
receipt for the deposits would be exchanged for 
scrip on pltf. executing the subscribers’ agreement. 
Pltf. paid the deposits on his shares, obtained the 
bankers’ receipt, & signed the subscribers’ agreement 
& obtained scrip certificates. The subscribers’ 
agreement contained a clause fully indemnifying 
the provisional directors in respect of all contracts 
& things made & done in pursuance of the powers 
given to them, & authorised them to reimburse 
themselves out of the funds of the co. all costs & 
expenses which they might incur or be put to, in, 
or incident thereto, & to apply the deposits & 
calls, among other things, in defraying the pre- 
liminary expenses & the expenses of the applica- 
tion to Parliament. The deed also contained a 
general covenant of indemnity against ail costs & 
charges incurred by the directors in the execution 
of their duty. The directors failed in obtaining an 
Act of Parliament, & £1 per share was returned 
to the shareholders, the rest of the funds having 
been spent in defraying the preliminary & parlia- 
mentary expenses. Afterwards, pltf., by Ictter, 
demanded repayment of the whole of the deposits 
on his shares, & adding that he should expect to 
be paid £5 per cent. interest from a certain date :— 
Held: (1) the contract upon which pltf. had paid 
his deposits was, that, in the event of an Act not 
being obtained, the whole of his deposits should be 
returned, & the express undertaking to that effect 
in the circular was not in any way atfected by the 
terms of the subscribers’ agreement exe*uted by 
pltf., (2) the contract for the shares was not 
entirely evidenced by writing, & did not therefore 
require a stamp.—Mowatr v. LONDESBOROUGH 
(LORD) (1854), 3 E. & B. 307; 23 L. J. Q. B. 177; 
22 L. T. O.8. 303; 18 Jur. 1094; 118 E.R. 1156 ; 
on appeal, 4 E. & B. 1, Ex. Ch. 

Annotatiot :—Generally, Mentd. Johnson v. Goslett (1856), 
18 C, B. 728; KR. Saddlers’ Co. (1861), 38 E. & i. 723 
(ieake v. Ross (1875), 44 1. J.C. iP. 8155; Tautz v. Archdale 
(1895), 11 T. TL. RR. 452. 

548. Memorandum stating purpose of deposit 
of title deeds.|— Where title deeds are deposited by 
way of equitable mtge., a memorandum merely 
stating the purpose for which they are deposited is 
not an agreement for a mtge., & need not be 
ee ee v. BAYLISS (1862), 31 I. J. Ch. 

549. Notice to treat—In negotiations for com- 
pulsory purchase.|—A decree having been made for 
specific performance of a contract by the M. Ry. 
Co., founded upon the ordinary notice to treat, & 
assessment of value by a jury, the ct. will not 
require the notice to treat to be stamped as an 
agreement.— RAWLINGS v. METROPOLITAN Hy. Co. 
(1868), 37 L. J. Ch. 824; 18 L. T. 871. 

550. Advertisement in newspaper — Offer of 
reward.|—-Defts. advertised that they would pay 
£100 reward to any person who contracted in- 
fluenza after having used their Carbolic Smoke Ball 
according to the printed directions supplied. 
Pitf. purchased a smoke ball, used it according to 
the directions, but subsequently contracted in- 
fluenza, &, relying on the advertisement, claimed 
the £100 :—Held: the offer or proposal in the 
advertisement, coupled with the performance by 
pitf. of the condition, created a contract on the 
part of defts. to pay the £100 in the event men- 
tioned in the proposal. The advertisement did 
not require to be stamped as an agreement or 
memorandum of agreement under Stamp Act, 
1891 (c. 39).—CARLILL v. CARBOLIC SMOKE Bai 
Co., [1892] 2 Q. B. 484; 61 L. J. Q. B. 696; 56 
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J. P. 665; 8 T. L. KR. 680; 36 Sul. Jo. 6285 on 


appeal, [1893] 1 Q. B. 256, C. A. 
Annotations -—Retd. Lyons v. Vox, [1919] 1 K. B. 11. 
Mentd. Stoddart v. Sagar, Sagar v. Stoddart (1895), 73 
L. T. 215; World’s Tea Co. v. Gardner, World’s Tea Co. 
». Gardner (1895), 59 J. P. 358; RR.» Riley, [1896] 1 
¢; B. 309; Re Consort Deep Level Gold es, Ez p. 
tark, {1897} 1 Ch. 575; Stollery v. Maskelyne (1898), 
15 T. L. R. 79; Johnston v. Boyes, [1899] 2_Ch. 73; 
R. v. Stoddart (1900), 70 L. J. Q. B. 189; Hawke v. 
Hulton (1905), 22 T. L. R. 169; Chaplin v. Hicks (1911), 
27 T. L. R. 244; Western Electric Co. v. G. BW. Ry., [1914] 
ia B. 554; Reynolds v. Atherton (1921), 125 L. T. 
Of agreement to dissolve partnership.|— 
See PARTNERSHIP, Vol. XXXVI, p. 512, Nos. 
1803, 1804. ; 
Agreement pursuant to Highway Acts.|—Sce 


Hiauways, Vol. XXVI., p. 357, Nos. 832, 833, 





C. Exemptions. 


(a) ‘* Agreement or memorandum, the matler 
whereof is not of the value of £5.” 

See, now, Stamp Act, 1891 (c. 39), ss. 22, 23, 
sched. I. 

551. General rule.|—YaTes v. Evans, No. 431, 
ante. 

552. Value must be proved affirmatively.|— 
(1) Where the subject-matter of an agreement is 
a limited interest worth less than £20, in a thing 
worth more than £20, the agreement does not 
require a stamp. 

The right of occupation could not be worth £20, 
because the occupation was determinable at any 
time upon giving six months’ notice, & the right 
of occupation was the subject-matter of the agree- 
ment, & consequently no stamp was requisite 
(LORD TENTERDEN, C.J.). 

(2) As a stamp is required only where the value 
of the subject-matter exceeds £20, it was for deft., 
who relied upon the objection, to make out the 
affirmative of that proposition (LORD TENTERDEN, 
C.J.).—-DoE d. MORGAN v. AMOS (1828), 2 Man. & 
Ry. K. B. 180; 6L. J. O. 8. K. B. 226. 

Annotation :—As to (1) Refd. Doo d. Marlow v. Wiggins 

(1843), 4 Q. B. 367. 

553. .|—Deft. having distrained the goods 
of pltf. for arrears of rent, the latter signed the 
following undertaking: ‘‘ In consideration of C. 
giving me the household furniture distrained for 
rent due to him, but the furniture only, I undertake 
to give him possession of the premises held by my 
late husband, on or before one week from this date. 
At the expiration of the week, pltf. having in the 
meantime acted upon agreement by removing part 
of the furniture, & selling other part, deft. & 
others entered took possession. In an action of 
trespass for such entry :—Held: the memorandum 
did not require a stamp, it not appearing 
affirmatively that it related to a matter amounting 
in value to £20.—IF ELTHAM v. CARTWRIGHT (1839), 
5 Bing. N. C. 569; 7 Scott, 695; 9L. J.C. P. 67; 
3 Jur. 606; 182 EH. R. 1219. 

554. Aggregate value exceeding statutory limit 
—Sale by auction in separate lots—To one person. | 
—EMMERSON v. HEELIS, No. 435, ante. 

555. —— Agreement to take payment in Iinstal- 
ments.|—A paper as follows: Memorandum, I., 
J. R., consent to take 10s. per month from W. in 
discharge of a sum of £32 W. intends giving him, 
& upon the sum being paid, he engages giving a 
receipt in full of all demands,” signed by J. R., 
& dated, requires a stamp under Stamp Act, 1815 
(c. 184), sched. Part I., Title Agreement, as an 
agreement whereof the matter is of the value of 
£20.—REMON v. HAYWARD (1835), 2 Ad. & El. 
666; 111 E.R. 256. 

Ser Geral iad Doe d. Marlow v. Wiggins (1843), 4 
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556. ——— Two agreements relating to same 
matter—On one paper—Value of each below 
statutory limit.|—An unstamped paper containing 
two several agreements relating to same matter, 
& made with same object, was attested at the foot 
of it by a witness, who had been called in by the 
parties to attest it. The value of the subject 
matter of each was below £20; the aggregate value 
of the subject matter of the two was above £20 :— 
Held: the paper required a stamp.—ANGOLD v. 
MUSKETT (1850), 15 L. T. O. S. 110. 

557. Value of agreement below statutory limit— 
Agreement relating to property above statutory 
limit—Contract of bailment.|—A memorandum by 
a. wharfinger of the receipt of goods to be shipped 
in a particular manner, may be given in evidence 
to show the terms on which they were received, 
without a stamp, although the value of the goods 
was above £20; the wharfage being of a less 
amount.—CHADWICK wv. SILLS (1821), Ry. & M. 15 ; 
171 H.R. 927, N. P. 

Annolations :—~Folld. Latham v. Rutley (1824), 
13. Consd. Cox v. Bailey (1843), 6 Man. & G. 1 
Baldwin v. Alsager (1844), 13 M. & W. 365; Semple v. 
Stecinau (1853), 8 Exch. 622. Refd. Doe d. Marlow v. 
be ae 4 Q. B. 367; Taylor v. Steele (1847), 11 

uw. 

558. ——-_ —-— I—The following memo- 
randum, “received of L. & co. a paper parcel 
directed to H. & co.,62 Lombard street, value £260, 
which we agree to deliver to them to-morrow, 
fire & robbery excepted; carriage paid here,”’ 
given by a carricr, on the receipt of goods, was 
udmissible in evidence, without a stamp, as being 
an agrecment, the subject matter of which did not 
exceed £20.—LATIIAM v. RUTLEY (1824), Ry. & M. 
13; 171 E. R. 925, N. P. 

Annotations :—Consd. Cox v. Bailey (1843), 6 Man. & G. 
193. Folld. Hill v. Ramm (1843), 5 Man. & G. 789; 
Semple v. Steinau (1853), 8 Exch. 622. Refd. Doo d. 
Marlow v. Wiggins (1843), 4 Q. LB. 367; Taylor v. Stccle 
(1847), 11 Jur. 806. 

559. .|—In an action of trover 
to recover the value of certain barrels of ale, the 
folowing instrument was received in evidence 
on behalf of pitf. ‘‘ Memorandum. B., pltf., has 
left in the cellar at, ctc., seventy two barrels 
containing ale, in H.’s casks, which I agree to 
allow H. to take from my cellar at any time within 
three months from this date, by receiving one 
day’s notice; & if left in the cellar beyond that 
time, B.; or H., or whom it may concern, to pay 
rent or warehouse room for same. Dated Aug. 4, 
1842. 8S.” deft.:—Held: this was properly 
received in evidence without a stamp, although the 
value of the goods exceeded £20, the amount of 
rent, if any, being less.~—BALDWIN v. ALSAGER 
(1844),18 M. & W. 365; 141L. J. Ex. 34; 41. T. 
O.S.117; 153 E.R. 151. 


aun ‘—Folld. Semple v. Steinau (1853), 8 Exch. 
6 e 


560. Right of occupation—Tenancy 
determinable on six months’ notice.|—Dokr d. 
MORGAN v. AMOS, No. 552, ante. 

561. .|—An agreement to let 
certain premises for a specific period at a sum of 
£10 does not require a stamp, inasmuch as the 
matter of it cannot be looked upon as of the value 
of £20 or upwards, within Stamp Act, 1815 (c. 184), 
sched., Part I—Dor d. MARLOW v. WIGGINS 
(1843), 4 Q. B. 367; 3 Gal. & Dav. 504; 12 
L. J. Q. B. 177; 7 Jur. 5629; 114 E. R. 937. 


Annotations :—Mentd. Accidental Death Insce. v. Mackenzie 
cette 6 L. T. 20; Swinfen v. Bacon, Swinfen v. Lewis 
(1861), 5 L. T. 83; Carlton v. Bowcock (1884), 51 L. T. 


Ry. & M. 
93. Folld. 























562. ——— ——— Agreement for continuance of 
tenancy.]—An agreement signed in Sept. 1840, by a 
tenant in possession, to retake the premises from 


Oct. 10, 1840, when his tenancy expired, until 
Mar. 25, 1841, for the sum of £10, is not an agree- 
ment the matter whereof is of the value of £20, 
& does not require a stamp.—MARLOW v THOMPSON 
(1842), 1 Dowl. N.S. 575; 11 L. J. Q. B. 150; 6 
Jur. 300. ¢ 

Annotation :—Apprvd. Doc d. Marlow v. Wiggins (1843), 4 

Q. B. 367. 


563. Lease of ferry — Sale of ferry 
boat.|—-MAYFIELD v. ROBINSON, No. 690, post. 
Payment of interest.) — The 
following document held not to require a stamp, 
either as an agreement or a promissory note: 
‘1839, Nov. 11, I.0.U. £45 138s. which I borrowed 
a ai M. & to pay her 5 per cent. till paid.— 

The only agreement of which the paper is evi- 
dence, is an agreement to pay £5 per cent. interest 
on £45, which is not necessarily of the value of £20. 
It is not enough that the agreement should be 
possibly of that value, it must be so in its nature 
& inception (PoLLock, C.B.).—MELANOTTE vv. 
TEASDALE (1844), 18 M. & W. 216; 1 New Pract. 
Cas.17; 13 L. J. Ex. 358; 3 L. T. O. SS. 222; 158 
E. R. 90. 

Annotations :—Folld, Taylor v. Stecle (1847), 16 M. & W. 
665. Refd. Richardson v. Green (1847), 9 L. T. O. S. 
435; Smith v. Smith (1859), 1 F. & F. 539. 

565. —— .|—In an action for money 
lent, etc., the following document was tendered 
in evidence: ‘‘ Berwick Mar. 16, 1841, £170 
Received from Mrs. B. Taylor the sum of £170 for 
value received, for which I promise to pay her at 
the rate of £5 per cent. from the above date. 
A. N.S. :—Held: not to require a stamp, either 
as a receipt, a promissory note, or an agreement 
of the value of £20. 

It must appear on the face of the instrument 
or with reference to the subject-matter be capable 
of being ascertained, that the agreement was of the 
value of £20 at the time it was entered into. 
Applying that rule to the present case, it is 
impossible to say that this instrument was an 
agreement of the value of £20 at the time it was 
signed, for the interest might never have amounted 
to £20 (PARKE, B.).—TAyYLOR v. STEELE (1847), 
16 M. & W. 665; 16L. J. Ex. 177; 11 Jur. 806; 
153 E. R. 1857 5 sub nom. TAYLOR v. FIELD, 2 New 
Pract. Cas. 221; 9L. T. O.S. 79. 


566. ——- ———- ——-.]—In an action for a 
breach of contract in not paying intcrest on an 
overdue bill of exchange pltf. tendered in evidence 
the following unstamped agreement, addressed 
to him, & signed by deft.: ‘‘ In consideration of 
your discounting for me a bill of exchange of £100 
drawn by J. on HK. dated Aug. 5 payable at one 
month after date, I hereby undertake & agree, 
that if the bill is not paid at maturity, to pay you 
interest at the rate of 1s. in the pound per month, 
till the whole is fully paid & satisfied ’’ :—Held: 
the agreement was admissible without a stamp, 
the subject-matter of it being the payment of 
interest of less value than £20.—SEMPLE v. STEINAU 
(1853), 8 Exch. 622; 22 L. J. Ex. 224; 17 Jur. 
628; 155 E. R. 1501. 

567. Agreement of indemnity.]|—The son of J. 
having been arrested, & W. becoming his bail, J. 
signed an agreement to indemnify W. from all 
liability which he might incur in consequence :— 
Held: as one of the liabilities to which J. thereb 
subjected himself was to pay the debt for which 
the son of J. had been arrested, & as that must have 
amounted to £20, the subject-matter of the agree- 
ment must have been of that value, & the agree- 
ment therefore required a stamp within Stamp 
Act, 1815 (c. 184), sched. Part 1—WkriIGLEY v. 
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Sect. 6.— Duties upon particular instruments: Sub- 
sect. 3, C. (a), (b) & (c) + sub-sect. 4.] 


SMITH (1834), 5 B. & Ad. 1117; 3 Nev. & M. K. B. 


181; 83L. J. K.B.116; 110 HB. R. 1106. 
mate caaa :—Distd. Taylor v. Stecle (1847), 16 M. & W. 


568. .]— Jf a sheriff, under a fi. fa., levy 
on goods worth £14 & the sheriff be sued, & 
execution creditor give the sheriff an agreement of 
indemnity, this agreement requires a stamp, unless 
the indemnity be limited to a sum under £20.— 
SHEPHERD v. WHEBLE (1888), 8 C. & P. 534, N. P. 
Annolations :-—Dbtd. Taylor v. Stecle (1847), 16 M. & W. 

665. Refd. Brown v. Copley (1844), 7 Man. & G. 558. 

569. Value not appearing on face of agreement.] 
—A written undertaking by a builder to do 
certain works for ‘‘a sum to be fixed by the 
architect,’’ the value not appearing on the face of 
it, held not to require a stamp.—ROWLAND v. 
LAZARUS (1859), 1 F. & F. 466, N. P. 

570. Agreement to surrender business—For sum 
below statutory limit—Under forfelture of sum 
above statutory limit.|—An agreement to give up 
a house & goodwill of a business for £7 & not to 
open a shop in the same line of business within 
one mile of the house under a forfeiture of £20 is 
not illegal on the ground that the restraint of trade 
is unlimited in point of time & may continue though 
the purchaser ceases to carry on the business. 
Nor does the agreement require a stamp as being 
for a subject-matter of the value of £20.—PEMBER- 
TON v. VAUGHAN (1847), 10Q. B. 87; 16L. J. Q. B. 
161; 11 Jur. 411; 116 E.R. 35. 

Annotations :—Mentd, Elves v. Crofts (1850), 10 CG. BB. 241; 
Maxim Nordenfelt Guns & Ammunition Co. r. Nordenfelt, 
[1893] 1 Ch. 630. 

571. Subject-matter within statutory limit at 
time of agreement—Subsequent accretion in value.| 
—Plitf. agreed in writing with deft. to do the 
brickwork of a certain building for the sum of 
£1 148. per rod, deft. to find all materials :-—Held: 
the agreement did not require a stamp, it not 
appearing at the time of making it that its value 
amounted to £20, though the work done ultimately 
exceeded that amount.—LIDDIARD v. GALE (1850), 
4 Exch. 816; 19 L. J. Ex. 160; 14 L. T. O. S. 
423; 154 E.R. 1446. 

a a -—Folld. Rowland v. Lazarus (1859), 1 F. & FF. 





(b) ‘‘ Agreement or memorandum for the hire of 
any labourer, artificer, manufacturer or menial 
servant,” 

Sce MASTER & SERVANT, Vol. XXXIV., pp. 45, 

46, Nos. 212-217. 


(c) ‘* Agreement relating to the sale of any goods, 
wares or merchandise.”’ 

Sce Stamp Act, 1891 (c. 39), ss. 22, 23, sched. I. 

572. Agreement. containing additional stipula- 
tions.|—-An agreement respecting the sale of goods 
need not be stamped, though it contains 
stipulations concerning the mode of payment & 
other things.—HERON v. GRANGER (1805), 5 Esp. 
269; 170 BK. R. 808, N. P. 

573. .|—MEERING v. DUKE, No. 429, ante. 

574. Agreement for future delivery of existing 
goods.|—Declaration stated that pltf., at request of 
deft., bargained & agreed with deft. to buy of, & 
deft. then sold to, pltf. divers goods at certain 
prices, & to be delivered by deft. to pltf. within a 
reasonable time ; &, in consideration thereof, deft. 
undertook & promised pltf. to deliver the said 





REVENUE. 


goods to pltf. within such reasonable time. Breach, 
that, although deft., in part performance of his 
promise, had delivered to pltf. part of said goods, 
he did not, nor would, within such reasonable time, 
deliver the said residue of the said goods. On the 
trial, pltf. relied upon the following contract : 
‘Mr. J. D. April 20, 1848. Cr. from L. & B.” 
(Here followed an enumeration of the articles, 
with the prices annexed.) ‘This order to be 
executed at above prices. J. B.’’:—Held: this 
was a contract relating to the sale of goods, within 
the exemption in the Stamp Act.—DEFRIES v. 
LITTLEWooD (1845), 5 L. T. O. S. 285; 9 Jur. 988. 
a eae :—Refd. Heseltine v. Siggers (1848), 1 Exch. 


575. Ship—— Share in outfit & adventure.]— 
An agreement between merchants, that one shall 
take a share in the outfit of a ship & the adventure, 
is not an agreement for the sale of goods with the 
proviso of the statute requiring a stamp of agree- 
ments.— LEIGH v, BANNER (1795), 1 Esp. 403 ; 170 
E. R. 399, N. P. 

576. ——.]—-MEERING v. DUKE, No. 429, ante. 

577. Goods to be made — Making & putting up 
machines.|—An executory agreement for the 
making & putting up of certain machines in the 
party’s house is required to be stamped like any 
other agreement, not being within the exception 
in Stamp Acts in favour of agreements, etc., for 
or relating to the sale of goods.—BUXTON v. BEDALL 
(1803), 3 East, 308; 102 BE. R. 613. 


Annotations :—N.F, Pinner v. Arnold (1835), 2 Cr. M. & J. 
613. I consider the case of Buxton v. Bedall as overruled 
by the subsequent case of Wilks v. Atkinson, No. 578, 
post (PARKE, B.). Consd. De Fries v. Littlewood (1845), 
aoa 988. Refd. Marson v. Short (1835), 2 Bing. N. C. 


578. Oil not yet pressed from seed.|— 
A contract for selling & delivering oil, not yet 
expressed from sced in the vendor’s possession 
is exempted from stamp duty as a contract relating 
to the sale of goods within 48 Geo. 3, c. 149, 
sched. Part I., Title Agreement. Exemption.— 
WILKS v. ATKINSON (1815), 6 Taunt. 11; 1 Marsh. 
412; 128 KH. R. 935. 

Annotations :-—Folld. Pinner v. Arnold (1835), 2 Cr. M. & Ql. 
613. Refd. De Frics v. Littlewood (1845), 9 Jur. 988. 
Mentd. Squier v. Hunt (1816), 3 Price, 68; Levy v. 
Herbert (1817), 7 Taunt. 314; Pickford v. Grand Junction 
Ry. (1841), 8 M. & W. 372. 

579. ——— ‘‘ To finish goods in a tradesmanlike 
manner.’’|—Ifa written paper contain aspecification 
of goods, & the vendor by it agree ‘ to finish the 
goods in a tradesmanlike manner.’ This agree- 
ment does not require any stamp, as it is an agrec- 
ment for the sale of goods, & not for the doing of 
work; & it need not be specially declared on.— 
HUGHES v. BREEDS (1826), 2 C. & P. 159; 172 
E. R. 72, N. P. 

Aan :—Folld. Pinner v. Arnold (1835), 2 Cr. M. & R. 


580. .I—Pltf. contracted to make for defts. 
a copper plate press, to be ready in three months, 
defts. to pay part of the price by instalments, up 
to the delivery of the press, the remainder in six 
months :—Held: this was a contract relating to 
the sale of goods, within the exception of Stamp 
Act, 1815 (c. 184).—PINNER v. ARNOLD (1835), 
2 Cr. M. & R. 613; Gale, 271; Tyr. & Gr. 1; 5 


L. J. Ex. 1. 

Annotations :-—Folld, Gurr v. Scudds (1855), 11 Exch. 199. 
Refd. Chanter v. Dickinson (1843), 5 Man. & Q. 253. 
Mentd. Santos ». Illidge (1859), 6 CO. B. N.S. 841. 


581. Share of goods—& of profit or loss.]— 
Deft. agreed in writing to take one half share of 
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Agreement to purchase dung & sweepings.}-—-FISKEN v. GLASGOW CliTry Gas Co. (1850), 12 Dunl. (Ct. of Sess.) 757; 22 Se. 
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certain goods bought by pltf. on their joint 

account ; half in the profit or loss, & to furnish 

pltf. with half the amount in time for the payment 
thereof; the goods being to be paid for by bills :-—— 

Held: this was an agreement relating to the sale 

of goods, within the exemption in the Stamp Act, 

1804 (c. 98), sched. A, & did not require a stamp.— 

VENNING v. LECKIE (1810), 18 East, 7; 104 BE. R. 

267. 

Annotations :—Apld. Marson v. Short. (1835), 2 Bing. N. C. 
118. Mentd. Heline v. Smith (1831), 5 Moo, & P. 7443 
Sharpe v. Cummings (1844), 2 Dow. & L. 504. 

582. Variation of prior agreement for sale of 
goods.|—After breach of a contract for the sale & 
delivery of goods, deft. enters into a fresh agree- 
inent in writing, to cancel the former agreement ; 
& for the future sale of goods upon different 
terms, the sccond agreement relates to the sale 
of goods, & does not require an agreement stamp.-—-- 
WHITWORTH v. CROCKETT (1818), 2 Stark. 431; 
171 HK. R. 695, N. P. 

583. Advance of money on goods.| —A letter 
from a principal to his factor containing bills of 
exchange drawn upon the latter, & in which the 
principal promised to provide for the bills. if 
certain goods, then either in the factor’s possession 
or about to be placed in his hands, should remain 
unsold at the time of the bills falling due, requires 
to be stamped, & does not come within the 
exception in the Stamp Act, as a letter for or 
relating to the sale of goods. The primary object 
of such lctter not being the sale of goods, but the 
obtaining of an advance of money on the goods.— 
SMITII v. CATOR (1819), 2B. & Ald. 778; 106 HE. KR. 
549. 
a1nnotutions :—Distd. Southgate v. Bohn (1846), 16 M. & W. 

35; Chatficld v. Cox (1852), 18 Q. B. 321. Refd. Kilbeck 

vu. Vander Vyser (1847), 8 L. ‘I. O. S. 4513) Rein 7. Lane 

(1867), L. TR. 2 Q. B. 14d. 

(1869), 21 L. T. 530. 

584. Water supply --- Laying of pipes.]—-An 
agreement to supply a house & buildings with 
watcr by means of pipes to be laid in a certain 
manner & to a certain height, is an agreement 
relating to the sale of goods & need not be stainped. 
—WEST MIDDLESEX WATERWORKS Co, v. SUWER- 
ey (1829), 4 C. & P. 87; Mood. & M. 408, 
Annotations :-—Folld. Gurr vt. Seudds (1855), 11 Ixeh. 190. 

Mentd. Chureh v. Imperial Gas Light & Coke Co. (1837), 

6 Ad. & Kl. 846. 

585. Undivided moiety of horse.]|—-An agrec- 
ment for the sale of an undivided moiety of a 
horse, is an agreement for the sale of goods, within 
the exception in Stainp Act, 1815 (ec. 184),-— 
MARSON v, SHORT (1835), 2 Bing. N. C. 118; 2 
Scott, 243; 1 Iodg. 260; 4L. J. C. P. 270; 132 
i. ht. 47. 

586. Goods & goodwill.|-—An agreement for the 
sale of goods & goodwill for £60 :—Held : to require 
a stamp.—SovurH v. Fincu (1837), 3 Bing. N. C. 
506; 4 Scott, 203; 1 Jur. 167; 132 E.R. 505. 
rela :—Apld. Chanter v. Dickinson (1843), 5 Man. & 

253. 


Gi. 


Mentd. Horsey v. Graham 


587. Licence to use patented goods.) --CIIANTER 
v. DICKINSON, No. 486, ante. 

588. Scrip.|-— Scrip in a railway co. is not 
‘“ goods, wares, or merchandise,” within the 
exemption in Stamp Act, 1815 (c. 184), sched. 
Part LII., Title Agreement. 

In the morning of a day, deft. gave pltf. a verbal 
order for fifty shares in a railway co. In the after- 
noon of the same day, deft. signed a memorandum, 
that he had bought of pltf. fifty shares in the co., 
at £10 a share 3; which memorandum was handed 
to pltf. :—-Held : it required an agreement stamp. 
—KNIGUT v. BARBER (1846), 2 Car. & Kir. 333; 
16 M. & W. 66; 1 New Pract. Cas. 557; 4 Ry. & 

J.—VOI, XXXIX. 
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Can. Cas. 674; 16L. J. Ex.18; 8L.T.0.S. 121 ; 
10 Jur. 929; 153 BE. R. 1101. 
annotalion :—Refd. Clay v. Crofts (1851), 17 L. T. O. S. 


589. Sale by auction.]— The following memo- 
randum was handed by deft. a trader, to pltf. 
an auctioneer :‘ ‘‘ Memorandum of £107, had by 
me of S., pltf., being an advance on books sent in 
for immediate sale by auction’’: signed by deft. 
The books were sold, & an action having been 
brought by the auctioneer for a balance due to 
him on the sale, the above memorandum :—Held : 
to relate to the sale of goods, & therefore to be 
admissible in evidence without a stamp, under the 
exemption in Stamp Act, 1815 (c. 184), sched. 
Title Agreement.—SoUTHGATE v. BOHN (1846), 
16M. & W.314; 16L. J. Ex. 50; 8L. T. 0.8. 170 ; 
153 H.R. 1087. 

Annotation :-—Refd. Clay v. Crofts (1851), 17 L. T. O. S. 231. 

590. .|—An agreement with an auctioneer, 
in a letter to him, employing him to sell goods in 
consideration of an advance obtained by him :— 
Held: within the exemption in Stamp Act, as 
relating to the sale of goods.—ToPpPina v. BULL 
(1861),2 F. & F. 408, N. P. 

591. Manure —-‘* To be cleared away every 
week.’’|—The following agreement was held to be 
a contract relating to the sale of goods within the 
exemption in the Stamp Act, 1815 (c. 184), sched. 
Part I., Title Agreement. ‘‘ I do agree to take all 
the manure at 4d. each horse, a week, for forty- 
five horses by the year, & to keep it cleared away 
every week; & likewise to let the few gardeners 
have a few loads at the same price, & serve them 3 
& to let me have during the year sixty loads of 
straw at £1 9s. per load ; begun the year July 23, 
1853, & ends July 23, 1855.’—GurRR v. Scupps 
(1855), 11 Exch. 190; 25L. T. 0.8. 130; 3W.R 
457; 156 KE. RR. 795. 

592. Straw.|—GuRR v. ScuppDs, No. 591, ane. 

Growing crops.|—See AGRICULTURE, Vol. IJI., 
pp. 53, 54, Nos. 287, 288. 

Supply of electricity.,—-Sce KLEcTRIc LicuTina, 
Vol. XX., pp. 206, 207, Nos. 44-46. 

Guarantees on goods.|—Sce GUARANTEE & 
INDEMNITY, Vol. XAVI., p. 52, Nos. 358-363. 

Fixtures.|— See LANDLORD & ‘TENANT, Vol. 
XNXX., p. 448, Nos. 096, 1097. 

Hire-purchase agreements.|—Sce Finance Act, 
1907 (c. 18), s. 7. 





Sub-sEcT. 1.—ALLOTMENT OF SHARKS, 
LETTERS OF. 

Sve Stamp Act, 1891 (c. 39), S. 79 sched. I. ; 
Vinance Act, 1899 (c. 9), 8s. 9; Revenue Act, 1909 
(c. 43), 8. 9. 

593. Whether admissible in evidence without 
stamp.|—A. applied by letter for shares in a rail- 
way co., & thereby undertook to accept the shares 
which might be allotted to him, to pay the deposit, 
& to sign the Parliamentary contract & sub- 
scribers’ agreement. In answer to this he received 
a letter,’allotting to him a certain number of shares, 
& requiring him to pay the deposit thereon on a 
certain day, & stating that the committee reserved 
the power to cancel the allotment, without notice, 
onnon-payment. Inan action by A. torecover the 
deposit, the scheme having failed :—Held: the 
letter of allotment did not require a stamp.— 
VOLLANS v. FLETCHER (1847), 1 Exch. 20; 2 New 
Pract. Cas. 803; 5 Ry. & Can. Cas. 73; 16 L. J. 
Hx. 173; 9 L. T. O. S. 177; 11 Jur. 4163 154 
H.R. 9. 

Annotations :—Consd. Clarke rv. Chaplin (1848), 11 L. T..0.S. 

6. Apld. Willey v. Parratt (1848), 3 Exch. 211. Distd. 

T 
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Sect. 6.—Dulies upon particular instruments : Sub- 
sects. 4, 5,6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11,12 & 13.] 
Hegarty v. Milne (1854), 14 C. B. 627. Refd. Clay v. 


Crofts (1851), 20 L. J. Ex. 361: Ward v. Londesborough 
(iba), 12 ©. B. 252. Mentd. Reuss v. Picksley (1866), 15 


wed 
594. -|—To a letter in the ordinary form, 
applying for shares in a projected railway co., 
tf. received in answer a lIetter of allotment, 
headed ‘‘ not transferable,’ & requiring him to pay 
a deposit of £2 2s. per share. The words relating 
to the deposit were erased, & the letter was in- 
dorsed with a memorandum, that the committee 
of management being of opinion, that it would be 
an accommodation to the subscribers if they were 
allowed the option of either paying the whole or a 
portion of their deposits at that time, & the 
remainder at a future day, & considering it un- 
necessary to lock up the large sum of money over 
& above what any expenses could require in the 
then state of the money market, there being no 
necessity for so doing, proceeded to state that 
pltf. was directed to pay 10s. per share on a certain 
day, & £1 12s. ona subsequent day. The scheme 
failed, the money having been expended in pre- 
liminary expenses. In an action by pltf. to 
recover back his deposit of 10s. per share :—Held : 
the letter of allotment did not require a stamp.— 
WILLEY v. PARRATT (1848), 3 Exch. 211; 6 Ry. & 
‘an. Cas. 32; 18 L. J. Ex. 82; 18 LL. T. 0.8. 141; 
154 E. R. 819. 
Annotations :—Apld. Ward v. Londesborough (1852), 12 
C. B. 252. Distd. Hegarty v. Milne (1854), 14 C. B. 627. 
Refd. Moore v, Garwood (1849), 4 Exch. 681. Mentd. Ite 


Direct London Portsmouth & Chichester & Direct Ports- 
pe & Chatham ly., Zz yp. Goldsmith (1850), 14 Jur. 


595. -|—In an action for 1::oney had & 
received by an allottece of railway scrip, for the 
recovery of his deposit on the abandonment of the 
scheme, the letter of allotment was offercd in 
evidence by pltf., who called upon deft. to produce 
the letter of application, which he refused to do :— 
Held: under such circumstances, the letter of 
allotment was receivable in evidence without a 
stamp.—MooneE v. GARWoop (1849), 4 Exch. 681 ; 
19 L. J. Ex. 15; 14 L. T. O. S. 224; 164 i. R. 
1388, Iex. Ch. 

Annotations pha ae Hudspeth v. Yarnold (1850), 9 CG. B. 
625 ; Ward v. Londesborongh (1852), 12 C. B. 252. Distd. 
Hegarty v. Milne (1854), 14 C. B. 627. Mentd. Foster v. 
Mentor Life Assce. (1854), 3 E. & B. 48. 

596. -.|—In an action by an allottee of 
shares in a projected joint stock co. to recover 
back the deposit, pltf. gave secondary evidence of 
the letter of allotment, the original having been 
lost, but did not produce the letter of application. 
Pitf. also gave in evidence the banker’s receipt, 
stamped with a 20s. stamp:—Held: (1) the 
banker’s receipt so stamped was admissible in 
evidence. 

It is argued that the document given by the 
bankers, on receipt of the deposit, required a 
receipt stamp. It is not necessary to decide 
whether that document was an accountable receipt 
within the exemption of Stamp Act, 1815 (c. 184), 
because assuming it to be a receipt for a debt it 
is clear that by sect. 10 of that Act, where a docu- 
ment is not required to be stamped with a stamp 
of a particular denomination, it is sufficient if any 
stamp be impressed provided it be the right amount 
& is not specifically appropriated to any other 
instrument (PATTESON, J.). 

(2) If the contract was made by the letter of 
allotment, coupled with the payment of the 
deposit, then it was not an agreement within 
Stamp Act. An offer in writing accepted by parol 
does not require a stamp (MAULE, J.).— CHAPLIN 
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v. CLARKE (1849), 4 Exch. 403; 6 Ry. & Can. Cas. 
193 ; 154 E. R. 1269; sub nom. CLARKE v. CHAPLIN, 


13 L. T. O. S. 286, Ex. Ch. 
Annotations :—As to (1) Apld. Mowatt v. Londesborough 


(1854), 3 KH. & B. 307. efd. Moore v. Garwood (1849), 
4 uxch. 681: Ward v. Londesborough (1852), 12 CG. B. 


Generally, Mentd. Carlill v. Carbolic Smoke Ball Co., 
[1892] 2Q. LB. 484. 

597. .| — Pitf. received a letter of allot- 
ment, allotting him 100 shares in a projected rail- 
way, upon which he paid a deposit of £2 2s. per 
share. With the letter of allotment, the board of 
directors, one of whom was deft., caused to be sent 
to pltf. a circular containing, amongst others, the 
following provision, ‘‘ In the event of the Act not 
being obtained, the directors undertake to return 
the whole of the deposits, without deduction.”’ 
There was no evidence of any application by pltf. 
for shares, or that his allotted shares had been 
exchanged for scrip; & it appeared that he had 
never signed the parliamentary contract or sub- 
scribers’ agreement. The project proving 
abortive :—Held: the letter of allotment & 
circular were admissible in evidence without being 
stamped, inasmuch as they did not constitute the 
whole agreement between the directors & the allot- 
tees.—WARD v. LONDESBOROUGH (LORD) (1852), 
12 C. B. 252; 18 L. T. O. S. 209; 188 E. R. 
900. 

Annotation :—Apld. Mowatt v. Londesborough (1854), 3 

E. & B. 307. 





|}—MowaTr v. LONDESBOROUGH 


598. 
(Lorn), No. 547, ante. 





Sub-SECT. 5.—APPRAISEMENY., 

See Stamp Act, 1891 (c. 39), s. 24, Sched. I. 

599. Compensation due to outgoing tenant— 
Agricultural lease.|—-Where an agreement between 
an outgoing & an incoming tenant was that the 
latter should buy the hay, ctc. of the former upon 
the farm, & that the former should allow to the 
latter the cxpense of repairing the gates & fences 
of the farm; & that the value of the hay, etc. & 
of the repairs, should be settled by third persons :— 
eld: having failed upon his connt on the special 
agreement, for want of including in it that part of 
the agreement which related to the valuation of the 
repairs, & nothing being referred to the appraisers 
except the mere value of the goods & of the 
repairs, an appraisement stamp upon the written 
valuation is sufficient under 46 Geo. 3, c. 43, & an 
award stamp is not necessary.— LEEDS v. BURROWS 
(1810), 12 Kast, 1; 104 BK. R. 1. 

Annotations :—-Distd. Jebb v. M‘Kiernan (1829), Mood. & M. 

340. Refd. Clayton v. Burtenshaw aoa 7 Dow. & Ry. 

K. B. 800. Mentd. Sheldon wv. Cox (1824), 5 Dow. & Ry. 


K. B. 2773 Collins v. Collins (1858), 26 Beav. 306; Boss 
_ eine (1866), 15 L. T. 481; te Hopper (1867), 8 


600. Valuation only for information of parties.] 
—A valuation made of the parish lands by two 
resident parishioners, appointed for that purpose 
at a parish meeting by the parish officers, with a 
view of equalising the rate to the relief of the poor, 
was held not to require an appraisement stamp, it 
being merely for the information of the parties 
employing the valuers.—ATKINSON v. ELT (1816), 
5M. &S. 240; 105 BK. R. 10389. 

Annotation :—Refd. Palk v. Force (1848), 12 Q. B. 666. 

601. —-—.|—-A valuation made for the informa- 
tion of parties, & not binding on them, is not made 
liable to an appraisement stamp, by Stamp Act, 
1815 (c. 184), Sched. Part 1, Title Appraisement, 
though an agreement is afterwards founded on its 
data.— JACKSON v. STOPHERD (1834), 2 Cr. & M. 
361; 4 Tyr. 380; 3 L. J. Ex. 95; 149 BE. R. 800. 


Part 1X.—Stamp DUvtIiEs. 


602. List of articles in inventory—Not contain- 
ing values.|——SELLS v. HOARE (1823), 1 C. & P. 28; 
171 E. R. 1089, N. P. 

608. Agreement to take over stock at a valua- 
tion—No written valuation or inventory.}|—An 
agreement to take stock, ctc., at a valuation, there 
being no written valuation or inventory of the 
things valued, requires no stamp.—BUNYARD v. 
SEABROOK (1858), 1 F. & F. 321. 


SUB-SECT. 6.—APPRENTICESHIP INSTRUMENTS. 


See MASTER & SERVANT, Vol. XXXIV., pp. 509, 
524, Nos. 4227-4230, 4428-4430. 


SUB-SECT. 7.—ARTICLES OF CLERKSHIP. 
Sce Stamp Act, 1891 (c. 39), ss. 26-28, Sched. I., 
generally, SOLICITORS. 


SUB-SECT. 8.—AWARD. 


On inelosure of commons.|—Sece COMMONS, 
Vol. XI., p. 75, No. 972. 

Arbitration awards.|—See ARBITRATION, Vol. ]JI., 
pp. 315, 498, 531, 532, Nos. 27-29, 1893, 1676-1684. 

Reference to counsel.|—Sce ARBITRATION, Vol. 
II., p. 318, Nos. 46, 47. 

Balance of partnership accounts.]|—Scee Panr- 
NERSHIP, Vol. XXXVI, p. 475, No. 1392. 


SUB-SECT. 9.— BANKRUPTCY, DOCUMENTS CON- 
NECTED WITII. 

Nore.—The following volume, page & 
references are lo Bankrupicy, Vols. IV. & V 

Accounts of trustee—Personal liability to pay 
where no assets.|—Sce Vol. V., p. 1101, Nos. 8983, 
8089. 

Unstamped document as evidence of act of bank- 
ruptcy.|—See Vol. IV., p. 52, Nos. 431-436. 

Contract of sale by trustee.|—Sce Vol. V., p. 969, 
No. 7987. 
_ Special resolution to wind up affairs.|—Sce 
Vol. V., p. 1064, Nos. 8698-8699. 

Composition deed, scheme, or deed of arrange- 
ment.|—See Vol. V., p. 1071, No. 8771. 


yumber 


SUB-sECT. 10.—BiLLS oF EXCIIANGE, 
PROMISSORY NOTES, ETC. 

Notr.—The following page & number references 
are to Bills of Exchange, Vol. VI. 

See Stamp Act, 1891 (c. 39), ss. 20-39, Sched. I., 
& Finance Act, 1918 (c. 15), s. 36: d&, generally, 
pp. 493 et seq. ; Supp. I1I., No. 314a. 

Requirements of form, generally.|—-See pp. 14- 
46, Nos. 38-336. 

Promissory note—lIssued by loan society.|—WSee 
p. 50, No. 371. 
Pvc dated cheques.|—See pp. 52, 54, Nos. 389- 
Re-issue of bill—Necessity for new stamp.|— 
See p. 357, No. 2358. 
PART IX. SECT, 6, SUB-SECT, 13, tis amount. 


a. Pronise to pay on demand.)}— 
Deft. passed to pltf. a document to 
this effect: ‘‘I have thia day taken It 
from youin cash R48. I have received 


I shall repay this money 
without taking an 
you should deman 
ment was attested by two witnesses. 
bore a one anna adhesive stamp. 
On aconstruction of the document :-— 
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; a on payment of bill.|—See p. 360, No. 
379. 
Assent to giving time.!—Sec p. 401, No. 2621. 
Effect of conflict of laws.}—-Sce pp. 439-441, 
Nos. 2820-2836. 
1.0.U.’S.|—See p. 460, Nos. 2935-2042. 
Effect of notice to admit.]|—Sce p. 483, Nos. 


064. 
Admissibility of unstamped document—To show 
that acceptance is only accommodation acceptance.] 
—See p. 485, No. 3077. 


SUB-SECT. ]1.—BIiILLS OF LADING. 
Sce SHIPPING. 


SUB-SECT. 12.—BILLS OF SALE. 
Sce Stamp Act, 1891 (c. 3), s. 41, sched. I. 3 
& Kitus of SALE, Vol. VIIL., pp. 104, 105, Nos. 624— 
G27. 


SUB-sECT. 13.—‘ BOND, COVENANT OR 
INSTRUMENT.” 

Sce Stamp Act, 1891 (c. 39), s. £28, sched. [. 3 
Finance Act, 1905 (c. 46), s. 5 (L)3 & generally, 
Bonpbs, Vol. VII., pp. 256-259, Nos. 973-1005. 

604. Covenant with penalty for breach.] — An 
indenture which covenants for the performance 
or the forbearance of a particular act, under a 
certain penalty, is not chargeable with the ad 
valorem duty on the sum secured as a penalty, 
but only with the duty of £1 15s. treated as a 
‘bond not otherwise specifically charged,” or a 
‘deed not otherwise specifically charged,” under 
the heads * Bond” & ‘“ Deed’ by Stamp Act, 
1815 (c. 184+)—MouUNSEY v. STEPHENSON (1827), 
7B. &C. 403; 61. 5.0.8, K.B. 119; 108 E.R. 
773. 

605. Annuity deed — Sub-division of annuity— 
Duty in respect of aggregate sum.|—In replevin, 
detts. avowed for a distress under an annuity 
deed ; which recited that I°., who was the beneficial 
lessee of certain salt works, in order to raise money 
for carrying them on, contracted with K. to grant 
him an annuity of £1,050, in consideration of 
£14,500, & that K., being unable to provide the 
whole sum himself, had entered into sub-cuntracts 
with seven other persons to take portions of the 
annuity, each advancing a part of the consideration 
money; &, after reciting all these contracts, & 
the payment by the different parties of their 
respective proportions of the £L-4£,500, the deed con- 
tained a grant by F. to C. & D. of eight several 
annuities, making together an annuity of £1.050 
in trust for the several persons advancing the 
money, with the usual powers of distress :—Held : 
the annuity deed only required a stamp in respect 
of the aggregate sum paid to IF. for the annuity 
of £1,050, & it need not be the aggregate of the 
stamps required on each of the several annuities 
into which it was divided.—-HOGARTH v. PENNY 
(1845), 14 M. & W. 494; 14 1. J. ex. 345; 1538 
E.R. 570. 

806. Licence—To construct jetty in river—Re- 
vocable at any time.|—RIVER THAMES CoN- 
SERVATORS v. INLAND REVENUE Comrs., No. £7, 
post. 


Held: it was a bond within Indian 
Stamp Act (11 of 1899), 8. 2 (5) (b),— 
VENKU v. SITARAM (1905), I. L. R. 29 
Bom. 82.-——IND. 


b. Whether single stamp sufficient] — 
T 2 


objection, when 
{it}.”’ The docu- 
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Sect, 6.—Duties upon particular instruments : Sub- 
sects. 18, 14, 15, 16 & 17.} 


607. Agreement securing annual payments— 
Agreement for telephonic communication.] — 
(1) By an agreement under seal between a 
theatrical ticket agent & a telephone co. for the 
supply of the means of telephonic communication 
between the ticket agent’s head office & branch 
offices & other places, the co. undertook to crect 
& maintain in working order the telephonic lines 
& apparatus, & the ticket agent covenanted to pay 
by quarterly instalments in advance to the co. for 
the use of the lines & apparatus & for the tele- 
phonic communication an annual sum per line, 
the minimum amount payable to be calculated on 
the rent of forty-five lines. The agreement was 
to continue for ten years, & thereafter from year 
to year, determinable by either party giving three 
months’ notice in writing, power being reserved 
to the co. to determine it at any time in certain 
events. 

(2) By an agreement under seal between a 
railway co. & an automatic machine co., the former 
agrecd to permit the latter to place automatic 
machines on the platforms of certain of their 
stations, the machines to be placed &, until other- 
wise directed, kept in the positions directed by the 
railway co.; the automatic machine co. to pay 
the railway co. a yearly rent by equal quarterly 
payments on the usual quarter days. The agrec- 
ment contained a provision enabling either party 
to determine it by three months’ written notice 
expiring at any time :—Held: in each case, the 
agreement did not come within the exception in 
favour of a ‘ lease or tack,’”’ but was chargeable 
with an ad ralorem duty under the ‘ead ‘ bond, 
covenant, or instrument of any kind whatsoever,” 
as being the only, principal, or primary security 
for an annuity, or for a sum of money at stated 
deals for an indefinite period.—JONES v. 

NLAND REVENUE COMRS., SWEETMEAT AUTOMATIC 

DELIVERY Co. v. INLAND REVENUE CoMmrs., [1895] 

1 Q. B. 484; 64 L. J. Q. B. 84; 71 L. T. 763; 

43 W. R. 318; 11 T. L. RR. 78; 389 Sol. Jo. 97; 

15 R. 136, D. C. 

Annotations :—As to (1)_Distd. Clifford +. I. I. Comrs. 
{1896} 2 Q. B. 187. Folld. National Telephone Co. v. 
IJ. R. Comrs., [1899] 1 Q. B. 250. Consd. Gartside 
(Brookside Brewery) v. I. RK. Comrs. (1900), 82 L. T. 
686; Jackson v. I. R. Comrs. (1902), 87 L. T. 269 3 British 
OU & Cake Mills v. I. R. Comrs., [1903] 1 K. B. 689; 
Underground Elec. Rys. of London, & Glyn, Mills, Currie v. 
I. R. Comrs., [1916] 1 K. B. 306. Apld. British Italian 
Corpn. v. I. R. Comrs., [1921] W. N. 220. As to (2) Distd. 
Clifford v. I. R. Comrs., [1896] 2 Q. B. 187. Consd. 
Jackson v, I, R. Comrs, (1902), 87 L. T. 269 ; Underground 
lec. Rys. of London, & Glyn, Mills, Currie v. 1. lt. Comrs., 
11916] 1 kK. B. 306. 

608. .|—By an agreement in writing 
not under seal it was agreed between a telephone 
co. & Rh. that the latter should pay to the co. £12 
per annum in advance for hire of a private wire 
between his premises & the co.’s exchange system 
& the telephonic apparatus relating thereto, & 
either the co. or the lessee might put an end to the 
agreement by giving three calendar months’ 
notice in writing expiring on the day previous to 
the rent being duc in any year, & the co. agreed to 
erect & maintain in working order the wire & 
telephonic apparatus :—Held: the agreement was 
chargeable with an ad valorem duty under clause 1 
of the heading ‘‘ Bond, Covenant or Instrument 
or any kind whatsoever ”’ in Schedule I. to Stamp 
Act, 1891 (c. 39), & not merely with a stamp duty 








An obligation in security granted by 
several persons, for payment of the 
sums due to the creditors of a common 
debtor, may be executed upon a single 


slainp, Whatever be the number of the 
creditors.—JOHNSTO T 
WELL (1801), 13 Fac. Coll. 617.—SCOT. COMRS 


c. Agreement in nature of family 


NE & Co. v. ATT- 
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of 6d. as an agreement.—NATIONAL TELEPHONE 
Co. v. INLAND REVENUE Comars., [1899] 1 Q. B. 
250; 68L. J. Q. B. 222; 79 L. T. 514; 47 W. R. 
247; 15 T. L. R. 98; 43 Sol. Jo. 124, C. A. ; 
affd., [1900] A. C. 1, Ti. L. 


Annotations :-—Consd. Gartsides (Brookside Brewery) v. 
I. R. Comrs. (1900), 82 L. T. 686; British Of] & Cake 
Mills v. I. R. Comrs., [1903] 1 K. B. 689; County of 
Durham Electrical Power Distribution Co. v. I. R. Comrs., 


& Glyn Mills, Currie v. I. 2 Comrs., [1916] 1 K. B. 306." 

609. Agreement permitting installation of 
automatic machines.|—JONES v. INLAND REVENUE 
CoMRS., SWEETMEAT AUTOMATIC DELIVERY Co. v. 
INLAND REVENUE Comrs., No. 607, ante. 

610. Will.]—A will is not a security for an 
annuity given & charged by a will on real property 
within Schedule 1. to Stamp Act, 1891 (c. 39).— 
KENNEDY v. INLAND REVENUE Comrs. (1900), 65 
J< Ps.0,. Dic. 

611. Separation deed.}] — By the Schedule 
to the Stamp Act, 1891, ‘‘ Bond, covenant, or 
instrument of any kind whatsoever (1) Being the 
only or principal or primary security for any 
annuity ... or for any sum or sums of money at 
stated periods ... for the term of life or any 
other indefinite period. For every £5 of the 
annuity or sum periodically payable 2s. 6d.”’ 

By a deed of separation between a husband & 
wife, the husband agreed that so long as the wife 
observed the stipulations of the deed he would 
pay her every three months £625 by quarterly 
payments on Sept. 29, Dec. 25, Mar. 25, & June 24 
in every year :—Acld: this was an annuity of 
£2,500 & that ad valorem duty was payable on that 
sum, & not on £625.—LEWIs v. INLAND REVENUE 
CoMRs., [1898] 2 Q. B. 290; 67L. J. Q. B. 694; 78 
IL. T. 745, D.C. 
alnnotations :—Consd. Jackson tv. I. I. Comrs. (1902), 87 

L. I. 269; Underground Elec. Rys. of London, & Glyn, 

Mills, Currie v. I. KR. Comrs., [1916] 1K. B. 306. 

612. Agreement for supply of electricity.| 
—BRIiTisu ELEcTRIC TRACTION Co. v. INLAND 
REVENUE Comrs., No. 70], post. 

613. ——- ~.j|—By an agreement in writing, 
not under seal, between the co. & a customer, the 
co. agreed to supply to the customer for a period 
of seven years electric energy for motive power, 
heating, & lighting purposes on the customer’s 
premises at a fixed charge of £57 10s. per quarter 
& an additional penny per unit as indicated by 
meter :—Held: the agreement was chargeable 
with an ad valorem duty of 2s. 6d. per cent. on the 
aggregate amount of the minimum quarterly pay- 
ments for seven years as being a “ security ”’ for 
sums of money at stated periods under clause 1 
of the heading ‘ Bond, Covenant or Instrument 
of any kind whatsoever” in Schedule I. to the 
Stamp Act, 1891 (c. 39)—CouNnry OF DURIIAM 
ELECTRICAL POWER DISTRIBUTION Co. v INLAND 
REVENUE Comrs., [1909] 2 Kk. B. 604; 78 L. J. 
K. B. 1158; 101 L. T. 513; 73 J. P. 425; 25 
T. L. RR. 672; 8. G. it. 1088, C. A. 


Annotations :-—Expld. Underground Elec. ys. of London, 
& Glyn, Mills, Currie v. I. Rk. Comrs., [1914] 3 K. LB. 210. 
Apld. British Italian Corpn. v. I. R. Comrs., [1921] W. N. 


614. Agreement to guarantee interest.|— 
By a deed executed by them the Underground co. 
agreed provided a sufficient number of the holders 
of ordinary stock of the Central London Ity. co. 
would take guaranteed stock in exchange for their 




















arrangement or shia siete — COR- 
MACK’S T'RUSTKKS v. INLAND REVENUE 
- [1924] S. C. 819; 618anh. Qh. 


Part [X.-- Stamp DvuTIEs. 


ordinary stock, to guarantee interest at 4 per cent. 
per annum on such guaranteed stock, payable 
half-yearly if, & to the extent that the profits of 
the Central London Ry. co. were not sufficient to 
pay that amount of interest. At the date of the 
deed it was not known whether a sufficient number 
of holders of ordinary stock would accede to the 
arrangement or whether all would so accede, but 
it they all acceded & if the Central London Ry. co 
made no profits in any year, applts. would be liable 
to pay £120,000 in that year, being 4 per cent. on 
£3,000,000 stock :—Held: (1) the deed was charge- 
able with ad valorem stamp duty under the heading 
‘Bond, Covenant, or Instrument of any kind 
whatsoever, being the only or principal or primary 
security for any annuity ... or for any sum or 
sums of money at stated periods ...for... 
[an] indefinite period,’’ [Stamp Act, 1891 (c. 39), 
sched. I.] on the maximum sum which might 
become payable under the deed; (2) the amount 
on which the duty was chargeable was the yearly 
sum that might be payable, namely £120,000, not- 
withstanding that it was payable at half-yearly 
periods.— UNDERGROUND ILEcTRIc IRys. Co. OF 
LONDON, LTp., & GLYN, MILLS, CURRIE & Co. v. 
INLAND REVENUE Comrs., [1916] 1 K. B. 306; 
85 L. J. K. B. 356; 114 L. T. 111, C. A. 

615. ——— Purchase-money by instalments with 
interest.|\—BriITIsH ITALIAN CORPN., LTD. v. 
ENTER REVENUE Comes., [1921] W. N. 220, 
C. A. 

616. ——— Collateral security.]|—Britisu ITALIAN 
CorPNn., LTD. v. INLAND REVENUE CoMmnus., [1921] 
W. N. 220, C. A. 

617. Agreement not under seal.] — NATIONAL 
TELEPHONE Co. v. INLAND REVENUE Comnrs., No. 
608, ante. 

618. Agreement securing weekly payments.|— 
one v. INLAND REVENUE Comrs., No. 372, 
ante. 

619. ——— Indefinite period.|—-By a deed of 
separation between a husband & wife, the husband 
agreed that so long as the wife should perform the 
stipulations of the deed he would pay her a weekly 
sum of £1 to be paid every weck, & that if she 
survived him without having incurred a forfeiture 
in his lifetime she should be paid the £1 a week 
during her life, but in the event of the wife doing 
certain specificd things the weekly payment was 
to cease :—J/cld: upon the authority of Clifford 
v. Inland Revenue Comrs., No. 372, ante, this 
deed was a sccurity for the payment of a sum 
of money at weekly periods & not of an 
annuity or yearly sum payable by weekly instal- 
ments, & it was, as regards that payment, liable 
only to the duty of 2s. 6d. upon the sum agreed to 
be paid weekly, & not upon the £52, the total 
amount of the weekly payments for a year.— 
JACKSON v. INLAND REVENUE Comrs. (1902), 87 
i. T. 269; 66 J. P. 680; 50 W. R. 666; 18 
T. L. R. 678; 46 Sol. Jo. 725. 


SuB-sEctT. 14.—BUILDING CONTRACTS. 


Sce BurtDINnG Contracts, Vol. VII., p. 451, 
Nos. 488-490. 


SUB-SECT. 15.—BUILDING SOCIETIES — 
ADVANCES BY. 


See BUILDING SoctEtTiEgs, Vol. VII., pp. 483, 484, 
Nos. 175-182, 
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SUB-sSECT. 16.—CHARTERPARTY. 
Sec SHIPPING. 


SUB-SECT. 17.—COMPANIES AND CORPORATIONS. 


See Stamp Act, 1891 (c. 39), ss. 112, 118. 

620. Transfer of shares.]|—-The  residuary 
personal estate consisted (inter alia) of certain 
shares in the L. Gaslight co., & of several principal 
sums of money secured on several mtges., transfers 
of mtges., further charges, bonds, notes, & other 
securities, & it had not been necessary for any of 
the purposes of the will to call in, sell, or convert 
into money any portion of such residuary estate. 

At the request of I. H., the residuary legatee, A. 
& B. agreed as trustees & exors., to transfer to him 
the above mentioned shares & principal sums of 
money, & a deed dated June 1, 1866, & made 
between the said A. & B. of the one part, & R. H. 
of the other part, was accordingly prepared & 
executed, which recited all the facts & matters 
above stated. By the first testatum clause of the 
deed, all the said gas shares & also all the several 
principal sums of money secured by the said 
several mtges., ctc., specified in three several 
schedules therein underwritten, & all interest, etc., 
together with the said several mtge. decds, were 
assigned & transferred by the said A. & B., unto 
the said R. H., his exors., administrators, & assigns 
absolutely. Ly a second testatum clause, ‘‘ to the 
intent that the several hereditaments comprised 
in the said several mtges., etc., might be duly 
vested in the said R. H., his hcirs & assigns,”’’ al] the 
messuages, etc., comprised in the said several 
mtges.,ctc., were granted & conveyed by the said 
A. & B. unto & to the use of the said R. Y1., his 
heirs & assigns for ever, subject to the equity of 
redemption then subsisting therein respectively. 
The aggregate amount of the several principal 
sums secured by the several mtge. deeds was 
£32,499 :—Held: the deed on the face of it was 
a technical, substantial, & real transfer both of the 
gas sharcs & the mtges. specifically to R. H. & 
as such came within the description of the Act of 
Parliament, & was therefore liable to the stamp 
duty of £10 12s. 6d., assessed as follows: As a 
transfer of shares in the stock of the L. Gas co., 
‘‘not otherwise charged under the heads of mtge. 
or of conveyance,’’ Stamp Act, 1815 (c. 184), 
Sched., Title Transfer, to a duty of £1 10s.3; asa 
transfer of mtges. for £32,499, to an ad valorem 
duty, under Revenue, No. 2, Act, 1865 (c. 96), 
s. 17, of bd. per £100, £8 2s. 6d., & to a progressive 
duty of £1.—HALL v. INLAND REVENUE COMRS. 
(1869), 21 L. T. 151. 

.|—See COMPANIES, Vol. IX., pp. 359, 404, 
No. 2280, 2281, 2586-2590. 

Relating to capital.|—Sce CoMPANIEs, Vol. IX., 
p. 177, Nos. 1125, 1126; Vol. X., p. 1103, Nos. 
7743, 7744. 

Issue of shares.|—See COMPANIES, Vol. IX., p. 
316, No. 1964. 

Acquisition & disposition of property.|— ‘See 
COMPANIES, Vol. IX., pp. 658, 659, Nos. 4387-4389. 

Borrowing & securing money.|—See Com- 
PANIES, Vol. X., pp. 784-786, Nos. 4907-4917. 

Voluntary winding-up.|—See CoMPaANIES, Vol. 
X., p. 1032, Nos. 7154, 7155. 

Statutory company for public purposes.|—See 
COMPANIES, Vol. XK. pp. 1114, 1115, 1192, 1198, 
Nos. 7840-7845, 8463-8465. 

Letters of allotment.]|—Sce Sub-sect. 4, ante. 

Issue of oor peree loan.|—See LocaL GOVERN- 
MENT, Vol. XXXIII., p. 18, No. 71. 
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Sect. 6.—Duties upon particular instruments : Sub- 
sect 18, A. (a).] 
SUB-sEcT. 18.—CONVEYANCE ON SALE. 
A. Meaning of Conveyance on Sale. 
(a) Properly. 
See Stamp Act, 1891 (c. 39), ss. 54-61. Sched. I. 
621. Goodwill.] — A deed by which pltf. cove- 
nants to give up his trade to deft., & to allow him 
to carry it on in his house for ten years, deft. 
paying £1,000 for the fixtures, etc., at the time of 
executing the deed & covenanting to pay £1,000 per 
annum for ten years, does not require an ad 
valorem stamp.—LYBURN v. WARRINGTON (1816), 


1 Stark. 162; 171 EB. R. 434, N. P. 
ean :-—Distd. Potter v. 1. R. Comrs. (1854), 10 Exch. 


622, -|— POTTER v. 
Comrs., No. 632, post. 

623. .}— INLAND REVENUE COMRS. wv. 
Anaus, SAME v. LEwIs, No. 378, ante. 

624, ——.] —- Troup v. INLAND REVENUE 
Comrs. (1891), 7 T. L. R. 610, D. C. 

6 .} — By an agreement made in Iing- 
land, applts., a limited co.. bought from a firm of 
soap manufacturers in the United States their frec- 
hold works, book & other debts, together with the 
goodwill of the business & the trade marks used 
in connection therewith. The vendors were the 
owners of a trade mark, registered in England, 
relating to their soap, which trade mark was 
extensively circulated throughout England in 
newspapers & pictorial advertisements at the 
expense of the vendors, who had an office in London 
for that purpose, & by this means 4 large demand 
for the soap had been created in tl. United King- 
dom. The vendors did not sell direct to the 
retail dealers in the United Kingdom but to a 
syndicate of three fimns, who gave orders for soap 
which was despatched to them in England & paid 
for by them by remittances sent to the vendors ; 
the syndicate then resold it to retail dealers, & 
others at: such prices as they thought fit; about 
two-thirds of the total sales of the vendors were 
made to the English syndicate :—Held: the 
Iinglish trade mark & goodwill were “ property ”’ 
within Stamp Act, 1891 (c. 39), 5s. 59 (1), & the 
agreement was liable in respect of them to ad 
valorem stamp duty.—BROOKE (BENJAMIN) & Co. 
v INLAND REVENUE Comns., [1896] 2 Q. B. 356 ; 
65 L. J. Q. B. 657; 44 W. R. 670; 12 T. L. fh. 
418; 40 Sol. Jo. 517, D.C. 

Annolation :—Consd. Velazquez v. I. TR. Comrs., [1914] 2 

kK. B. 404. 
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626. -——.] — (1) A contract for the sale of 
Jeasehold premises contained a proviso that in the 
event of the consent of the landlord to the assign- 
ment of the lease not being obtained the vendor 
should, at the option of the purchaser, execute a 
declaration of trust of the lease in his favour. 
Two days afterwards a declaration of trust was 
executed, by which the cquitable interest in the 
premises vested in the purchaser :—Held: the 
contract being one fur the sale of a legal estate, 
& there being no obligation on the purchaser to 
accept a declaration of trust, it was not a contract 
for the sale of an equitable estate or interest in 
property within Stamp Act, 1891 (c. 39), 8. 59 (1). 

(2) The goodwill of a public-house is not neces- 


PART IX. SECT. 6, SUB-SECT. 18.— 
A. (a). on full conside 


d. Debts.] — STAMPS COMRS. 1, 
QUEENSLAND MEAT Export Co., LTD., 
[1917] A. C. 624, P. C._—AUS. 


e. Conveyance of mortgaged land— 
In consideration of amount due under 


269; 15 .N.8. 


W.W 


f. Conveyance made direct to sub- 
purchuser—Whether Stamp Act, 1924, 
retrosnective.J—BARNETT v. COLLECTOR  —7Nedee 
OF STAMP DuTiESs (1924), 22 Tas. L. R. 
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sarily a mere enhancement of the value of the 

licensed premises, & so attached to the possession 

of the premises as to constitute ‘land ’’ within 

Stamp Act, 1891 (c. 39), 5. 59 (1). It may, there- 

fore, be ‘‘ property except lands’”’ within the 

meaning of the sect.; & upon an agreement for 

the sale of the lease & goodwill of a public-house 

ae instrument may be chargeable with ad valorem 
uty. 

(3) The question as it appears to me is, what was 
the document of Mar. 19 when it was signed, that 
being the document which had to be stamped 
(A. L. Smits, L.J.).—Werst LONDON SYNDICATE 
v. INLAND REVENUE Comrs., [1898] 2 Q. B. 507 ; 
67 L. J. Q. B. 956; 79 L. T. 289; 47 W. R. 125 ; 
14 'T. L. R. 569; 42 Sol. Jo. 714, C. A. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Consd. Chesterficld Brewery Co, tv. 
I, R. Comrs., [1899] 2 Q. B. 7. Refd. Maples v. I. Ki. 
Comrs., [1914] 3 K. B. 303. As to (2) Distd. Muller’s 
Margarine v. I. R. Comrs., [1900] 1 Q. B. 310. Apld. 


Danubian Sugar Factories v. I. 2. Comrs., [1901] 1 K. B. 
215. Refd. Baglioni v. Cavalli (1900), $38 L. T. 500, 


627. Foreign business.] — An agreement 
is ‘‘ made ”’ in the United Kingdom within Stamp 
Act, 1891 (c. 39), s. 59, if it is cxecuted in the 
United Kingdom by a party to the agreement whose 
execution is required to make the instrument on 
the face of it complete. 

An agreement in writing to sell the premises 
of a wholesale manufacturing business carried on 
abroad together with the goodwill of the business 
for alump sum was executed by the vendor abroad 
& by the purchaser in England. The vendor 
covenanted not to engage in any similar trade 
within fifty miles of the existing premises. Al] the 
customers of the business were abroad :—Held: 
(1) the agreement was ‘‘ inade’”’ in England, but 
(2) the goodwill was ‘“‘ property locally situate out 
of the United Kingdom’”’ within Stamp Act, 
1891 (c. 39), s. 59, & the agreement was therefore 
not chargeable with the ad valorem duty.— INLAND 
REVENUE ComRs. v. MULLER & Co.’s MARGARINE, 
Lrp., [1901] A. C. 217; 70 L. J. K. B. 677; 84 
L. T. 729; 49 W. BR. 603; 17 T. T. R. 530, H. LL. ; 
affy. S. C. sub nom. MULLER & Co.’s MARGARINE, 
LTp. v. INLAND REVENUE Comrs., [1900] 1 Q. B. 
310, C. A. 

Annotations :—~.4s to (2) Distd, Danubian Sugar Factories 
v. I. R. Comrs., [1901] 1 K. B. 245. Consd. Urban v. 
I. R. Comrs. (1913), 29 T. L. 2.476. Expld. Velazquez v. 
I. lt. Comrs., [1914] 3 K. RB. 458. Cengeally, Mentd. 
Riickerby v. Reay (1903), 20 TR. PP. C. 380; Rey v, 
Lecouturier (1907), 98 L. T. 197; Pink v. Sharwvood 
(No. 2), Re Ord’s Trade Mk. (1913), 109 L. T. 594. 

628. Debts — Judgment debt.|—An assignment 
by indenture of a judgment debt is, not an assign- 
ment of property within Stamp Act, 1815 (c. 184), 
Sched. Part I., Title Conveyance, & does not there- 
fore require an ad valorem stamp ; but must have 
the ordinary deed stamp.—WARREN v. HOWE 
(1823), 2 B. & C. 281; 3 Dow. & Ry. Ik. B. 494 ; 
2L.J.0.8. K. B. 8; 107 E. BR. 388. 


Annotations :—Apld. Belcher v. Sikes (1827), 6 B. & C. 234. 
Distd. & Dbtd. Caldwell v. Dawson (1850), 5 Hxch. 1. 
Dptd. Potter v. I. lt. Comrs. (1854), 10 Exch. 147. 


629. Book debts.}-——Trour v. INLAND 
REVENUE Comres, (1891), 7 T. L. lt. 610, D.C. 

630. : |—A. co. agreed to sell their 
entire undertaking together with the book debts 
owing to them to B. co. By the agreement the 
book debts were to be taken as they were at 
the making up of the books of the A. co. at the 

















alist semana LL same oy payee 16.—AUS. 
ration less mortgage deht. : Recital in conveyance of 
—lte IRVING (1898), 19 N. 8. W. L. RR. serail agreement with original purchaser 


- N. 63.—AUS. —Whether agreement conveyance 
dutiable.}J—HvLst v. MINISTER OF 


aad Dutins, (1920] N. Z L. R, 869. 


h, Trust for sale & conversion— 


Part [X.—StTAmMp DUvtTIEs. 


end of the following year, & the A. co. gave a 
guarantec that they would be paid in full before 
the date fixed for completion of the conveyance ; 
& the A. co. were to be taken as conducting the 
business as agents for the L. co. since the end of the 
preceding year till completion. At the date of the 
agreement only a smal! part of the debts due at 
the end of the preceding year was still owing, & 
they were all in fact paid before completion of the 
conveyance :—Held: the sale of book debts was 
a sale of property within Stamp Act, 1891 (c. 39), 
s. 59 (1), liable to pay stamp duty on that part of 
the consideration appropriated as representing 
the consideration given for those debts.—MEASURES 
BROTHERS, Lip. v. INLAND REVENUE COMRS. 
(1900), 82 L. T. 689, D. C. 

631. Partnership property — Transfer of share 
by partner.]—An assignment, in consideration of 
money, from one partner to another, of his share 
of the partnership property in matters of contract, 
is not subject to the ad valorem duty.—-BELCHER t. 
SiTkES (1827), 6 B. & C. 2384; 9 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 
231; 108 KE. lh. 489 3 sub nom. BELCHER v. BRYMER, 
51. J. O.8. K. B. 98. 


Annotations :—Dbtd. Potter v. T. R. Comrs. (1854), 10 Mxch. 
147. Refd. Christioc v. I. R. Comrs. (1866), 36 L. J. lx. 11, 
632. 


.|—A dissolution deed, whereby 
the outgoing partner bargained, sold, & assigned 
to the remaining partners, in consideration of 
£22,000, all his ‘‘ trade or share in the trade 
carried on by the parties to the deed in copartner- 
ship together, & the goodwill of the same trade or 
business ’’ is a conveyance of property within 13 
& 14 Vict. c. 97, Sched. Title, Conveyance, & is 
subject to an ad valorem stamp duty of 10s. per 
cent. on the consideration for such transfer.— 
POTTER v. INLAND REVENUE Comms. (1854), 10 
Exch. 147; 23 L. J. Ex. 345; 18 Jur. 7783 2 
W. R. 561; 156 E.R. 892; sub nom. Re Stamp 
Duty oN PottEeRs’ Drep, 2 C. L. R. 11815 sub 
nom. A.-G. vo. POTTER, 238 L. T. O. 8. 269. 
Annotations ors Limmer Asphalte Paving Co. v. I. R. 

Comrs. (1872), L. R. 7 Exch. 211. Expld. I. Rt. Coirs. v. 

‘ > , Same v. Lewis (1889), 23 Q. B. D. 579. Consd. 

Smelting Co. of Australia 7. T. R. Comrs., [1896] 2 Q. B. 

179. Apld. West. London Syndicate v. I. It. Cornrs., 

[1898] 2 Q. B. 5073 Danubian Sugar Factories v. I, lh. 

Comrs., [1901] 1 BE. B. 245. Consd. 1. LR. Coinrs. v, 

Muller’s Margarine, [1901] A. C. 217. 

633. .|—A dissolution of partnership 
being in contemplation between two persons, one 
of whom was desirous of retiring from business, a 
deed was entered into whereby after reciting an 
agreement for dissolution & that the property of the 
firm & the share due to the retiring partner had 
been ascertained, that in respect of such share a 
specified sum had been paid in cash, & that the 
remainder wus to be secured by a mtge. & by assign- 
ment of certain policies of insurance, it was wit- 
nessed that the partnership was dissolved & that 
the retiring partner should forthwith release to the 
remaining partner all his estate in the partnership 
property real or personal & obtain the concurrence 
in the conveyance of all necessary parties. By an 
indenture of later date, reciting the previous deed, 
the retiring partner ‘“‘in pursuance of the agree- 
ment & in consideration of the premises ’’ conveyed 
to the remaining partner all his estate & interest 
in the partnership property & assets :—Held: 
the indenture was liable to ad valorem stamp duty, 
as a “conveyance upon the sale of property ” 
within 13 & 14 Vict. c. 97, Sched. Title Con- 














Conveyance of land to one beneficiary 
—Family arranjement.) — WATT . 
Stamrs Comr. (1900), 19 N. Z L. R. 
123.—N.Z. 

k. Application of Stamp Act, 1882, 
8 94,)}—The above sect. providing for 


the payment of onl 
v a conveyance of land to a sub-pur- 
chaser, applies only where the subsale 
is a sale for cash or its equivaleut, & 
not. where the later transaction is an 
oxchange of properties.—PITCHER v. 
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veyance.—CHRISTIE 7. INLAND REVENUE COMRS. 
(1866), L. R. 2 Exch. 46; 4 H. & C. 664; 36 
L. J. Ex. 11; 15 L. T. 282; 15 W. R. 258. 

Annotation :—Folld. Phillips v. I. TR. Comrs. (1867), L. R. 2 

Exch. 399. 

634. .}—On a dissolution of partner- 
ship a deed was executed, by which, after reciting 
that it had been agreed that the share of the 
retiring partner, in the real assets of the firm 
should be taken by the continuing partners, & 
that he should be allowed in account the sum of 
£17,313 as an equivalent for the value of his share ; 
the retiring partner, in consideration of the sum of 
£17,318, ‘ part of the moneys & assets of the said 
dissolved copartnership to the said P. so allowed in 
account, appropriated, & paid as aforesaid,’’ con- 
veyed his share of the real assets to the continuing 
partners :—l/eld: the indenture was liable to ad 
valorem stamp duty, as a conveyance upon a sale 
within 13 & 14 Vict. c. 97, Sched. Title Con- 
veyance.—PHILLIPS v. INLAND REVENUE COMRS. 
(1867), L. R. 2 Exch. 399; 86 L, J. Ex. 199; 16 
L. 'T. 839. 

635, —~ - ——.|—-Trovue v. INLAND REVENUE 
Comrs, (1891), 7 T. L. ht. 610, D.C. 

636. .|—J. F. & his brother J. W. 
carried on business in partnership. J. F. in pur- 
suance of the power for that purpose contained in 
the articles of partnership, gave J. W. notice to 
determine it, & J. W. gave J. F. notice of taking 
over his share in the partnership upon the terms 
prescribed by the articles. Two instruments were 
executed to give effect to the dissolution of the 
partnership, the first a conveyance, whereby the 
share & interest of J. F. in the real estate of the 
partnership was released & transferred to J. W. 
This deed was duly stamped with an ad valorem 
dutv. The other instruments, of even date, after 
reciting that accounts of the partnership had been 
made up, & that the amount standing to the 
credit of J. F. was £41,752 4s. Td. & that, by the 
above mentioned deed of even date, the real 
estate had been conveyed to J. W. & that the 
chattel property of the partnership was then in the 
exclusive possession of J. W. & that the said J. W. 
had given his promissory note bearing even date 
therewith for the above said sum, witnessed that 
J.F.& J. W. declared that the partnership between 
them should be considered as determined, & J. I. 
declared that he accepted the said promissory note 
in full satisfaction of all claims against J. W. in 
respect of his share & interest in the said partner- 
ship & the assets & properties thereof. The 
comrs. claimed that this last mentioned instrument 
was chargeable with an ad valorem conveyance 
duty :—Held: the instrument was chargeable in 
accordance with the assessment of the comrs,— 
GARNETY v. INLAND REVENUE Compms. (1899), $1 
L. T. 683: 48 W. R. 303, D.C. 

637. Land & buildings.} —INLAND REVENUE 
Comrs. v. ANGUS, SAME v. LEWIS, No. 378, ante. 

638. Trade mark.] —BrookE (BENJAMIN) & 
Co. v. INLAND REVENUE Comrs., No. 625, ante. 

639. Equitable interest.) — Wrst LONDON 
SYNDICATE v. INLAND REVENVE Comns., No. 626, 
ante, 

640. Benefit of contract — Sale of interest in 
foreign land.|—By a contract in writing V. 
agreed to transfer or lease to I’. a piece of land in 
Roumania, which was to be forty hectares in 














one duty on ree Ont: (1906), 26 N. ZL. R. 
5 . e 6 


1, Sale of partitioned 
Whether series of trai 
v. MINISTER OF STAMP DUTIES (1914), 
33 N. Z. L. R. §612.—N.Z. 
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Sect. 06.—Duties upon particular instruments : Sub- 
sect. 18, A. (a) & (6).] 


extent & situate within a defined area & to be 
selected by F. or his nominees, for the erection of 
a sugar factory; & V. further agreed that he would 
cultivate bectroots, to a specified extent & in a 
specified manner, which he would supply to the 
sugar factory at stipulated prices. Subsequently 
F. agreed, by a deed made in England, to sell to 
an English co. the benefit of the contract which 
he had made with V.:—Held: the contract was 
a contract for the sale of an interest in ‘‘ property ” 
which was not “‘ locally situate out of the United 
Kingdom,’’ within Stamp Act, 1891 (c. 39), s. 59 (1). 
—DANUBIAN SuUGAR FACTORIES v. INLAND 
REVENUE Comns., [1901] 1 K. B. 245; 70 L. J. 
Q. B. 211; 84L.T.101; 65 J.P. 212, C. A. 

Annetohion :—Apld. Velazquez v. I. I. Comrs., [1914] 3 K. B. 

58. 


Patent.|—Sce PATENTS, Vol. XXXVIT., pp. 676, 
677, Nos. 1577, 1578. 


(b) Sale, 


See Stamp Act, 1891 (c. 39), ss. 54-61, sched. I. 

641. General rule— Any instrument operating 
as transfer.|—‘‘ Memorandum, that T’. has sold to 
G. all the goods, stock-in-trade, & fixtures in a 
certain shop ” :—Held: to require an ad valorem 
stamp as a conveyance. 

Any instrument which operates as a record of 
the transfer of property isa conveyance within the 
Stamp Act.—HORSFALL v. HEY (1848), 2 Exch. 
778; 17 L. J. Ex. 266; 111. T. 0.8. 271; 154 
i. R. 705. 

Annotations :—Expld. & Apld. Garnett . I. RR. Comrs. 


(1899), 81 L. T. 633. Mentd. Grubam ev. Wilcockson & 
Munslow (1876), 35 L. T. 601. 


642. Family arrangement.|—DENN d. MANIFOLD 
v. DIAMOND, No. 367, ante. 

643. -|] — By two deeds made between BL. 
& H., who was the heir to L.’s settled estates, 
after reciting that H. had undertaken the payment 
of the mtges. on the estates. & that B. was indebted 
to Hi. in certain sums, it was witnessed that in 
pursuance of a family arrangement B. conveyed 
to H. his unsettled estates subject to the mtges. 
& also certain specified chattels ; but power was 
reserved to LB. & H. to cancel, alter, or make void 
the family arrangements at any time :—Aeld: 
the deeds were conveyances on sale, & were charge- 
able with ad valorem stamp duty.—BnristToL 
(MARQUESS) v. INLAND REVENUF Comns., [1901] 
2k.BR. 336; 70L. J. K. B. 759; 84 L. T. 659; 
65 J. P. 360; 49 W. R. 718; 17 T. I. RB. 488; 
45 Sol. Jo. 589, D. C. 

644. Partition.|—Dcebt on bond. Plea: that it 
was given to secure the payment of £660 & interest 
agreed, after the passing of Stamp Act, 1815 
(c. 184), to be paid for equality of partition of 
certain lands in which pltf. & deft. were interested ; 
& that on the principal deed, by which pltf. con- 
veyed to deft. her interest in the estate taken in 
severalty by deft., no mention was made of this 
sum. On demurrer :—Held: Probate & Legacy 
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Duties Act, 1808 (c. 149), s. 24, incorporated by 
Stamp Act, 1815 (c. 184), s. 8, applied only to 
sales properly so called; & an exchange upon 
which money was paid for equality of partition 
was not a sale; &, thereforc, the enactment in 
that sect., enabling the purchaser to recover from 
the seller any part of the purchase-money not 
expressed in the decd of sale, was inapplicable ; 
though the deed ought to have been stamped with 
an ad valorem stamp as an exchange, the improper 
stamping of the conveyance was no bar to an action 
on the bond given to secure the pricc.-—-HENNIKEN 
v. LENNIKER (1852),1 BE. & B. 54; 22 1. J.Q. 5B. 
94; 201. T. O. S. 125; 17 Jur. 436; 118 BE. R. 
357. 

Annotation :-—Distd. Christie v. I. R. Comms. (1866), 36 

L. J. x. 11. 


645. Amalgamation of companies.|—It was 
agreed between the U. & I. Ry. co. & the F. Ry. 
co., under the powers of the U. & 1. co.’s Act, 
that the U. & I. Ry. co. should sell the whole of 
their railway & undertaking, subject to its debts 
& liabilities, to the F. Ry. co., & that the latter 
should create preferential stock to the nominal 
amount of £298,000 to be allotted to the sharc- 
holders of the U. & L. ty. co. as fully paid-up 
stock, with a perpetual preference dividend of 
6 per cent. per annum, & that thereupon the U. 
& L. Ry. co.’s capital of £298,000 should be 
extinguished, & the F. Ry. co.’s preferential stock 
of £298,000 be substituted for it, & it was directed 
by the Act that the transfer should be evidenced 
by a deed of transfer, duly stamped, wherein the 
full consideration for the deed should be fully & 
truly stated. The transaction was carried into 
effect & a deed was executed, whereby, in con- 
sideration of the agreement, the whole under- 
taking of the U. & I. Ry. co., subject to their debts, 
was, by virtue of the Act, transferred to & vested 
in the I. Ry. co., absolutely & for ever, & the 
Comrs. of Inland Revenue having charged ad 
valorem duty on the deed as a ‘ conveyance upon 
sale’? in consideration of £390,380 the admitted 
average selling price of the £298,000 preferential 
stock at the date of the deed :—Jleld: part of the 
consideration for the sale was ‘stock within 
the second paragraph in Schedule to 13 & 14 
Vict. c. 97, Title Conveyance, & the deed was 
rightly stamped with ad valorem duty in respect of 
such stock.—ULVERSTONE & LANCASTER Hy, Co. 
v. INLAND REVENUE Comms. (18641), 2 HT. & C. 
855; 159 E.R. 3543; sub nom. INLAND REVENUE 
Comrs. v. FURNESS Ity. Co., 5 New Rep. 92 3 sub 
nom. Furness Ry. Co. v. INLAND REVENUE 
Comnas., 33 L. J. Ex. 173; 10 1. T. 1613; 10 Jur. 
N.S. 11383; 13 W. R. 10. 

Annotation :—Folld. G. W. Ry. v. I. TN. Coimrs., [1894] 1 

Q. B. 507. 

646. -|—An amalgamation of railways 
under an Act, incorporating Railway Clauses Act, 
1863 (c. 92), is a transaction which comes within 
the description of transfcr & sale, & stamp duty 
is payable under that head.—GREAT WESTERN Itty. 
Co. v. INLAND REVENUE Comns., [1894] 1 Q. B. 
507; 68. J. Q. B. 405; 70 L. IT. 86; 58 J. P. 








PART IX. SECT. 6, SUB-SECT. 18.-~ 642 ii. —-—.] —- CanTEeER »v. STAMP n. After transfer to purchaser 
A. (b). Durms Comun, [1926] 8S. 2. Q.117.— — re-transfer to vendor on cancellation of 
642i. Family arranyement.jJ—Trans- US. contruct—Whether re-transfer dutiable.] 


actions which are in a sense family 
arrangements may also involve & be, 
so far as the documents are concernad, 
‘‘conveyances or transfers on sale ”’ 
within Stamps Acts; it is not essential 
that there should be anything in the 
nature of adverse bargaining to con- 
stitute a ‘‘ sale’ within Stamps Act, 
1890, 8. 93.— DAVIES v. COLLECTOR OF 
Imposts (1908) V. L. R. 272.,—AUS. 


——.] — 


642 iii. HUME wv. 
oe (1893), 14 N. ZI. RR. 291. 


m. Sale of land—Resale of portion 
& payment of duty upon transfer direct 
from vendor to gub-purchaser—Duly 
payable on transfer of residue to original 
purchaser. J—NATIONAL LAND Co. v. 
COMPTROLLER OF STAMPS (1883), 9 p. 
V. LL. RR. (Law) 87.—AUS. 


—Kc p., MILLER & GRAY (1892), 18 
V.L. l. 31.—Avus. 


Oo. By beneficiaries advanced 
during testator’s lifetime—To trustees of 
will—_Whether dutiable as on gule or 
settlement.J—-BYRNES v. STAMPS COMR. 
(1911), 11. 8 RK. N.S. W. 490; 28 
N.S. W. W. N. 14.—AUS. 


STAMPS 











Pp. To War Service IIome Com- 
missioner.}— WAR SERViIcE -JIOMES 


Part LX.-—STamr DUTIES. 


397; 42 W. R. 211; 10 T. L. R. 128; 38 Sol. Jo. 
96; 9R. 122, 0. A. 


Annotations :—Apld. Coats v. I. R. Comrs., [1897] 2Q. B 423. 
Consd. A.-G. 7. Felixstowe Gas Light Co., [1907] 2 K. B. 
984. Refd. Foster”. 1. 2. Comrs. (1893), 42 W. I. 259. 


647. Licence to construct jetty in river.) — 
By a writing not under seal the Conservators of 
the River Thames, pursuant to the powers con- 
ferred upon them by Thames Conservancy Act, 
1857 (c. exlvii), agreed to grant permission, during 
pleasure of the Conservators, to the S. co. to con- 
struct a jetty, etic., upon the foreshore & bed of the 
River Thames in consideration of an annual pay- 
ment of £77 to the Conservators by the S. co. 
who thereby agreed to pay the sum & to remove the 
jetty, etc., upon receiving notice from the Con- 
servators requiring them so to do :—- Held: under 
Stamp Act, 1870 (c. 97), the document was charge- 
able only with stamp duty as an agreement; it 
was not a ‘‘ conveyance on sale”’ or a ‘' convey- 
ance ”’ within either sect. 70 or sect. 78 of the Stamp 
Act because it did not transfer to the S. co. any 
of the property vested in the Conservators by 
Thames Conservancy Act, 1857; neither was it 
chargeable as a ‘“‘ lease or tack.’”’ for nothing was 
thereby demised to the S. co., who were mere 
licencees; & it was not chargeable as a ‘‘ bond, 
covenant, or instrument of any kind whatsoever ” 
because it was not an instrument of the same 
nature as a bond or covenant for securing payment 
of asum of money.— RIVER THAMES CONSERVATORS 
v. INLAND REVENUE Comers. (1886), 18 Q. LB. D. 
279; 561. J.Q.B. 181; 561. T.1983 385 W. R. 
274; 3T. 1. R. 190, D.C. 

Annolations :-—Consd. Sweetmeat Automatic Delivery Co. v. 
J, Kk. Comrs., Jones mw I. R. Comrs. (1894), 64 I. J. Q. B. 
R45 [1895] 1 Q. B. 484. In the latter report Thames 
Conservaturs v. J. I. Comrs. is referred to in error as Taylor 
v. J’endleton Oversecrs—sece, [1899] 1 Q. B. at p. 260 


(CoLLINS, L.J.). Refd. National Telephone Co. 7. I. Rh. 
Comrs., [1899] 1 Q. B. 250. 


648. Conversion of partnership into company.] 
—Light persons who had been carrying on business 
in partnership determined the partnership & 
transferred the business to a limited co., formed 
exclusively of themselves; & they by deed con- 
veyed the partnership property to the co., & the 
shares & debenture-stock of the company were 
allotted to them in certain proportions :— leld: 
the deed was ‘a conveyance on sale’? within 
Stamp Act, 1870 (c. 97), ss. 70, 71 (1), & chargeable 
as such with an ad valorem duty under the schedule 
to the Act.—FosTrER (Joun) & SONS v. INLAND 
REVENUE Comnus., [1894] 1 Q. B. 516; 63 L. J. 
Q.B.173; 69. T. 817; 58 J. RP. 4445 42 W. R. 
259; 10 T. I. R. 152; 388 Sol. Jo. 128; 9 R. 161, 
©. A. 

Annotations :—Apld. Coats 7. I. 2. Comrs., [1897] 2 Q. B. 
423. Consd. G. N. Ry. v. I. R. Comrs., [1899] 2 Q. B. 652. 
649. Undertaking not to work minerals — Re- 

ceipt for compensation.|—A colliery co., who were 

the owners of coal under & adjacent to a railway, 
gave notice to the railway co. under Kailways 

Clauses Consolidation Act, 1845 (c. 20), s. 78, of 

their intention to work the coal. The railway co. 

thereupon gave notice to the colliery co. under 

Railways Clauses Consolidation Act, 1845 (c. 20), 





COMR. ¥ COLLECTOR OF — IMPoOSsTS 
(VieTORIA) (1920), 27 C. L. Re. 834.— (1914), 18 C. 
AUS. WN, 53.-—- 

qa. —— Sub-sale of part by agrce- 
ment— Whether duty payable on balance 
retained by purchaser.J—NUILSEN 1. 


Stamps Comn. (1907), 26 N. Z. L. RB, 


PYutTies Comrs., New SourH WALES 
ue R. 475; 31 N.S. W. 


a. Agreement by legatee—T'o _ take 
paument of legacy in stock or securities. } 
—Where a legatec under a will agrees 
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s. 78, that they were willing to make compensation 
for the coal. The amount of the compensation 
having been fixed by arbn., the railway co. paid 
that amount, & the colliery co. executed an instru- 
ment under seal by which they acknowledged 
receipt of the amount in satisfaction of all claims 
by them in respect of the coal, & undertook to 
leave the coal unworked :—Held: the instrument 
so executed was not chargeable with the ad valorem 
stamp duty payable upon a ‘‘ conveyance on sale ”’ 

under the Stamp Act, 1891 (c. 39). 

To come within Stamp Act, 1891 (c. 39), 5s. 60, 
there must be a right not before in existence, & 
there must be a sale of such right which is secured 
by bond, contract, or otherwise (SMITH, M.R.).— 
GREAT NORTHERN Ry. Co. v. INLAND REVENUE 

‘omrs., [1901] 1 is. B. 416; 70 L. J. RK. LB. 336 ; 

84 LL. T. 183; 65 J.P. 275; 49 W. R. 2613; 17 

T. L. R. 218; 45 Sol. Jo. 237, C. A. 

Annotutions :-—Refd. Richard v. G. W. Ry., [1905] 1 K. B. 
68. Mentd. Re Bwilfa & Merthyr Dare Steam Collierics 
Seeds & Pontypridd Waterworks Co., [1901] 2 
650. Dissolution of company — Reincorporation 

—Vesting of property of old company in new com- 

pany.| —By a special Act of Parliament a limited 

co. was dissolved & reincorporated with additional 
powers, the property of the dissolved co. being 
thereby vested in the new co., & the shareholders 
being given stock of the new co. in substitution 
for the stock of the dissolved co. theretofore held 
by thein :—Held: the property of the dissolved 
co. ‘* vested by way of sale” in the new co. within 

the meaning of Finance Act, 1895 (c. 16), s. 12, 

notwithstanding that there was no contract of 

sale between the two cos. by reason of their never 
liaving been in existence at the same time.—A.-G. 

v. FELIXSTOWEK Gas Licur Co., [1907] 2 Kk. B. 

98t; 760. J. K. B. 1107; 97 L. T. 3403; 14 

Mans. 291. 

651. ‘‘ Acte d’apport ’’— Transfer of property 
abroad—In return for issue & delivery of shares in 
English company.|—By an instrument in French 
called an “ acte @apport,” executed in Ifrance, 
an English co. transferred certain property in 
France to another English co. in consideration of 
the allotment by the latter to the former of a 
certain number of its shares in the former :—Held : 
the instrument related to ‘* property situate ’’ & 
to a matter or thing done or to be done in the 
United Kingdom within Stamp Act, 1891 (c. 39), 
s. 14 (4), & was a “ conveyance on sale’? within 
section 51 of that Act.— INLAND REVENUE COMRs. 
t. MAPLE & C'o. (PARIS), LTp., [1908] A. C. 22 ; 
T7L.JI.K.B. 55; 97L. Te. s8lt; 24 7T.L. R. 140; 
52 Sol. Jo. 92; 14 Mans. 302, Il. L.3 revsg. S.C. 
sub nom. MAPLE & Co. (PARIS), LtTp. v. INLAND 
REVENUE Comrs., [1906] 2 IKK. B. 834, C. A. 

Exchange of shares.|— Sce COMPANIES, Vol. IX., 
p. 404, No. 2589; Vol. X., p. 1082, No. 7155. 

Purchase of property under statutory powers.|-~— 
See COMPULSORY PURCHASE OF LAND, Vol. NXI., 
p. 236, No. 1267. 

Order for foreclosure.|—Sce MorrGacE, Vol. 
AXNXV., p. 585, Nos. 3225-3228. 


798, 


be assessed in accordance with the 
rovisions of that Act.—DAWSON rr, 
NLAND REVENUE ComMrs,, [1905] 2 
T. R. 69.—IR. 


b. Devise of land for sale & con- 
version~-—Conveyance of land to residuary 


678.—N.Z. 


r. Equitable conveyance.) — Ex  p. 
CLISSOLD (1884), 5 N.S. W. L. R. 176. 
—AUS 

t. Purchase by one partner of other 
partners’ share.]— MCCAUGHEY v, STAMP 


with exor. to take payment or part 
payment of tho legacy in stock or 
securities of testator, the transfer deed 
executed in pursuance of the agree- 
nent ix a conveyance or transfer on 
salo within Stamp Act, 1891, & is 
chargeable with ad valorem duty to 


legatees subject to charges— Whether con- 
veyance on sale. }—MORRISON v. STAMPS 
Covwr, (1907), 26 N. Z. L. R. 1009.— 


s e 


o, Jnstrument purporting to be agree- 
ment for sale. --DON FRANCESCO vt. DE 
NMEo, [1908] 8S. C. 7.—SCOT. 
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Sect. 6.— Duties upon particular instruments: Sub- 
sect. 18, B.. C., D., E. & F.) 


B. Consideration Consisting of Periodical 
Payments. 

See Stamp Act, 1891 (c. 39), s. 56. 

652. Annual rentcharge — Redeemable on pay- 
ment of lump sum.]—A decd made between E. of 
the first part; G. of the second part; the 
Plymouth Great Western Dock co. of the third 
part, & P. of the fourth part, recited (inter alia) 
that G. had, pursuant to an Act of Parliament, 
constructed certain piers, & was entitled to take 
tolls thereon, & that it had been agreed between 
G. & the Plymouth Great Western Dock co. 
that the piers, etc., should be purchased of G. 
by the Plymouth Great Western Dock co., & 
that the consideration for the purchase should be 
the sum of £37,000, & that £10,000 only, part of 
the sum of £37,000, should be paid in gross by the 
co. & that £15,000, further part of the £37,000, 
should be represented by an annual rentcharge 
of £750, subject to redemption at any time there- 
after, on payment of £15.000, after twelve calendar 
months’ notice given by the co., & that £12,000, 
residue of the £37,000, should be represented by an 
annual rentcharge of £600, subject to the power 
of redemption hereinafter mentioned. The pier, 
etc.. were for the consideration aforesaid, by the 
deed conveyed by G. to the co., subject to the 
rentcharges of £750 & £600 before mentioned. 
The deed contained a proviso for redemption of 
the rentcharges of £750 at the option of the co. 
pursuant to the agreement recited, & also a proviso 
that if at any time after Sept. 29, '858, G., or his 
heirs or assigns, should desire to uave the rent- 
charge of £600 redeemed, & should give twelve 
months’ notice to the co., the co., should pay G. 
£12,000 for the redemption or repurchase thereof, 
& a further proviso that, if no such notice should 
be given after Sept. 29, 1858, then that the co. 
might, at any time after Sept. 29, 1868, redeem 
the rentcharge of £600 for £12,000 on giving to G. 
twelve months’ notice :—Held: an ad valorem 
duty was payable as if the £12,000 had been a 
payment in money; but that no ad valorem duty 
was payable in respect of the rentcharge of £750.-— 
PLYMOUTH GREAT WESTERN Dock Co. v. INLAND 
REVENUE Comres. (1853), 22 L. J. Ex. 188. 

653. Licence to use materials — Payment by 
instalments.|—LIMMER ASPHALTE PAVING Co. 
v. INLAND REVENUE Comrs., No. 433, ante. 

654. Sale of land—Annual sum payable to 
vendor for tithe—Vendor liable for tithe.|—The 
owners in fee simple of a certain piece of land 
offered the land for sale in Jots as a building estate, 
& by an indenture which recited that the vendors 
had agreed with the purchaser for the sale to him 
of a certain lot or piece of the land for the sum of 
£50, the vendors granted the lot to the purchaser 
in fee simple in consideration of the sum of £50 
then paid by the purchaser, amongst other con- 
ditions, subject to & charged with the payment to 
the vendors & their assigns of the annual sum of 1s. 
in accordance with a stipulation providing that the 
piece of land thereby conveyed was in considera- 
tion of the vendors paying the whole of the tithe 
in respect of the land of which the plot formed part, 
subjected & charged with the payment to the 
vendors of the perpetual sum of 1s. per annum; 
& the purchaser for himself & his assigns covenanted 
to make this annual payment of 1s. to the vendors 
& to perform the other stipulations of the agree- 
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ment. The payment of the ls. was in considera- 
tion of the vendors paying the whole of the tithe. 
In assessing the stamp duty upon the indenture : 
—Held: the annual payment of 1s. per annum was 
part of the consideration for the sale; the con- 
sideration for the sale was therefore the £50 plus 
the annual sum of Is. &, having regard to Stamp 
Act, 1891 (c. 39), s. 56 (2), the whole consideration 
for the sale was £50, plus 1s. multiplied by twenty, 
namely, £51, & the indenture was to be stamped as 
a conveyance on sale for a consideration of £51, 
namely, with a stamp of 7s. 6d.; but even if the 
annual payment was not part of the consideration, 
the stipulation to pay it would be a scparate 
collateral covenant which would require to be 
stamped as such.—MARTIN v. INLAND REVENUE 
YOMRS. (1904), 91 L. T. 453. 

655. Part of consideration payable on con- 
tingency—Periodical payment of money.]-— Part 
of the consideration for the sale of a co.’s assets 
to another co. was that the buying co. should pay 
out of its profits to the selling co. an annual 
dividend of 3 per cent. upon capital issued, after 
paying to its own shareholders a 5 per cent. 
dividend upon its shares:—Held: the dividend 
of 3 per cent., though payable on a contingency or 
more than one contingency, was ‘‘ money payable 
periodically ’’ within Stamp Act, 1891 (c. 39), 
s. 56 (2).—UNDERGROUND JEILEcTRIC Hys. v. 
INLAND REVENUF ComRs., [1906] A. C. 21; 75 
L. J. K.B.117; 931. T. 819; 54 W. BR. 381; 22 
T. L. R. 160, H. L. 


Annotation :—Reifd. Underground Electric Rys. of London 
& Glyn, Mills, Currie v. I. R. Comrs., [1916] 1 K. LB. 306. 


C. Conveyance in Consideration of Debt. 

See Stamp Act, 1891 (c. 39), s. 57. 

656. Amalgamation of companies—Debentures 
& simple contract debts taken over.|—The con- 
sideration for the transfer of the whole under- 
taking of one railway co. to another consisted of 
the purchasing co. taking on themselves the 
liabilities of the vendors, & creating & allotting 
to the sharcholders of the selling co. preference 
stock of the purchasing co. equal in amount to the 
capital of the other, which was to be extinguished : 
—-Held: this preference stock was to be stock 
within Stamp Act, 1850 (c. 97), Sched., Title 
“Conveyance,” & therefore liable to pay duty 
on its market value.—ULVERSTONE & LANCASTER 
Ry. Co. v. INLAND REVENUE ComRrs. (1864), 2 
H. & C. 855; 159 BE. R. 354; sub nom. FURNESS 
Ry. Co. v. INLAND REVENUE Comrs., 33 Jl. J. Ex. 
173; 10 L. T. 161; 10 Jur. N.S.113833; 18 W. R. 
10; sub nom. INLAND REVENUE CoMRS. v. FURNESS 
Ry. Co., 5 New Rep. 92. 
= Belt. G. W. Ry. v. I, R. Comrs., [1894] 1 

e 2 ° 


657. Assignment of leaseholds — Apportioned 
rent payable by assignee.|—The lessee, for a term 
of ninety-nine years at a yearly rent, of a piece 
of land with three houses thereon, assigned & 
conveyed two of the houses, in consideration of 
£503 for the residue of the term subject to an 
apportioned rent representing two-thirds of the 
rent reserved by the lease. By the deed of assign- 
ment the assignee covenanted tod pay such 
apportioned rent, & to keep the assignor 
indemnified in respect of it, & the assignor 
covenanted to pay the remaining one-third of the 
rent reserved by the lease, & to keep the assignee 
indemnified in respect of it. The three houses 
were of the same annual value :—Held: for the 


PART IX. SECT. 6, SUB-SECT. 18.—0. 
rust deed for behoof of creditors.}—Scotrisn EQUITABLE LIFE ASSURANOE SOCIETY v, INLAND REVENUE Comns. 


d. 7' 
(1894), 22 R. (Ct. of Sess.) 85.—SCOT. 


Part I[X.—Stamp DUvTIEsS. 


purpose of fixing the ad valorem duty chargeable 
under the heading ‘‘ Conveyance or Transfer on 
Sale of any Property ’’ in Stamp Act, 1891 (c. 39), 
Sched. I., the payment of rent by the assignec was 
not part of the consideration for the assignment, & 
duty was chargeable upon the £503 only.— 
SWAYNE v. INLAND REVENUE Comrs., [1900] 1 
Q. B. 172; 69 L. J. Q. B. 68; 811. TL. 623; 48 
W.R.197; 16 T. L. R. 67; 44 Sol. Jo. 99, C. A. 

AN Aan :—Distd. Martin v. I, 1. Comrs. (1904), 91 L. T. 


Foreclosure order.J—See MoRTGAGE, Vol. 


XXXV., p. 585, Nos. 3225-3228. 


D. Conveyance by Several Instruments. 

See Stamp Act, 1891 (c. 39), s. 58. 

658. Conveyance by attorney— Power of at- 
torney defective—Confirmation of conveyance by 
separate deed—-Whether additional conveyance 
stamp necessary.|—If A. profess to execute a 
conveyance by attorney, & afterwards, finding that 
such attorney is not authorised, execute personally 
a confirmation by a separate deed, it is enough, 
under Stamp Act, 1815 (c. 184), sched., part 1, 
‘‘Conveyance’’ & ‘‘ Deed,’ that the first con- 
veyance have an ad valorem stamp on the con- 
sideration, & the confirmation a deed stamp, 
though not amounting to an ad valorem stamp on 
the original consideration.—DoE d. PRIEST v. 
WESTON (1841), 2 Q. B. 249; 1 Gal. & Dav. 582 ; 
111 J.Q.B.17; 6 Jur. 600; 114 E. R. 97. 


EH. Conveyance in Separate Parcels. 

See Stamp Act, 1891 (c. 39), s. 58. 

659. Apportionment of stamp duty—Sub-sale of 
part of property purchased before conveyance— 
Conveyance by vendor to sub-purchaser—Re- 
mainder conveyed to purchaser.|—Applt. agreed to 
purchase certain property from F., the considera- 
tion being (a) a payment of £45,000, & (b) the 
assumption by applt. of certain charges of which 
the agreed amount was £997 5s. 9d. Applt., not 
having obtained a conveyance, contracted to scll 
portions of the property to sub-purchasers, &, 
in consequence, I’, by divers conveyances conveyed 
those portions to the various sub-purchasers, each 
of the conveyances being stamped with ad valorem 
conveyances duty on the purchase-money paid by 
each sub-purchaser, the total consideration stated 
in these various conveyances amounting to £45,000 
& upwards. Applt. then tuok a conveyance to 
himself from F. of the remaining portion of the 
property. By that conveyance, which recited 
the agreement for sale between F. & applt. & 
that the £45,000 had already been paid to F. by 
or under the direction of applt. on the execution 
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of the conveyances to the sub-purchasers, applt. 
covenanted to assume liability for the charges of 
£997 5s. 9d.:—Held: the conveyance to avplt. 
was liable to stamp duty on so much of the original 
purchase-money, £45,997 5s. 9d., as, having regard 
to the relative values of the property sub-sold & 
not sub-sold, was apportionable to that part of 
the property conveyed to applt.—MAPLES v. 
INLAND REVENUE Comrs., [1914] 3 K. B. 303; 83 
L. J. K. B. 1647; 111 L. T. 764. 


F. Contracts Chargeable as Conveyances on Sale. 


Sce Stamp Act, 1891 (c. 39), s. 59. 

660. ‘* Property locally situate out of the United 

Kingdom ’’—Equity of redemption—Mortgaged 
lands situate abroad.|—Applts. entered into a 
written agreement in England to purchase property 
in New South Wales subject to a mtge. On a 
case stated by the Comrs. of Inland Revenue 
pursuant to Stamp Act, 1891 (c. 39), s. 18 :—Held: 
(1) the words of exception in sect. 59 (1) of that 
Act, do not apply to an equitable estate or interest 
in property locally situate out of the United 
JXingdom & therefore the gencral words ‘“‘ any 
equitable estate or interest in any property what- 
soever’”’ apply, & ad valorem duty is payable on 
an agrecment made in England for the purchase 
of such an estate; (2) also New South Wales 
Trust Property Act, 1862, does not confer the legal 
estate in mtged. property on the mtgor.; there- 
fore ad valorem duty was payable on the purchase 
by applts. of the equity of redemption.—FARMER 
& Co. v. INLAND REVENUE Comrs., [1898] 2 Q. B. 
141; 67L.J.Q@.B.775; 70L.7T.82; 144T.L.§. 
408, D.C. 
(661. Book debts of foreign business.|— 
An agreement was made & executed in England 
for the sale of a business carried on at Buenos 
Ayres in Argentina & its assets, which included 
certain book debts owing by persons resident in 
Argentina to the vendor of the business :—Held: 
the book debts were not property ‘‘ locally situate 
out of the United Kingdom ’’ within the meaning 
of the exception in Stamp Act, 1891 (c. 39), 
s. 59 (1), & ad valorem duty was, therefore, payable 
on the apportioned consideration for the sale of 
the book debts.—VELAZQUEZ, LTp. uv. INLAND 
REVENUE Comrs., [1914] 3 K. B. 458; 83 L. J. 
Ik. B. 1108; lll Ju. T. 417; 30 T. L. R. 5389; 58 
Sol. Jo. 554, C. A. 

—— Goodwill.]—See Nos. 625, 627, ante. 

~——— Trade mark.]—Sce No. 625, ante. 

-—~ — Patent rights.|—Sre PATENTS, Vol. XX XVI., 
pp. 676, 677, Nos. 1577, 1578. 

Benefit of contract —Contract to provide lang 
suitable for factory abroad.|—Sce No. 640, ante. 








PART IX. SECT. 6, SUB-SECT. 18.—D. 


e. Amount of exemption from duty 
allowed.J)—Where different parcels of 
land the subject mutter of ono salo 
are conveyed by different instruments 
to the purchaser, & a specitic portion 
of the total consideration is appro- 
Priated to each parcel of the land so 
conveyed, the first #50 of cach of such 
specific portions is, by virtue of 
Stamps Act, 1890, 8. 98 (1), & 3rd 
Sched., «xompt from duty.—HENDY », 
COLLECTOR OF IMposts, [1907] V. L. R. 
704.—AUS. 


PART IX. SECT. 6, SUB-SECT. 18.—E. 


f£. Sale by natives for separate sums 
—IVhether stamp duty pauls on 
each sum.jJ—A number of aboriginal 
natives conveyed to L. all their 
undivided shares & interests in a blovk 
of land. In the deed of transfer the 
vendors severally transferred to L. 
all their estate & interest in the block 


in consideration of the several sums 
set opposite to their respective sig- 
natures, the receipt of which they 
acknowledged respectively :—Jleld: 
tach separate sum acknowledged to be 
received formed a separate considera- 
tion in respect of which stamp duty was 
payable by the purchaser.—fve LOISEL 
(1894), 12 N, Z. lL. R, 323.——N.Z. 


PART IX. SECT. 6, SUB-SECT. 18.—F. 


g. Assignment of stocks d& shares— 
In consideration of indemnification of 
assignor — Against certain  debts.J— 
Perr v. REVENUE CoMRs, (1925), 59 
I. L. T' 93.— R. 

h. Assignment of money.|—An order 
which amounts to an absolute assign- 
ment of money must be stamped ad 
valorem a8 & conveyance on sale,— 
WHITE v. ENSOR (1893), 11 N. Z. L. R. 
686.—N.2Z. 

k. Sale of land, stock, c& stock-in- 
trade.)—ELSWORTH v, STAMYrs COMR. 


(1920), 20 8S. R. N. S. W. 305; 37 
N.S. W. W. N. 96.—AUS. 

). .--In order to make stock 
& stock-in-trade taxable under Stamp 
Act, 1882 (Amendment) Act, 1885, 8. 18, 
it must appear that the stock or stock- 
in-trade contracted to be sold was con- 
tracted to be sold as being on the land 
sold at the time of sale.—/?e DUTHIE 
(1900), 19 N. Z. L. R. 359.—N.Z. 





m. ——.] — Dovanas wv. STAMPS 
Compr. (1904), 24 N. Z L. R. 716.— 
N.Z. 

——,]— PHARAZYN vv. STAMPS 


n. : ? 
ComR. (1904), 23 N. Z. L. R. 1058.— 
N.Z. 


o. ——.]— GODFREY 1. STAMPS 
Comr. (1904), 23 N. Z L. R. 937.— 
N.Z. 

. Transfer of undertaking — Con- 
sideration being payment of debts, 


liabilitics, & erpenses of transferor,|— 
INLAND REVENUE Comrs, v, NORTH 
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Sect. 6.—Duties upon particular instruments : Sub- 
sect. 18, F.,G., H. & I.; sub-sects. 19, 20, 21 


662. ‘‘ Agreement ‘made’ in the United 
Kingdom °’—Execution in England by party whose 
execution required for completion of agreement.]— 
INLAND REVENUE Comers. v. MULLER & CO.’S 
MARGARINE, LTp., No. 627, ante. 

‘* Equitable estate or interest ’’—Equity of re- 
rec bas of mortgaged land abroad.|—Svce No. 
G27, ante. 


G. Sale of Annuity or Right Not Before in 
Existence. 

See Stamp Act, 1891 (c. 39), s. 60. 

663. Annuity — Life interest & reversion in 
stocks—Consent to sale of stock by holder of life 
interests—Covenant by reversioner to pay annuity.]| 
—Where two partics were interested in a sum 
invested in the funds, one having a life interest, 
& the other a reversion, & a deed was cxecuted 
between them by which in consideration of the 
person entitled for life consenting to a sale of part 
of the stock for the benefit of the reversioner, the 
latter covenanted to pay an annuity to the person 
entitled for life:—Held: such deed was not a 
conveyance upon the sale of an annuity, so as to 
render it liable to the ad valorem duty, according 
to Stamp Act, 1815 (c. 184), sched. Part I., Title 
Conveyance.—BLANDY tv. HERBERT (1829), 9 
B.&C.396;71L.J.0.8S. K. B. 223; 109 EK. R. 147. 


Annotations :—Apld. Mestayer v. Biggs (1834), 1 Cr. M. & R. 
110. Refd. Caldwell v. Dawson (1850), 5 Exch.1. Mentd. 
Potter v. I. R. Comrs. (1854), 10 Exch. 147, 


664. Marriage settlement — Covenant to 
pay annuity to use of husband & wife.|—By a 
marriage settlement, deft., in consideration of 
£4,000 paid by the father of the intended wife as 
a marriage portion & in consideration of the 
marriage, covenanted to pay an annuity of £800 
a year to pltf. to the use of the intended husband 
& wife, during their joint lives:—Held: the deed 
did not require a £15 ad valorem stamp as upon the 
sale of an annuity.—MASsy v. NANNEY (1837), 3 
Bing. N. C. 478; 4 Scott, 258; 6]. J. 0. P. 185; 
132 oF R. he ; 

Annotations :—Reld. Christie v. I. R.C . (1866 

282. Mentd. wie v. Voleciion (fcuere She 

665. Grant of perpetual annuity—Repay- 
ment of loan.|—(1) Stamp Act, 1891 (c. 39), 
s. 87 (2), which provides for the stamping of a 
security for the payment of any annuity ‘‘ by way 
of repayment or in satisfaction or discharge of 
any loan, advance, or payment intended to be so 
repaid, satisfied, or discharged,’’ applies to the 
case of terminable annuitics, & does not apply 
to the grant of a perpetual annuity in considera- 
tion of a sum of money paid by way of purchase. 

(2) Sect. 60 distinctly refers, as I think, to such 
annuities as are granted here (GRANTHAM, J.).— 
MERSEY Docks & Harbour Boarp v. INLAND 
REVENUE Comrs., [1897] 1 Q. B. 786; 66 
L. J. Q. B. 480; 76 L. T. 596; 45 W. R. 448; 13 
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~~ 666. Right not before in existence—Undertaking 
by mine owner not to work coal under railway— 


BRITISH Ry. Co. (1901), 4 F. (Ct. of 
Sess.) 27.—SCOT. 


q. -}—INLAND REVENUE v. 
IRVINE & DISTRICT WATER BOARD 
(1905), 43 Sc. L. HR. 649.—SCOT. 


r. Agreement guaranteeing real estate 
—— For Sired price. -—-An agreement. 
guaranteed ’’ rea] estate for a fixed 
price, & gave all the rights of a vendor 
to one party, & all those of a purchaser 





P, C, 54,—S,. AF. 


to the other party :—Weld: this agree- 
ment constituted a sale, & was liable to 
the duties payable ona sale of realty. 
—HUTTON v. LIPPERT (1883), 52 L. J. 


PART IX. SECT. 6, SUB-SECT, 18.—I. 
t. Instrument executed by father— 
In consideration of natural love & 
affection.’’}—A father, by aninstrument &%. 
expressed to be executed in considera- 


REVENUE. 


Receipt for compensation.]|—GREAT NORTHERN Ry. 
Co. 7. INLAND REVENUE Comrs., No. 649, ante. 


H. Compulsory Purchase. 
See COMPULSORY PURCHASE OF LAND, Vol. XI., 
pp. 236, 255, 271, Nos. 1266, 1267, 1624, 1965- 
1967. 


I. Voluntary Dispositions inter vivos. 
See Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910 (c. 8), s. 7435 
oe Act, 1920 (c. 18), ss. 36 (1), (2), 64, sched. 


667. How duty calculated.|—The ad valorcm 
stamp duty payable on a voluntary disposition, 
such as a resettlement, including cases whcre a 
substantial benefit is conferred upon the parties 
taking under it, for an inadcquate consideration, 
is to be calculated upon the value of the property 
conveyed or transferred, & not only on the value 
of the interests taken by the persons to whom it is 
transferred.—WESTMORELAND (HaARL) v. JNLAND 
REVENUE Comnrs. (1927), 71 Sol. Jo. 946, C. A. 

668. Conveyance for consideration less than full 
value—Duty only on consideration mentioned— 
Effect on purchaser for value.|;—When property 
has been conveyed for a consideration Iecss than 
its full value, the fact that stamp duty has only 
been paid in respect of the consideration mentioned 
in the conveyance, & not, as required by Finance 
(1909-1910) Act, 1910 (c. 8), s. 74, in respect of 
the value of the property, will not affect a sub- 
sequent purchaser for value.—J?e WEIR. & PITT’S 
CONTRACT (1911), 55 Sol. Jo. 5386. 

669. Resettlement of real estate - Conveyance of 
land subject to mortgages—Whether charges to be 
regarded as purchase-money.|—By deed of con- 
veyance or scttlement, dated May 27, 1847, 
between A., B. & C. A. conveyed his life interests 
in some estates, & his reversion in fee in others, to 
B. & C. subject to mtges. & other incumbrances of 
nearly £1,500,000, B. having before cut off the 
entail of a Jarge portion of the estates of which he 
was tenant in tail in remainder for the purpose of 
raising a large part of that sum ; no price or pur- 
chase-money was stipulated to he paid by L. or C. 
to A., but the debts of A. were to be paid off out 
of the rents & profits by B. & C. The comrs. were 
of opinion that as the estates were conveyed 
subject to the mtge., etc., the deed ought to be 
stamped with an ad valorem stamy upon the 
amount of those charges as if the purchase-money 
had been to that amount. Upon appeal :— 
Held: (1) the determination of the comrs. was 
wrong: in the clause [Stamp Act, 1815 (c. 184), 
sched., Part I., Title Conveyance] which is to 
define what is the consideration or purchasc- 
money, the terms “ to be paid by the purchasers ”’ 
mean where it is stipulated that he is to pay it ; 
the provision applies only to those cases where, in 
consideration of the conveyance of the estate, the 
vendee agrees to pay a certain sum to the mtgce., 
or other incumbrancer ; where the purchaser does 
not bind himself to pay it, but is left to pay it or 
not, as he pleases, it cannot be a part of the con- 
sideration money. 

(2) In the construction of revenue Acts a duty 


tion of natural love & affection, trans- 
ferred certain lands to his two song as 
tenants in common. The land was 
subject to two mtges. securing the 
repayment of sums amounting to 
£5,000 :—Held: the transaction was 
not @ conveyance on sale, & ad valorem 
stamp duty was not payable.— 
BREWER v. STAMPS COMRS., [1903] 
R. Q. 143.—AUS. 


a. Money expended on buildings by 


Part [X.—Sramp DUvtTIEs. 


cannot be imposed upon the subject except by 
clear words. The meaning of the legislature must 
be distinctly made out from the terms of the 
statute (POLLOCK, C.B.).—CHANDOS (MARQUIS) v. 
INLAND REVENUE Comms, (1851), 6 Exch. 464 ; 
ag J. Ex. 269; 17L. T. O. S. 128; 155 E.R. 
624. 


Annotations :—As to (1) Retd. Mortimore v. I, I. Comrs. 
(1864), H. & C. 838. Generally, Refd. Kelinton’s 
Trustees », I, R. Comrs, (1865), 3 H. & C, 880, n. : Christie 
v I, RR. Comrs. (1866), 15 L. T. 282; Re De Lancey’s 
Succession (1869), 21 L. IT. 583; Truman, Hanbury, 
Buxton v. I. R. Comrs., [1912] 3 K. B. 377. 


670. Valuable consideration of small amount 
—Substantial benefit conferred on transferees, |— 
The life interest of EK. in certain settled estates 
having been mortgaged by him & the mtgees. 
having foreclosed, an arrangement was proposed 
for the repurchase of E.’s life interest by means 
of moneys to be raised out of the fee of the 
scttled estates. Ilis eldest son I'., the tenant 
in tail in remainder, being then a minor, an 
application was made to the ct. for the approval 
of a scheme for carrying out the arrangement 
& the resettlement) of the estates. On coming 
of age F., with the consent of E. as pro- 
tector of the settlement, executed a disentailing 
deed, & thereafter the indenture of resettlement 
was executed, under which F. received, an allow- 
ange during the joint lives of E. & himself, a right 
to £5,000 if he married, & a power to jointure : 
Held: Finance (1909-1910) Act, 1910 (c. 8), s. 74, 
applied to a settlement of real estate, & though 
there was some valuable consideration for the deed 
of resettlement, such consideration could not, 
having regard to the terms of the latter part of 
Finance (1909-1910) Act, 1910 (c. 8), s. 74 (5), 
& to the opinion of the comrs., with which the 
House agreed, that the deed of resettlement con- 
ferred a substantial benefit upon the persons to 
whom the settled property was transferred, be 
deemed to be a valuable considcration within the 
exception contained in the former part of Finance 
(1909-1910) Act, 1910 (c. 8), s. 74 (5).—BAKER 
v. INLAND REVENUE Comrms., [1924] A. C. 270; 
93 L. J. K. GB. 2115; 150 L. T. 5138, H. LL. 

671. —~-—.|— WESTMORELAND (HARI) 
vv. INLAND REVENUE Comns., No. 067, ante. 














SUB-SECT, 19.—CONVEYANCE OTHER ‘THAN 
CONVEYANCE ON MORYGAGE OK SALE, 

Nee Stamp Act, 1891 (c. 39), s. 62, sched. I. 

672. Assent in writing to devise of realty—Land 
transfer Act, 1897 (c. 65), s. 3.]}—An assent in 
writing made in pursuance of sub-sect. 1 of above 
sect. under the hand but not under the seal of the 
exor. is not ‘‘an instrument... whereby any 
property on any occasion, except a sale or mtge., is 
transferred to or vested in any person ’”’ within 
Stamp Act, 1891 (c. 39), s. 62, & is, therefore, not 
liable to stainp duty as a conveyance or transfer,— 
KKemp v. INLAND REVENUE Comrs,, [1905] 1 K. B. 
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581; 741. J. K.B. 112; 92 L.T.92; 53 W. R. 
479; 21 T. L. R. 168; 49 Sol. Jo. 147. 

See, now, Land Registration Act, 1925 (c. 21), 
s. 147. 

Order of Charity Commissoners appointing & 
vesting property in new trustees.|— See CHARITIES, 
Vol. VIII., p. 374, No. 1842. 


SuB-SECT. 20.—COPIES AND [OXTRACTS. 
See Stamp Act, 1891 (c. 39), s. 63, & sched. I. 
673. What copies or extracts liable — Copies 
made admissible on non-production of original— 
Used to refresh memory of writers.|;—Where on 
the non-production of a deed after notice to 
produce, the opposite party calls a witness who 
proves a copy compared by him with the original 
deed, such copy may be read without being 
stamped; for it is only used, in point of law, to 
refresh the witness’s memory as to the contents of 

the deecd.—BRAYTHWAYTE v. Hitcucock (1842), 

10 M. & W. 494; 2 Dowl. N.S. 444; 12 L. J. Ex. 

88; 152 E. BR. 564, 

Annotations :—Refd. Stowe v. Querncr (1870), L. R.5 Exch. 
155. Mentd. Coatsworth v. Johnson (1886), 54 L. T. 520. 
674. J|—BaLu v. BALL (1844), 3 L. T. 

O.S. 105. 

Admissibility of copies.!\—See EVIDENCE, Vol. 

XXII, pp. 270, 271, Nos. 25538-2558. 








SUB-SECT. 21.-—-COPYHOLND AND CUSTOMARY 
ESTATES—INSTRUMENTS RELATING THERETO. 
SceStamp Act, 1891 (c. 39), ss. 65-67, & sched. I. 
Copy of court rolls.|—See CoPpyYHoLns, Vol. 
XATII., pp. 40, 188, Nos. 465, 466, 1655. 
Admittance of purchaser claiming through un- 
admitted persons—Purchaser from several tenants 
i eee CoPpyYHOLDS, Vol. XIII., p. 86, 
VO. 1078, 


SUB-SECT. 22.—DEEDs, 

See Stamp Act, 1891 (c. 39), sched. I. 

675. What amounts to deed for purposes of 
Stamp Act—Instrument operating as lease— 
Stipulation that landlord should insure premises— 
Premiums to be added to rent.|—(1) An instru- 
ment, which operated as a lease, reserved a rent 
of £50, but contained a stipulation that the Jand- 
lord should insure the premises for £1,000. & that 
the premiums of insurance should be added to the 
rent of £50, & become due & payable in like manner 
as the rent :—Held: this was not a ‘ deed not 
otherwise charged ”’ within the meaning of Stamp 
Act, 1815 (c. 184), Title Deed, but was properly 
stamped with an ad valorem lease stamp of £1 10s., 
as on a rent exceeding £20 & not exceeding 
£100; & if the premiums of insurance, added to 
the rent, exceeded £100, it lay upon the party 
seeking to impeach the instrument to show that 


life tenant — Voluntary disposition — 
Dutiable.) — CiHapwick — 7%. STAMPS 
COMR, Ureae | 19 N.S. W.L. BR. 343 
19 Ss. I. N. ie W. 393 36 N. 5. W. W. 
N. 26.—AUS. 


b, Deedof partnership between brothers 
& sisters by way of family arrangement— 
Whether liable to stamp duty.)—STAMPS 
CoMRs. v. GIRLING (W. B.) & Co. (1901), 
20 N. 4 L. R. 259.—N.Z. 


c. Transaction partly gift—Duty pay- 
able on what has really been given.jJ— 
WILLIAMS v. Stamps CoMR, (1904), 24 
N, Z. L. lh. 658.—N.Z. 


PART IX, SECT. 6, SUB-SECT. 22. 


d. Necessity for stamp—Deed executed 
in dngland—-Property in Province.j— 
Doeds executed in England, conveying 
land in this Province, do not require to 
be starnped under Kinglish Stamp Acts, 
but are valid in this Province though 
unstumped.—MURRAY v. VAN BROCK- 
LIN (1857), 1 Ch. Ch. 300.—CAN., 


e. Sale of redeemable heritable annuity. ] 
——A party holding a redeemable herit- 
ablo annuity sold & assigned :t to a 
purchaser; the deed of conveyance was 
not stamped with an ad valorem stamp, 


but only with the common deed stamp: 
—IHeld: in respect that the annuity 
was redeemable by its original constitu- 
tion, no higher stamp than the conimon 
deed stainp was required. & the convey- 
ance was valid.—ScoTrisi UNION IN- 
SURANCE Co, v1, BONTINE (1838), 16 Sh. 
(C't. of Sess.) 1241.—SCOT. 


f. Winute of acceptance of office.])~— 
A minute of acceptance of office by 
trustees, ingressed upon a trust dis- 
position & settlement & signed by the 
trustees before two subscribing wit- 
nesses, is not a ‘‘ deed ” within Stamp 


REVENUE. 


Sect. 6.-—Duties D go oagegrn instruments : Sub- 
secta. 23, 28, 4,2 » 26 & 27. 


they did so._Wiison v. Surrg (1844), 13 M. & W. 
401 5 1 Dowl. & L. 688; 18 L. J. Hx. 118; 2 
uy P. 523 ; 






0.8. 285; 8 J. 162 HB. R. 1253. 
| - —— Licence to use patent.] — Semble: a 
licence, under seal, to use a patented article, does 
not require a gaa Oe i age v. JOHNSON 
(1845), 14 M. & W. 408; 14 L. J. Ex. 289; 5 
L. T. O. 8S. 8381; 153 E. R. 584. 

677. ——— Lease indorsed upon prior lease— 
Addition of rent in consideration of improvements.] 
—By lease between W. & C., ind on @ prior 
lease between the same es, reciting, that in 
consideration of mone d out upon the premises 
ta C. had agreed ay a further rent, it was 

tnessed, that, in consideration of the rent re- 
served by the within-written indenture, & of the 

covenants, provisoes, & agreements therein con- 
tained, & also in consideration of the further 
yearly rent, W. demised to CO. the premises for the 
residue of the term granted by the within-written 
indenture, subject to the provisoes, covenants, & 
agreements therein contained, yielding the rent, 
in addition to the rent reserved by the same 
indenture :—Held: the original lease did not 
require an additional stamp on accaqunt of the 
lease indorsed upon it, & the indorsed lease did 
not require a progressive duty, within Stamp Act, 
1815 (c. 184), sched. Part I., ‘‘ Deed.”—WEEDON 
v. WOODBRIDGE (1848), 18 Jur. 630, n. 

678. ——— Agreement under seal for sale of 
oodwill.|—INLAND REVENUE CoMRS. v. ANGUS, 
NLAND REVENUE Comass, v. LEwIs, No. 378, ante. 

Unstamped deed of assignment—Admissibility 
to ve act of bankruptcy.|—See BaNKRUPTOY, 
Vol. IV., p. 52, Nos. 481-486. 

Agreements under seal ee to main- 
Se & repairing highways.|—See HiaHways, 
Vol. XXVI., p. 857, Nos. 882, 833. 


aed 


SUB-SECT. 23.—DUPLICATE OR COUNTERPART, 

See Stamp Act, 1891 (c. 39), ss. 11, 72, sched. I,, 
LANDLORD & TENANT, Vol. XXX., pp. 445, 449, 
Nos. 1064, 1065, 1106-1109. 

Admissibility of unstamped duplicates.) — Sce 
EVIDENCE, Vol. XXII., pp. 270, 271. 


SubB-sEcT. 24. 

See Stamp Act, 1891 (c. 39), sched. I. 

679. Exemplification of other letters of adminis- 
tration—In addition to letters of administration in 
question.|—-Where, to prove the title of an ad- 
ministrator, an exemplification was offered in 
evidence, which was- an exemplification not only 
of the letters of administration in question, but 
also of certain other letters of ation, on 
one piece of parchment, & covered by one £38 
stamp :—Held: the exemplification was suffi- 
aeeTh stamped.—Don d. Epwarps v. GUNNING 
(1887), 7 Ad. & El. 240; 2 Nev. & P. K. B. 260; 


Will. Woll, & Dav. 460; 6 L. J. K. B. 229; 
B. R. 462. 


Sub-snor. 25,—GUARANTEE. ao 
See GUARANTEH, Vol. XXVI., pp. 50-52, Nos. 


846-366. 


Sus-sectT. 26.—INSURANCE POLICIES. 

: — Stam ne 1891 (c. 8), = fei & wren 
e , PFEReTva r N SUBRANCE, Ol. 9 pp. ’ 
443, Nos. 3400-8416. 

680. Policy sufficiently stamped at trial—Ad- 
missibility of evidence—Proving absence of stamp 
ee executed.|—RopDERICK v. Hovi, No. 882, 
ane, 

Marine insurance.] — See INSURANCE, Vol. 
XXIX., pp. 66 et seq. 

——— Stamp on mutual insurance policies.|— 
See INSURANOE, Vol. XXIX., pp. 434, 441, Nos. 
8372-3874, 3405, 3406. 


SUB-sECT. 27.— LEASES. 

See Stamp Act, 1891 (c. 89), ss. 75-78, & sched. 1. ; 
Finance (1909-1910) Act, 1910 (c. 8), 8s. 753 
Revenue Act, 1911 {c. 2), 8. 15; &, generally, 
LANDLORD & TENANT, Vol. XXX., pp. 446-449. 

681. What amounts to lease for purposes of Act 
—Agreement for lease—Possession taken.]—An 
instrument, dated in Mar., 1798, whereby the 
landlord agreed to let, & also, upon demand, to 
execute to the tenant a lease of a farm; & the 
tenant agreed to take, & upon demand, to execute 
a counterpart of a lease of the farm from Apr. 5, 
1798, for Nn years, under a certain yearly rent ; 
which lease was to contain the usual covenants, 
& an agreement for re-entry in case of non-pay- 
ment of rent, & also the further covenants, etc. ; 
& this agreement was to bind until the lease was 
made & executed, etc.; under which agreement 
the tenant entered on Apr. 5, 1798; was held to 
be a present demise, & therefore requiring a lease 
stamp; the agreement for a future lease with 
further covenants being for the better security of 
the parties.—DOE d. WALKER v. GROVES (1812), 
15 Hast, 244; 104 EB. R. 837. 

Annotation: —Refd. Warmen v. Faithfull (1834), 5 B. & Ad. 


1042. 

682. ——- -———- Words signifying present 
Sire EAS an instrument in writi).. dated 
Sept. 11, 1880, deft. agreed that day to let to pltf. 


the whole of his premises, situate, etc., for ten 

ars; he further agreed to build a brewing house 

make a cellar at his own expense, at the yearly 
rent of £85, to be paid half-yearly. He further 
agreed to pay the und rent, which was £4 
yearly; & acknowledged that he had that day 
received from pltf., £4 in earnest :—Held: to be 
an actual & present demise, & not any ement 
for a lease; &, therefore, that it r a lease 
stamp.—STANIFORTH wv. Fox (1881), 7 Bing. 590 ; 


PART IX, SECT. 6, SUB-SECT. 27. 


A » 1891, Suhed. 1, & ta notc ble et eee ee ~.~ N. a. dul 
nny SER RCRA gh dew fi sate 
8.0. 987; 5080,L. 8.782 28.4.7. bookk g purposes only) separate Whether ae Pa weer trassafer.) 
oe ‘ fo tae ite porting to be a receipt Coun, (1900), 8 8. B. N.S. W. 662; 
PART IX. SECT, 6, SUBSEOT. 28.  —Held: the latter ¢ t ; 96 N.S. W. W. N. 162.—AUB. 

w. Reeceigt for ren & guads LF he ©. mis } 3 Pat rye Se Been tec 


Part [X.—Sramp Dvrizs. 


5 Moo. & P. 589; 9L.J.0.9.C.P.1765; 181 H.R. 


y ‘ ‘Reid. Doe d. Pearson v. Ries | 
78: Doe d. ; amin (1839), 9 u. 
boold. Wood 0 Clarke (ae gre ae 
683. ——_—- ——— Future lease contemplated. 


A document by which A. agrees to grant, & eS to 
take, a lease of certain premises for a certain term, 
at a certain yearly rent, is to be considered merely 
a8 an agreement, not requiring a lease stamp, 
although no lease be prepared, & B. occupies during 
the whole of the term under such document, & 

ays the rent specified in it.—Puiiiies v. HARTLEY 
a 27),80. & P. 121; 172 B. R. 851, N. P. 

684, --—- ——- ——.] —-By a written agree- 
ment, A. eed with B. that B. should have his, 
A.’s, farm for his life for £20 a year rent, & the 
whole of A.’s keep & maintenance; B. to take off 
the stock at £75 10s. :—Held: inasmuch as the 
instrument could operate only as an agreement to 
grant B. a future lease of the farm for his life, it 
was properly stam with a £1 stamp.—STONE 
v. RoGeERs (1887), 2 M. & W. 443; Murp. & H. 
146; 6L. J. Ex. 145; 1 Jur. 455; 150 E. R. 831. 
Annotation :—Mentd. Irving v. Veitch (1837), 3 M. & W. 90: 

685. —— ‘: an instrument 
dated Dec. 13, 1884, A., in consideration of 
the rents, covenants, & agreements thereinafter 
mentioned, agreed to grant a lease to B., his 
exors, etc., of certain premises, to hold the same for 
the term of two years & three-quarters, wanting 
seven days from Dec. 27, instant, yielding & paying 
a certain rent, payable quarterly, the first payment 
to be made on Mar. 25 then next ; which indenture 
should contain covenants on the part of B. to pay 
the rent, etc., & all such other covenants as were 
contained in a lease therein referred to; & B. 
agreed that he would, if & when requested so to do 
by A., accept such lease; & that until such lease 
should have been granted as aforesaid, it should 
be lawful for A., his exors., etc., to distrain for all 
or ny part of the rent which might become due 
from B., for or in respect of the premises thereby 
agreed to be demised, at any time after the execu- 
tion of that agreement :—Held: the instrument 
operated as an agreement only, & not as an actual 
demise ; & consequently, an agreement stamp was 
sufficient for it.—BICKNELL v. Hoop (1889), 5 
M. & W. 104; 2 Horn & H. 86; 8L. J. Ex. 193; 
3 Jur, 774; 151 EB. R. 46. 

686 ——.]— The following docu- 
ment held to be a mere agreement for a future 
tenancy, not an actual demise, & therefore 
properly stamped with a £1 stamp :—‘‘ Memo- 
randum of an agreement entered into Jan. 31, 
1840, between R., of the one part, & T., of the other 

art. T. hereby agrees to become the tenant of 

. farm, at the customary time of entry, under the 
following conditions: viz. that the sum of £260 
annual rent shall be paid at the usual time for the 
house, premises, & lands, as agreed upon; & R. 
agrees to lay out in the improvement & alterations 
of the f ouse & new sheds a sum not exceeding 
£200, with the understanding that spars for 
rafters shall be found from the estate; cartage of 
all materials, except stones for walls, to be done or 
found by T. aap R., T.”——-Gorp v. Lioyp 
le 12 M. & W. 468; 13 L. J. Hx. 866; 152 

. R. 1279; sub nom. GoRE v. LLOYD, EVANS v. 
Lioyp, 2 L. T. O. 8. 108, 329. 

Annotation :-—Reld. Doe d. Wood v. Clarke (1845), 7 Q. B. 211. 
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. .3Y_@ memorandum of 
ent, dated June 28, 1842, made between A., 


agreem 

as agent for and on behalf of the churchwardens 
of the parish of M., not einige them, of the one 
part, & B. of the other part, it was agreed, pro- 
vided a lic#nce could be obtained from the lord of 
the manor, & upon B. putting the premises into 
repair, that the churchwardens should grant a 
lease to B. for twenty-one years from Midsummer 
Day then next, under the clear hegre rent of £30 ; 
stieh lease to contain covenants for payment of 
rent & taxes, & to repair, insure, not to commit 
waste, etc., & all other usual & pe covenanta, 
etc.; & B. fe ieee to accept such lease, & execute 
a counterpart, etc., & that. until such lease & 
counterpart should be granted, the yearly rent 
should be payable & recoverable by distress or 
otherwise, in ike manner as if such lease & counter- 
part had been executed :—Held: this instrument 
was properly stamped as an agreement.—Don d. 
BAILEY v. Foster (1846), 3 C. B. 215; 15 L. J. 
C. P. 268; 7L. 7.0.8. 208; 186 BE. R. 86. 
Annotation :—Mentd. Ford v. Ager (1863), 8 L. T, 546, 


688. ——- ——_—- ——.]—_A. & B. entered into 
the following agreement with C.:—‘‘ We hereby 
agree to hire your cottages & premises known as, 
etc., from Sept. 27 next, at the rent of £40 per 
annum, payable quarterly, free from all deductions, 
& agree to pay £10 on Oct. 30, & in case any one 
quarter’s rent shall be in arrear, & unpaid for the 
space of fourteen days, we hereby engage to se 
possession of the same, upon a notice to that 
effect, giving us seven days’ further time, b 
left upon the premises aforesaid ; & in the even 
of our non-compliance with such notice, we 
hereby authorise you, or your agent, to clear the 
premises as if you were the occupier thereof & to 
resume the possession accordingly without the 
aid of legal authority, this right to be without 
prejudice to any remedy for enforcing ae of 
the rent that may be in arrear; & further, we 
engage to preserve the mills, cottages, & premises 
from damage, & to deliver them up in good con- 
dition, together with all fixtures belonging to you 
when our tenancy expires, reasonable wear & tear 
being allowed us’’ :—Held: the above agreement 
did not require a lease stamp.—GLEN v. DUNGEY 
& FARRANT (1849), 4 Exch. 61; 18 L. J. Ex. 359 ; 
18 L. T. O. 8. 284; 154 BH. R. 1125. 

688. —— ——.]—River THAMES OON- 
i Nas v. INLAND REVENUE Comrs., No. 647, 
ante. 


690. Yearly rent not within statuto 
abet fanpeae fess etna i dated Apr. 14, 1804, no 
under seal, between M. & N., that N. shall rent of 
M. the ferry called D. for £6 68s. per annum, to be 
paid half-yearly, for which N. is to have the sole 
use of the ferry & whatever profit may accrue from 
it for the time he holds the same. “ Be it also 
known that N. has this day bought of M. the t 
f boat for the sum of £20, of which £5 shall be 
paid ’’ etc.; instalments of 25 to be paid yearly, 
on Apr. 6, the first in 1805:—Held: (1) the 
instrument, purpo 
heredi 





rting to convey an incorporeal 
t, waa not a lease, because not: under 
seal, & therefore did not require a lease pgp te 
(2) a8 an agreement for a lease, it was not sub- 
jected to duty by the clause of Stamp Act, 1815 
(c. 184), sched., Part I. Title A ent, ex- 
empting agreements for leases under the yearly 


DEVELO Co. ..v. STaMP pay head rent, & the costs incurred .—LYsaGHT ». WARREN 
Doris MaerTE 119801 NZ. Lek, foven oaalty Cait. ano te (1846) 10 L, L. BR. 969.—IR, 
828,.—N.Z. the deed of con Oe) Angers m. What amounta to lease for 
L Suffictency of damp. }—Whare lease. the qo & a | aie 3 te sum, 0 purpose of Acd—Proposal by tenant 
trustee, in order out of the rents to for &1 108. was . ¢ sa sah from the tenant, wi out any 
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Sect. 6.—Duties upon particular instruments: Sub- 
sects. 27, 28 & 29. 


rent of £5; for a duty could not be imposed by 
implication from this exempting clause ; (3) if the 
rent only were considered, the subject-matter of 
the agreement was not of the value of £20, & there- 
fore no stamp was necessary ; (4) the price of the 
boat could not be taken into consideration, the 
agreement as to that not being ancillary to the 
contract for letting, but being a distinct & separate 
memorandum of a bygone purchase of goods, &, 
in itself, subject to no stamp duty.—MAYFIELD v. 
ROBINSON (1845), 7 Q. B. 486; 14 L. J. Q. B. 265; 
6 L. T. 0. S. 389: 9 Jur. 826; 115 KB. R. 572. 

SO ae to (1) Reid. Stratton v. Pettit (1855), 16 





Stamps on agreements for leases generally, see 
LANDLORD & TENANT, Vo]. XXX., pp. 427 et seq. 

691. ——— Lease at peppercorn rent.] — A lease 
for years in consideration of a sum certain, & at a 
pepper-corn rent, does not require an ad valorem 
stamp.— Rog d. LARKIN v. CHENHALLS (1815), 4 
M. &S.23; 105 E. R. 743. 

692. Lease in consideration of premium. ]— 
Deft. became the purchaser at an auction of a Jot 
described as ‘‘ the herbage of Upper Townshend’s 
Close, Lower Townshend’s Close, & the Priory,” 
at the price of £45; by the conditions of sale it 
was agreed that a deposit of 10 per cent. should be 
paid, & a bill given for the residue, & that the 
purchaser should be entitled to possession of the 
lot until Sept. 29. The contract of purchase at 
the foot of the conditions, signed by deft., was 
stampéd with a £1 stamp :—Held: this was a 
lease of hereditaments granted in « onsideration of 
a sum of money by way of premium under £50, 
without any yearly rent; & therefore properly 
stamped with a £1 stamp.—CATTLE v. GAMBLE 
(1838), 5 Bing. N. C. 46; 7 Dowl. 98; 6 Scott, 
733; 1 Arn. 405; 81. J.C. P. 162; 2 Jur. 922 ; 
132 E. R. 1021. 

693. ——— Occupation of premises mere remu- 
neration for services.]|—A. being owner of a farm, 
let it for seven years to B., & by a written agree- 
ment of the same date it was agreed, that A. 
should manage the farm for B., B. allowing A. 
12s. a week, ‘‘& allowing him & his family to 
reside & have the use of the dwelling-house & 
furniture therein, free of rent,’ & this agreement 
was to be put anend to by three months’ notice or 
three months’ wages :—Held: this agreement did 
not require a lease stamp, as it did not contain a 
demise of the house, the occupation of it being a 
mere remuneration for services.—DOE d. HUGHES 
& CORBETT v. DERRY (1840), 9 C. & P. 494, N. P. 
Alien :—Refd. Curling v. Mills (1843), 7 Scott, N. R. 


694. Crown lease.]|——-A lease from the 
Board of Ordnance, which purported to be signed, 
sealed & delivered, being first duly stamped, was 
not stamped; & the ct. held, that, being a lease 
from the Crown, it was not necessary that it should 
be.—PETRIE v. Lamont (1841), Car. & M. 93. 
Annotations :—Mentd. Pratt ». British Medical Assocn., 

forming Right Boo *F Miteboll & Backer Palais d 

[1924] 1 K. B. 762; Falcon v. Famous Players Film Co. 

{[1926] 1 K. B. 393. 

695. ——— Lease with covenant for insurance by 
landlord—Premiums added to rent.|—WiILson v. 


SmitTH, No. 675, ante. 
696. Conveyance of incorporeal heredita- 


words of acceptance or contratt on the 
pert of the landlord, but containing all 
he terms necessary to constitute a 
lease, & signed by both parties :— 
Held; to be a lease, & to require a 














lease stamp.—FirzpatTrickK v. KING 
(1854), 6 Ir. Jur. 314.—IR. 

n. Letter of renunciation. }—The tenant 
under a lease by which he was bound to 
remove at a certain term on receiving 


REVENUE. 


ment—Not under seal—Ferry.|—-MAYFIELD v. 
RoBInson, No. 690, ante. 

697. ——— Agreement to let oka ae 
By 7 & 8 Vict. c. 76, s. 4, in force from & after 
Dec. 31, 1844, & repealed by Real Property Act, 
1845 (c. 106), from Oct. 1, 1845, it was enacted 
that no lease in writing of any freehold, copyhold, or 
leasehold land should be valid, unless the same 
should be made by deed, but that any agreement 
in writing to let any such lands should be valid & 
take effect as an agreement to execute a lease. 
By a document dated July 3, 1845, & purporting 
to be a memorandum of agreement made while 
that, sect. was in force, H. agreed to let & B. to 
take certain rooms in a house from July 7, for the 
monthly rent of 36s. to be paid every four weeks : 
—Held: it was only an agreement to execute a 
lease, & was well admitted in evidence as such 
agreement, without a stamp, being of no certain 
value above £1 16s. Qu.: whether, since the 
repeal of 7 & 8 Vict. c. 76, s. 4, by Real Property 
Act, 1845 (c. 106), such a memorandum would 
require a stamp of £1 15s. as a lease under Stamp 
Act, 1815 (c. 184), sched. Part I, Title Leases.— 
BURTON v. REEVELL (1847), 16 M. & W. 307; 16 
L. J. Ex. 85; 8 L. T. O. S. 867; 11 Jur. 7]. 
Annotations :—Refd. Stratton v. Pettit ( neo) ie C. B. 420; 


Bond v. Rosling (1861), 1 B. & 8S. entd. R. v. 
Income Tax Comrs. (1888), 22 Q. B. D. 296. 


698. Ad valorem duty on consideration — To 
what consideration applicable.|—Declaration in 
consideration that pltf. would procure A. to grant 
a lease to deft.; the latter promised to pay pltf. 
£170. The proof was, that A. having agreed to 
grant a lease to pltf., the latter undertook origin- 
ally to assign it to deft., for the consideration 
mentioned ; but that afterwards, a lease, to which 
pltf. was a party & assented, was granted immedi- 
ately by A. to deft. The consideration to be paid 
by deft. to pltf. was not mentioned in that lease :— 
Held: the lease was not void on account of this 
omission, the ad valorem duty imposed by Stamp 
Act, 1815 (c. 184), applying only to considerations 
pene between lessor & lessee.—BOONRE  v. 
ITCHELL (1822),1 B.&C.18; 1L.J.0.8S. K.B. 


25; 107 HE. R. 8. 
Annotation :—Expld. A.-G. v. Brown (1849), 3 Exch. 662. 


699. Uncertainty of amount.] — Where 
the covenant in a lease, or in an agreement for a 
lease, runs thus :—‘‘ & that the premium for the 
said insurance shall be added to the rent,’’ this 
makes the rent uncertain & liable to the higher 
stamp duty. 

Where the rental is certain, say £50 per annum, 
on an ordinary lease, without any uncertainty as 
to amount, £1 108s. would be the proper stamp ; 
but if the wording of the covenant bears the 
character of uncertainty, £1 15s. will be the 
amount.—WATSON v. SMITH (1843), 1 L. T. O. 8. 
507. 

700. ——— Demise of land & other interests.|— 
Where an instrument demises several matters, 
consisting of land & other interests, some of which 
are incorporated tenements, at one fixed rent, an 





| j i —— e r) Vv 
The Koursk, [1924] P. 140: Per. ad valorem stamp is sufficient.—R. v. HOCKWORTH 


INHABITANTS) (1837), 7 Ad. & El. 492; Nev. & 
P.M. C. 872; 2 Nev. & P. K. B. 383; Will. Woll. 


-& Dav. 707; 7 L. J. M. GC, 253 15. P. 249; 112 


E. R. 555. 

701. ——— Lease of tramways — Annual pay- 
ment by lessees in lieu of ve a lease of 
tramways to a traction co. by a municipal corpn. 


legal warning, having granted a letter 
dispensing with the same:—Held; the 
being stamped, the letter did 
—BAIN v. STUART 
21.—SCOT. 


lease 
not require a stam 
(1852), 24 Se. Jur. 


Part [X.-—-Sramp DvutIeEs. 


made pursuant to Tramways Act, 1870 (c. 78), the 
co. were to pay rent at a fixed rate per cent. on the 
cost of the original purchase. They were also to 
pay to the lessors a given sum per mile of road 
along which the tramways were laid, in lieu of 
repairing any portion of such road & maintaini 
the tramways, except the rails & electrical bonds 
laid thereon. The minimum amount payable 
under this clause was £900 per annum & power of 
distress was reserved in respect of it. They were 
also bound to purchase from the vendors all 
electrical energy required for the purpose of the 
tramways & to pay for the same at a given rate, 
the minimum sum payable in any one year bein 
£4,000. On a case stated :—Held: (1) the £900 
payable in respect of the repair of the road was 
rent, & ad valorem duty was payable upon it under 
Stamp Act, 1891 (c. 39), s. 4; (2) the £4,000 
payable in respect of the supply of electrical 
energy was not rent, but it was payable under a 
covenant made in further consideration for the 
Jease, & relating to the matter of the lease within 
Stamp Act, 1891 (c. 39), s. 77 (2), & the instrument 
was not chargeable with ad valorem duty in respect 
of it.— BRITISH ELECTRIC TRACTION Co. v. INLAND 
REVENUE Comrems., [1902] 1 K. B. 441; 71 L. J. 
K. B. 92; 85 L. T. 663; 66 J. P. 83; 50 W. R. 
280; 18 T. L. R. 105, C. A. 

702. ——— Minimum rent for purchase of 
electricity.|—BRITISH ELECTRIC TRACTION Co. v. 
INLAND REVENUE Comrs., No. 701, ante. 

Stamp on _ attornments.]|—See LANDLORD & 
TENANT, Vol. XXX., p. 347, Nos. 58-62, 

Stamps on assignments of leases.]|—See LANnp- 
LORD & TENANT, Vol. XXXI., pp. 398, 399, Nos. 
5444-5449. 





SUB-SECT. 28.—LETTERS AND POWERS OF 
ATTORNEY. 


See AGENCY, Vol. I., pp. 293, 294, Nos. 216-230. 


SuUB-SECT. 29.—MARKETABLE SECURITIES. 

See Stamp Act, 1891 (c. 39), ss. 82, 83, 84, 85, 
sched. I.; Finance Act, 1899 (c. 9), ss. 4 (1), 6; 
Finance (1909-1910) Act, 1910 (c. 8), 8s. 76; 
Finance Act, 1911 (c. 48), s. 13 (1); Finance Act, 
1920 (c. 18), 38. 

703. What securities must be stamped— 
Foreign securities made or issued in the United 
Kingdom—Bonds of company issued abroad & 
resold in  England.|—GRENFELL v. INLAND 
REVENUE ComBs., No. 376, ante. 

704, —— Bond of company issued abroad 
& exchanged in England for old debenture.]— 
Under a binding scheme of arrangement for recon- 
struction the property & assets of an English 
company were transferred to a new American 
co. & it was agreed that the debenture-holders of 
the old co. should receive bonds of the new co. in 
exchange for their debentures. 

The holder of a debenture in England received a 
circular from the London office of the new co., 
signed by its London agent, saying: ‘‘ Your 
debenture will have to be sent to Chicago to be 
exchanged there for the new bond. I shall be 
pleased to forward your debenture to Chicago free 
of all cost to yourself if you will lodge the same at 
this office, taking my receipt for the same.’’ The 





PART IX. SECT 
. 638; 6S. L. 
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debenture-holder sent his debenture to the London 
agent, who sent it to the officials of the new co. 
in America; a bond of the new co. was trans- 
mitted by them to the London agent, who delivered 
it to the ,debenture-holder in England :—Held: 
the bond was not ‘“‘ issued,’’ or “‘ offered for sub- 
scription & given or delivered to a subscriber,’’ 
or ‘“‘assigned or transferred,’ in the United 
Kingdom, within Stamp Act, 1891 (c. 39), s. 82 (1) 
(6).—CHICAGO RAILWAY TERMINAL ELEVATOR Co. 
v. INLAND REVENUE Comrs. (1896), 75 L. T. 572 ; 
45 W.R. 242; 18 T. L. R. 124, C. A. 


Annotations :—Distd. Brown vw. I. R. Comrs., Gordon v. 
Same (1899), 16 T iE R. 94. Refd. Speyer v. I. R. Comrs. 


(1902), 66 J. P. 55 

705. Bearer bonds invalid without 
indorsement of certificate—Indorsement in Eng- 
land.|—-Bonds of a foreign co. payable to bearer 
were executed by the co. abroad & delivered 
abroad to a foreign trustee for the bondholders. 
The bonds were expressed not to be valid for any 
purpose unless authenticated by the certificate 
of the trustee. Some of the bonds were sent to 
England & the trustee having come to England 
there certified them & delivered them to the persons 
entitled to them :—Held: since the bonds were 
not marketable till they were certified, the bonds 
certified in England were ‘‘ marketable securities 
by a foreign co. which were made & issued in the 
United Kingdom ”’ within Stamp Act, 1891 (c. 39), 
s. 82, (1) (b) (i.), & liable to the stamp duty imposed 
by that Act upon such securities.—REVELSTOKE 
(LORD) v. INLAND REVENUE Comprs., [1898] A. C. 
565; 67 L. J. Q. B. 855; 79 L. T. 227; 62 J. P. 
740; 47 W. R. 210; 14 T. L. R. 525, H. L.; 
affg. S. C. sub nom. BARING v. INLAND REVENUE 
Comrs., [1898] 1 Q. B. 78, C. A. 

Annotation :—Refd. Brown v. I. R. Comrs., Gordon », 

I. R. Comrs. (1900), 84 L. T. 71. 

706. —— Bonds “‘ offered for subscrip- 
tion °°—Exchange of bonds under reconstruction 
scheme.|—A scheme for the reorganisation of an 
American railway co. was prepared, by which it 
was proposed that an executive committee should 
be formed in America to carry out the scheme, 
that a new co. should be formed in America to 
take over the undertaking of the old co., & that the 
new co. should issue new bonds in order to take up 
the bonds of the old co. & provide further capital 
for the new co. 

The English holders of bonds of the old co. 
were invited by circular to accept the scheme & 
to deposit their bonds with named depositaries in 
London, in exchange for which they would sub- 
sequently receive bonds of the proposed new co. 

The scheme was carried out. The new co. 
executed & delivered to the appointed trustee in 
America the stipulated number of new bearer 
bonds, which were duly certified by the trustee 
& then handed to the executive committee. 
The executive committee had full power to deal 
with any of the new bonds, by sale, pledge, or 
otherwise, for the purposes of the scheme & for 
the uses of the new co., in its discretion & without 
accountability to the new co. 

The new bonds in question were forwarded by 
the executive committee to the depositaries in 
London, by whom they were handed to the 
persons who had deposited bonds of the old co. :— 
Held: the new bonds given to the holders of old 
bonds in England were neither ‘‘issued’’ nor 
‘offered for subscription’’ in England within 
Stamp Act, 1891 (c. 39), s. 82 (1) (5) (i), (ii).— 











. 6, SUB-SECT. 29. 
. 366.—SCOT. 


0. What securities must be stamped— Warrant for goods.”}—DISTILLERS Co., LTD. v. INLAND REVENUE Comms, (1899); 
k, (C 


+. of Sess.) 737; 36 So, L. 
Je—VOL. XXXIX. 


U 
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Sect. 6.—Duties upon particular instruments : Sub- 
sects. 29 & 30.) 


Brown v. INLAND REVENUE Comrs., GORDON v. 
INLAND REVENUE Comrms. (1900), 84 L. T. 71; 17 
T. L. R. 177, 0. A. 

° ‘¢ Instrument to bearer whereby stock 
is transferred or assigned ’’—Bond of company 
issued abroad & exchanged in England for old 
debenture.|——CHicaGo Ramway TERMINAL ELE- 
VATOR Co. v. INLAND REVENUE Comrs., No. 704, 
ante. 

708. ——— ——— Certificate for debenture stock 
in foreign railway—tTransferable by delivery.]— 
A certificate for 4 per cent. debenture stock of a 
foreign railway certified that applt. was the owner 
of a certain amount of such stock, & there was 
indorsed on such certificate a form of transfer 
signed by applt., the name of the transferee being 
leftin blank. It was admitted that such certificate 
with the transfer in blank therein were by usage 
treated as sufficient for the purpose of effecting 
the sale in the stock markets of the United King- 
dom of the stock referred to therein; but such 
stock was really transferable only in the books of 
the railway co. upon production of such certificate. 
The debenture stock was share capital of the 
railway co., enabling the holder to vote at the 
election of directors, but it was secured or preferred 
under a trust deed which enabled the holders of 
the debenture stock, if the interest on their stock 
was not duly paid, to take the management of the 
railway out of the hands of the directors, & vest it 
in a finance committee elected by themselves :— 
Held: the certificate as indorsed was a marketable 
security within Finance Act, 189 (c. 9), s. 4 (1).— 
NOAKES v. INLAND REVENUE Comms. (1900), 83 
L. T. 714; 17 T. L. R. 99, D.C. 

Arlene :—Refd. Speyer v. I. R. Comrs., [1907] 1 K. B. 


709. —— Reconstruction of company— 
Certificate for shares in new company.|—JIn order 
to facilitate the reconstruction of a co. certificates 
for shares in the new co. were given to some 
London agents, who transferred them to the 
persons beneficially entitled when called upon :— 
Held: by the assignment of the legal title & appro- 
priation of the shares to the several beneficial 
owners, these certificates were assigned or trans- 
ferred within Finance Act, 1899 (c. 9), s. 4.— 
SPEYER BROTHERS v. INLAND REVENUE COMRS. 
(1902), 66 J. P. 651. 

710. ——— ‘* Security given in substitution for a 
like security ’’— Debenture in English company— 
Exchange for debenture in new colonial company.] 
—Applt. co., incorporated under the laws of 
Victoria, was formed to take over the assets & 
liabilities of two existing cos., one of which was a 
co. registered in England having an issue of 
debentures. The holders of these debentures by 
agreement delivered them up, & accepted in lieu 
thereof debentures of an equivalent amount 
issued by applt. co.:—Held: the debentures of 
applt. co. were not “‘ given in substitution for a like 
security ’’ within the meaning of sub-head 4 of the 
heading ‘‘ Marketable Security ’’ in schedule I. to 
Stamp Act, 1891 (c. 39), & were therefore liable to 
bear stamp duty to the full amount.—Mount LYELL 
MinInGc & Ry. Co. v. INLAND REVENUE Comrs., 
[1905] 1 K. B. 161; 74 L. J. K. B. 4; 92 L. T. 








184; 53 W. R. 225; 21 T. L. R. 112; 49 Sol. Jo. : 

_ mium.]—A limited co. issued a series of debentures 

for £100 each redeemable at pr a annual draw- 
: a 
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711. Debenture of foreign company.]— 





rary loan, handed through their agents in England 
to the lender an instrument which stated that for 
value received they promised to pay twelve 
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months after date to the order of themselves the 

amount named in it. It also contained a state- 

ment that it was one af a series, & was secured by 

a deposit of gold bonds which, or a sufficient 

amount of their proceeds, were under an existing 

trust deed to be held in trust for the benefit of the 
holders of the instruments. The instruments, 
which had been indorsed before issue, were dealt 
in upon the London Stock Exchange, but were not 
officially quoted there :—Held: the instrument 

was not & mere promissory note; it contained a 

contract that the holder should be entitled to the 

benefit of the security mentioned in it; it was, 
therefore, a security for the money lent upon it, & 
it required to be stamped as a ‘‘ marketable 

security ’’ within Stamp Act, 1891 (c. 39), ss. 82 

(1) (6), 122.—Brown, SuHrptey & Co. v. INLAND 

REVENUE Comrs., [1895] 2 Q. B. 598; 64 L. J. 

M. C. 241; 73 L. T. 877; 11 T. L. R. 585; 39 

Sol. Jo. 720; 14 R. 661, C. A. 

Annotations :-—Refd. Speyer v. I. R. Comrs., [1907] 1 K. B. 
246; Midland Bank v. I. R. Comrs., [1927] 2 K. B. 465. 
712. ——— Foreign treasury note — Promise to 

pay on ‘date specified.|—SpEYER BROTHERS v. 

INLAND REVENUE Comars., No. 390, ante. 

713. ——— Debenture charged on ships—Equit- 
able interests.|—A co. gave legal mtges., duly 
pi arian of three steamships to trustees for 
debenture-holders as a security for sums to be 
borrowed on the issue of debentures. The trustees 
also executed a debenture trust deed in the usual 
form. Debentures were then issued, in each of 
which the co. covenanted to pay the registered 
holder thereof the amount for which it was issued, 
& did ‘‘ hereby charge ’’ with the payment of such 
sum the three steamships :—Held: the substance 
of the transaction was the creation of negotiable 
securities, & a debenture, one of the above- 
mentioned issue, although incidentally it gave the 
holder the benefit of the registered charge under 
the trust deed, was not an instrument for the sale, 
transfer, or other disposition of any interest in 
any ship within the second of the ‘ General 
Exemptions from all Stamp Duties ’’ in schedule I. 
to Stamp Act, 1891 (c. 39), but was liable to duty 
under the head of ‘‘ Marketable Security ’’ in the 
same schedule. Qu: whether the second exemp- 
tion has any application to an ‘‘ equitable interest.’’ 
—DEDDINGTON S.S. Co., Lrp. v. INLAND REVENUE 
Oomrs., [1911] 2 K. B. 1001; 81 L. J. K. B. 75; 
105 L. T. 482 ; 18 Mans. 3738, C. A. 

714. Amount of duty— Dependent on money 
secured—Debenture—Undertaking to repay prin- 
cipal moneys & premium.|]—A co. issued a series 
of debentures of £100 each, each debenture con- 
taining an undertaking by the co., to pay to the 
registered holder upon a specified date ‘‘ the sum 
of £100 together with a premium thereon at £7 10s.’’ 
The debentures were marketable securities not 
transferable by delivery within Stamp Act, 1891 
(c. 89), sched. I.:—Held: each debenture was a 
security for the payment by the co., of £107 10s. 
the amount of the principal & the premium & was 
therefore liable to ad valorem stamp duty upon 
that amount.—-ROWELL v. INLAND REVENUE 
Comrs., [1897] 2 Q. B. 194; 66 L. J. Q. B. 628; 
138 T. L. R. 324; 41 Sol. Jo. 407, D C.. 
wae Nae Aiea Knights Deep v. I. Rt. Comrs., [1900] 
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ch debenture 
contained a stipulation that the co. might, at any 
time after July 1, 1900, on giving six months’ 
previous notice in writing to the registered) ** 
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redeem the debenture at £8108 which sum, at the 
expiration of the six months, should become 
payable, as if the same were the amount of the 
principal moneys thereby secured :—Held: ad 
valorem 8 p duty was chargeable on each 
debenture under the head of ‘‘ Marketable 
Security ’’ in sched. I. to Stamp Act, 1891 (c. 39), 
upon £100 only, as being the ‘‘ money secured ”’ 
by the debenture within the meaning of the sched. 
—KNIGHTS DEEP, Lrp. v. INLAND REVENUE 
Comrs., [1900] 1 Q. B. 217; 69 L. J. Q. B. 66; 
81 L. T. 625; 48 W. R. 198; 167T. L. R. 68; 44 
Sol. Jo. 99, C. A. 


SuB-SECT. 30.—MORTGAGES, ETC. 


See Stamp Act, 1891 (c. 39), ss. 86-89, & sched. 
I.; Revenue Act, 1903 (c. 46), 5. 7; &, generally, 
MorTGAGE, Vol. XXXV., pp. 314-318. 

716. Security by way of mortgage—Conveyance 
to creditors generally.|—-By a deed of assignment, 
five persons conveyed all their crops, goods & 
effects to trustees, in trust to sell, & with the 

roceeds to be produced by such sale, to discharge 
Bret, debts due to the trustees, with interest from 
the date of the deed; then debts due to other 
creditors, with a resulting trust as to the residue to 
the parties conveying :—Held: such deed did not 
require an ad valorem stamp, as upon a “ con- 
veyance’’ or “mtge.’’ under Stamp Act, 1815 
(c. 184), Sched. Part J., as the former clause 
operated only as to actual sales between vendor & 
vendee; & it fell within the exception in the 
latter, viz: ‘‘ where such conveyance shall be made 
for the benefit of creditors generally ’’ & therefore 
@ common deed stamp was sufficient.—COATES v. 
PERRY (1821), 3 Brod. & Bing. 48; 6 Moore, 
C. P. 188; 129 EH. R. 1200. 

717. ——— Conveyance for benefit of creditors 
exceeding five in number—Deed of lease & release 
& accompanying deed of trust.|—-Where, by deeds 
of lease & release, & an accompanying deed of 
trust, property is conveyed for the benefit of 
creditors exceeding five, the whole forming but 
one assurance, an ad valorem stamp is not requisite, 
as they fall within the aa bee in Stamp Act, 
1815 (c. 184), Sched. Part 1., Title Mortgage.— 
HUDSON v. REVETT (1829), 5 Bing. 368 ; 2 Moo. & 
P. 663; 7L.J.0.8.C. P. 145; 130 EH. R. 1108. 
Annotations :—Mentd. Hibblewhite v. M‘Morine (1840), 6 

M. & W. 200; West v. Steward (1845), 14 M. & W. 47; 

Cherry v. Henning & Needham (1849), 19 L. J. Ex. 63; 

Fazakerly v. M‘Knight (1856), 26L. J. Q.B.30; Tupper v. 

Foulkes (i861), 9 C. B. N.S. 797; Soc. Générale dco Paris 

vy. Tramways Union Co. (1884), 14 Q. B. D. 424; Powell 

v. London & Provincial Bank, [1893] 2 Ch. 555 ; Crediton 

(Bp.) v. Exeter (Bp.), [1905] 2 Ch. 455; Rudd v. Bowles, 

11912) 2 Ch. 60; Fe Seymour, Fielding v. Seymour, 

[1913] 1 Ch. 475. 

See, now, Stamp Act, 1891 (c. 39), 8. 86 (1) (c). 

718. Security for repayment of money to 
be thereafter lent, advanced or paid—Assignment 
of personalty to indemnify surety on bond.]— 
Where A. had entered into a bond as surety for 
B., & B., by a deed assigned personal property to 
A. for the purpose of indemnifying him against any 
liability by reason of his having become surety 
for B. in the bond :—Held: the deed required an 
ad valorem stamp as a ‘‘ security for the repayment 
of money to be thereafter lent, advanced or aaa - 
within Stamp Act, 1815 (c. 184), sched. “ Mort- 
gage.”—-CANNING (LORD) v. RAPER (1852), 1 
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BR. & B. 164; 22 L. J. Q. B. 87; 20 L. T. O.S. 
218; 17 Jur. 390; 118 B. R. 400. 
Annotations sj Ani. Mutual Property Insce. v. I. R. Comrs. 

(1926), 186 L. T. 354. Refd. Underground Elec. Ry. of 

ndon v. I. R. Comrs., [1905] 1 K. B. 174; Underground 

Eleo. Ryg. of London & Glyn, Mills, Currie v. I. R. 

Comrs., [1916] 1 K. B. 306. 

719. ——— ——— Trust deed for securing deben- 
ture stock.|—A limited co. issued in 1892 £500,000 
4 per cent. debenture stock, secured by a trust 
deed duly stamped, by which freehold & leasehold 
property of the co. were conveyed to trustees to 
secure payment of the amount of the stock & 
interest as peor for by the deed. By & 
subsequent trust deed for securing debenture 
stock made in 1897, the trustees of which were the 
same as those of the deed of 1892, after reciting that 
the £500,000 debenture stock was still outstanding 
& that the co. were intending to issue further 
irredeemable 34 per cent. debenture stock, it was 
provided (inter alia) that the amount of stock to 
be issued was limited.in the first instance to £300,000, 
the co. acknowledging in the deed that they were 
indebted to the trustees in that sum c i 
interest at 34 per cent. per annum; that the co. 
should be at liberty to issue further irredeemable 
34 Dereeny debenture stock not exceeding £540,000, 
making a total of £840,000 but only for the pur- 
pose of redeeming or paying off the £500,000 4 per 
cent. stock at the rate of not more than £108 of 
the new stock for every £100 of the stock redeemed 
or paid off :—Held: in respect of the £540,000 as 
well as the £300,000, the deed of 1897 was charge- 
able with the ad valorem duty specified in sched. I. 
to Stamp Act, 1891, under the heading ‘‘ Mort- 
gage, Bond, Debenture, Covenant,” &, not being 
an ‘additional’ or ‘‘substituted’”’ security 
within the meaning of those words in the sched., 
it i chargeable with the full duty of 28. 6d. per 
cent. 

I am of opinion that the deed of 1897 is not a 
“‘ transfer ’’ of the deed of 1892, nor is it a security 
by way of further charge, & it does not therefore 
come within the meaning of sect. 87 (8) of the 
Stamp Act (A. L. Smits, L.J.).—Ciry or Lonpon 
BREWERY Co. v. INLAND REVENUE Comrs., [1899] 
1Q. B. 121; 68L. J. Q. B. 62: 79 L. T. 648: 47 
W.R. 216; 15 T.L. R. 49; 43 Sol. Jo. 61, C. A. 
Annotations :—Refd. Mount Lyell Mining & Ry. v.I. R. 


Comrs., [1904] 1 K. B. 757: Underground Elec. Rys. of 
London & Glyn, Mills, Currie v. I. R. Comrs., [1916] 1 


K. B. 306 
-|—By a trust deed made 





720. --—— 
between a joint-stock company & trustees for the 
debenture holders, the former stipulating that they 
might redeem the debenture stock after having 
given certain notice covenanted that after giving 
such notice they would redeem at nominal value, 
plus 10 per cent. By further clauses of the deed 
certain freeholds & leaseholds were assured to the 
trustees to secure payment of all principal moneys, 
bonuses, & interest which might become payable 
in respect of the debenture stock, & a floating 
charge on all the co.’s property was created for 
the same purpose. There was a clause giving the 
co. power to withdraw any of the freeholds or 
leaseholds assured to the trustees & substitute 
other property or equal value. By a subsequent 
indenture a small part of the leaseholds so assured 
was withdrawn & other leaseholds belonging to the 
co. assured to the trustees to be held on the trusts 
of the earlier indenture. This second indenture 
contained no covenant for payment of the 


yr. Security for future advances— 
Unlimited amounts.}—O'SULLIVAN ¥. 


t. Avotdance of ad valorem 
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Sect. 6.— Duties ae hear instruments : Sub- 
sects. 30, 31, 32, 33 & 84.] 

debenture principal money or interest, & no 


express declaration of the trusts on which the 
property assured was to be held :—Held: the 
second indenture was a ‘‘mortgage’’ within 
Stamp Act, 1891 (c. 39), s. 86 (1), & a ‘‘ sub- 
stituted security ’’ within sched. I. & heading 
‘* Mortgage, Bond, Debenture, Covenant ”’ of that 
Act, & therefore the Comrs. of Inland Revenue were 
right in holding that the stamp duty was to be 
calculated at the rate of 6d. per £100, on the whole 
principal money of the debenture stock.—GaRtT- 
SIDES (BROOKSIDE BREWERY), LTp. v. INLAND 
REVENUE Comps. (1900), 82 L. T. 686; 16 T. L. R. 
378, D.C. 

721. ——— Agreement to execute mortgage when 
required.|—A limited co., by deed, in considera- 
tion of £373,000 then advanced to them by a 
building society, agreed to execute, whenever 
called upon by the society, a mtge. or charge, in 
such form as the society should request, of all the 
co.’s interest in certain hereditaments to secure the 
repayment of the sum advanced with interest. 
A receiver was appointed by the deed to receive 
the rents & profits so long as any money remained 
due to the society; but there was a provision 
that he was not to enter into possession of such 
rents & profits until default should be made in 
payment of the principal & interest :—Held : this 
instrument was chargeable with ad valorem stamp 
duty under the head ‘* Mortgage, Bond, Debenture, 
Covenant,” in sched. I. to Stamp Act, 1891 (c. 39). 
—UNITED REALIZATION Co. v. INLAND REVENUE 
Comrs., [1899] 1 Q.’B. 361; 68 L...Q. B. 218; 79 
L. T. 556 ; 47 W. R. 381; 43 Sol. Jo. 153, D. C. 

122. No money advanced at time of execu- 
tion.|—-SUFFIELD (LorD) v. INLAND REVENUE 
ComRS., No. 432, ante. 

723. Second mortgage containing covenant 
to pay amount secured by first mortgage.j]—A 
second mtge. of freehold property subject to an 
existing first mtge. contained a covenant by the 
borrower to pay by instalments (a) a sum equiva- 
lent to the amount of the loan, the subject of the 
first mtge., (b) a sum equivalent to the amount 
of the loan the subject of the second mtge., & 
(c) a sum equivalent to the interest on the amounts 
remaining unpaid under both mtges. There was 
a proviso for redemption on payment of the amount 
of the second mtge. & interest thereon. The first 
mtge. had been duly iat ip with the appropriate 
duty on the amount thereby secured :—Held: the 
second mtge. was liable stamp duty in the 
aggregate of the two sums secured by the two 
mtges., the covenant contained in the second mtge. 
to pay the amount secured by the first mtge. being 
an additional covenant made with a different 
covenantee.—MUTUAL PROPERTY INSURANCE Co., 
Lip. v. INLAND REVENUE Cémrms. (1926), 136 
L. T. 354. 

724. Security for further advances—Trust deed 
to secure debentures.|—Ciry of LONDON BREWERY 
Co. v. INLAND REVENUE Comrs., No. 719, ante. 
' 725. ** Declaration or deed for defeating or 
making redeemable or qualifying any covenant 
intended as security for money ’’—Surrender of 
copyholds to mortgagee—Collateral deed of cove- 
nant.)—An indenture recited, that, in considera- 
tion of £400, part of £500 agreed to be advanced 
by Foe to deft., paid to S., R., & P., by pitf., 
in discharge of all principal & interest’ owing to 
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them as mtgees., by virtue of a certain other 
surrender, they, 8S., R., & P., surrendered into the 
hands of the lord certain lands, to the intent that 
the lord might regrant the same to pltf., in trust to 
sell the same, & retain the sum of £500. The 
indenture then stated, that deft. covenanted with 
pltf. to pay him the sum of £500, with interest, on 
a certain day, & that, in default of payment, pltf. 
might enter upon & enjoy theland. The indenture 
was stamped with two stamps, of £1 15s. & £1 5s. : 
—Held: this was not “a declaration or deed for 
defeating or making redeemable or qualifying an 
covenant, etc., intended as a security for money,”’ 
within the meaning of that clause in Stamp Act, 
1815 (c. 184), sched., Part. I., ‘‘ Mortgage,’’ but 
a mere declaration of trust of the second surrender ; 
& it did not require an ad valorem stamp.— 
Haywoop v. BIBBY (1843), 1 Dow. & L. 290; 11 
M. & W. 812; 12 L. J. Ex. 404; 1L. T. 0.8. 316; 
152 BE. R. 1082. 

See, now, Stamp Act, 1891 (c. 39 ), s. 86 (1) (a). 

726. Equitable mortgage— Memorandum of 
authority to distrain.|—The following document 
was given in evidence by deft. in replevin, in 
support of his right to distrain as bailiff of J.: 
“1, J., of, etc., having, on Oct. 7, 1848, borrowed 
from P. (deft.) £300, did then pledge with him 
certain title deeds of houses in T., in order to 
secure to him £300 with interest. I did then 
authorise P. to receive the rents of the houses 
during my right & interest therein; & 1 hereby 
confirm & make valid all acts, distresses, etc., 
particularly a distress on W. (pltf.), tenant of one 
of the houses, by P., & other proceedings made or 
taken, or to be made or taken, by P., to the end that 
the rents & profits of the houses may be received 
& taken by P. during all my estate & interest. 
(Signed) J.’?:—Held: this document did not 
require a stamp, either as an agreement accom- 
panied with a deposit of title deeds for making a 
mtge. or as an authority to distrain, or as an agree- 
ment.—PYLE v. PARTRIDGE (1846), 15 M. & W. 
20; 15 L. J. Ex. 129; 153 E.R. 744. 

727. Grant of perpetual annuity—In considera- 
tion of sum paid by way of purchase.|—MERSEY 
Docks & HarsBour BOARD v. INLAND REVENUE 
Comrs., No. 665, ante. 

728. ‘* Collateral or auxiliary or additional or 
substituted security ’’—Trust deed for securing de- 
bentures.|—Ciry oF LONDON BREWERY Co. v. 
INLAND REVENUE Comrs., No. 719, ante. 

729. —— .}] — GARTSIDES (BROOKSIDE 
BREWERY), LTD. v. INLAND REVENUE COMRS., 
No. 720, ante. 

730. .|—A limited co., upon the issue 
of debenture stock, by deed entered into with 
trustees for the holders of the stock, acknowledged 
that the co. was indebted to the trustees to the 
amount of the stock, & agreed to convey to the 
trustees certain freehold property, not at the time 
in the possession of the co., & power was given to 
the trustees to enforce payment by foreclosure. 
The co. subsequently acquired the property & 
conveyed it to the trustees upon the trusts & pur- 
it & subject to the provisions of the trust deed. 

tamp duty was paid on the trust deed’ under 
sched. I. to Stamp Act, 1891 (c. 39), title “‘ Mort- 
gage,” etc., clause 2, on the amount of the debenture 
stock. The comrs. assessed the duty on the second 
deed under the same schedule, clause 2, at 6d. per 
cent. on the amount of the debenture stock :— 
Held: the deed of conveyance was liable, to the 
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duty assessed by the comrs. as a mtge., ‘‘ being an 
auxiliary security or by way of further assurance ”’ 
for the repayment of money ‘ where the principal 
or primary security is duly stamped.’’—BRITISH 
Oi, & CAKE MILLS, Lrp. v. INLAND REVENUE 
Comrs., [1903] 1 K. B. 689; 72 L. J. K. B. 312; 
88 L. T. 526; 67 J. P. 145; 51 W. BR. 388; 19 
T. L. R. 262, C. A. 

731. Transfer of security--Stamp Act, 1891 
(c. 39), 8s. 87 (3), & Sched.|—Ciry or LONDON 
BREWERY Co. v. INLAND REVENUE Comrs., No. 
719, ante. 

732. Reconveyance, release, discharge, sur- 
render—Acknowledgment by trustees indorsed on 
debenture-——Stamp Act, 1891 (c. 39), Sched., 
Mortgage sub-head (5).|—Firtu & Sons, Lrp. v. 
INLAND REVENUE Comrs., No. 740, post. 

733. Conveyance of equity of redemption.]— 
ee v. WASHBOURNE (1847), 9 L. T. O. S. 

Security for uncertain & indefinite amount.]— 
ee PoMrGace; Vol. XXXV., pp. 316, 317, Nos. 





Stamps on discharge of mortgage.]—Sec 
MORTGAGE, Vol. XXXV., p. 615. 
Stamps on assignment of mortgage.|—Sce 


MORTGAGE, Vol. XXXV., p. 385, Nos. 1277, 1278. 
Stamps on foreclosure.|—See MORTGAGE, Vol. 
XXXV., p. 585, Nos. 3225-8228. 
As to stamps on building societies’ mortgages.]— 
See BuiLpinG Socieriss, Vol. VII., pp. 483-485. 


SUB-SECT. 31.—NOTARIAL ACTS. 


See Stamp Act, 1891 (c. 39), s. 90, Sched. ; 
NoraRIgs, Vol. XX XVI., p. 151, No. 82. 


SUB-SECT. 32.—-PARTITION. 
Sce Stamp Act, 1891 (c. 39), s. 73, & sched. I. : 
Pantrrrion, Vol. XX XVI., p. 306, No. 43. 


SUB-SECT. 33.—PROXIES. 
See Stamp Act, 1891 (c. 39), s. 80, sched. I. 
Proxies under local Acts.|—-See AGENcy, Vol. I., 
pp. 294, 295, Nos. 229, 230. 
Proxies under Companies Act.]—See Com- 
PANIES, Vol. IX., pp. 576, 577, Nos. 3838, 3839, 
3848, 3849. 


SuUB-SECT. 34.—RECEIPTs. 

See Stamp Act, 1891 (c. 39), ss, 101-103, & 
sched. ; Finance Act, 1895 (c. 16), 8s. 9; Finance 
sae 1920 (c. 18), 8s. 34; Finance Act, 1924 (c. 21), 
s. 36. 

734. What must be stamped -—- Any document 


PART IX. SECT. 6, SUB-SECT. 34. 
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operating as receipt.| -SPAWFORTH v. ALEXANDER, 

o. 764, post. 

785. Bill marked settled.]|—-SPAWFORTH v. 
ALEXANDER, No. 764, post. 

736, ——- es bill of parcels, on which 
was written, ‘‘ Settled by one bill at three & another 
at nine months,’’ is not admissible in evidence, 
unless it is stamped.—SMiTH v. KELBY (1803), 4 
Esp. 249; 170 H. BR. 708, N. P. 

Annotation :—Expld. Millen v. Dent (1847), 10 Q. B. 846. 

737. ——— Receipt on instrument liable to 
stamp duty—Receipt annexed to bond.]|—Where 
indorsements of receipts on a bond have left no 
blank space for receipts of subsequent payments 
to be written upon, such receipts written on an 
unstamped piece of paper, annexed to the bond, 
may be read in evidence.—ORME v. YOUNG (1815), 
as reported in 4 Camp. 336; 171 E. R. 107, N. P. 


Annotations :—Mentd. Goring v. Edwards (1829), 6 Bing: 
94; Combe v. Woolf (1832), 8 Bing. 156; Howell v- 
Jonette 4 Tyr. 548; Bailey v. Edwards (1864), 4 














738. Receipt on agreement.] — The 
folowing document, stamped as an agreement, 
was held admissible in evidence, without a receipt 
stamp: ‘‘I have received your cheque for 
£391 10s. 3d., being the payment for an overdue 
bill & interest, in the hands of D.: & I hereby 
undertake to procure & hand the said bill over to 
you.’’—VON DADELSZEN v. SWANN (1850), 5 Exch. 
825; 20L. J. Ex. 50; 155 E.R. 361. 

739. Receipt for future payment in- 
dorsed on scrip certificate.]|—-A scrip certificate 
duly stamped stated that the bearer was entitled 
to £100 stock of the Cape of Good Hope after 
payment of two several sums of £40 at specified 
dates. Receipts were indorsed on the certificate 
applicable to the payment of the two instalments 
at the specified dates:—Held: the receipts 
acknowledged the receipt of the consideration 
money expressed in the certificate on which they 
were indorsed, & were exempt from duty under 
title ‘‘ Receipts,’? exemption 11, in the sched. to 
Stamp Act, 1891 (c. 39)—-LONDON & WESTMINSTER 
BANK v. INLAND REVENUE Comrs., [1900] 1 Q. B. 
166; 69 L. J. Q. B. 102; 81 L. T. 680; 48 W. R. 
195; 16 T. L. R. 106; 44 Sol. Jo. 117, C. A. 

740. —— Acknowledgment of redemption 
indorsed on trust deed.|—-On an indenture securing 
redeemable debenture stock an instrument was 
indorsed, which was signed by the trustees for 
the debenture-holders, acknowledging that all 
the debenture stock secured by the within written 
indenture & all interest thereon had been redeemed, 
paid off, & satisfied :—Held: this was not a “‘ dis- 
charge ”’ within the meaning of that term in sub- 
heading 5 of the heading ‘ Mortgage’’ in the 
schedule to the Stamp Act, 1891 (c. 39), & it was 
therefore not chargeable with ad valorem duty, 
but it was merely a receipt, & being indorsed on 
a duly stamped instrument it was exempt from 
duty under the eleventh exemption to the heading 
‘* Receipt ’’ in the same schedule.—FirtTH & Sons, 











stamped.—CLOUGH v. Cox 


(1907), 7 
W.W.N. 


734i. What must be stamped—Any 134 iv. Stamp duty is 93. R.N.S.W. 210; 24 N.S, 
document operating as receipt.J—A payable on a duplicate receipt. c- 42.—AU5. 
document renewing a policy of in- ANAMNY v. GOODWIN (1901), 27 734 vii. ——_ -——.]) — WILLIS ». 
Surance is not a fresh policy, but V.L. R. 566.—AUS. ONGLEY (1915), 34 N. Z L. R. 967.— 
merely a receipt, & as such requires a D’EmMpEN », NZ. 


penny etamp.—KENNEDY v. Mac- 
MAHON (1889), 3 Q. L. J. 119.—AUS. 

784 i, .J—An acknowledg- 
ment that promissory notes have been 
given for a debt must be stamped as 
a Py po BOMax v. CROTHERS (1894), 
20 Vv. ry R. 292.—-AUS. 

184 hii, SS .J—A.-G. Vv. AUS: 
TRALIAN JOINT StTocK BANK, LTD. 
(1894), 15 N.S. W. L. R. 240; 11 





7134 vi. 








debt of 


ceipt :—Held : 





wo oo] 


7 J 
PEDDER (1904), 1C. L. R. 
-]}—On receipt of a 
cheque for £2 12s. 6 
£5 598. deft. wrote on the butt 
of the cheque book ‘“ balance due 
£2 12s. 6d.’ & signed his name. 
next day he gave a duly stamped re- 

the writing on the butt 
of the cheque was a receipt within 
Stamp Duties Act, 1898, & should be 





91.—AUS. 134 viii. ———,]— ALLAN v. MuR- 

RAY (1837), 15 Sh. (Ct. of Sess.) 1130; 

12 Fac. Coll. 1054.—SCOT. 

.+~-Topp v. Woon 

of Sess.) 1104; 34 
T. 98°—SCOT. 





on account of a 





134ix. -—— 
oom 24 R. (Ct. 
cL. R. 815; 6S. L. 
184x. -—— .}—Day v. GLAISTER 
A800), 2 F. (Ct. of Seas.) 9633 37 Sa. 
° R. 736 ; 8 Ss. L. Ti 55.—SCOT. 


The 
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Sect. 6.—Duti 
sects. 34 & 


Lip. v. INLAND REVENUE Comrs., [1904] 2 K. B. 
205; 73 L. J. K. B. 682; 911. T.188; 52 W.R. 
622; 20 T. L. R. 447; 48 Sol. Jo. 460. 

741. ——— Acknowledgment of receipt of bill 
of exchange—From father of bastard—Stating 
freedom from liability when paid.J]—WaATKINS v. 
HEWLETT, No. 522, ante. 

742. ——— Accounts— Successive acknowledg- 
ments of payments—Entered when payments 
made.|—-The evidence was properly rejected. It 
appears from the paper that the acknowledgments 
were made at successive times upon the payment 
of the money; &, therefore, under the general 
words used in the Act of Parliament they require 
to have been stamped. The case of an account 
current is different. There the sums stated to be 
received are not written in to the account at & 
upon the receipt of the money, but long after, & 
only amount to admissions of money received at 
an antecedent time (per CuR.).—WRIGHT v. 
ioe (1819), 2 B. & Ald. 501, n.; 106 E. R. 


Areal particular instruments : Sub- 


Annotations :—Refd. R. v. Overton (1854), 18 Jur. 134. 

Mentd. Hawkes v. Salter (1828), 4 Bing. 715. 

743. Acknowledgment of correct- 
ness.!—An acknowledgment of the correctness of 
an account does not require a receipt stamp.— 
WELLARD v. Moss (1823), 1 Bing. 134; 7 Moore, 
C. P.508; 1L.J.0.8.0.P.18; 1380 E.R. 55. 

744, —— Memorandum of accounts 
delivered.]}—-Where the evidence of payments 
consisted of memoranda of acccunts delivered to 
the tenant, in which the items in question were 
set down, & to each of which was written by the 
landlord the word “ paid’ :—Held: such memo- 
randa, were admissible, without a stamp, when 
coupled with entries in the steward’s books to 
the same effect.—CLARK v. HoUGHAM (1823), as 
reported in 3 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 322. 

Annotations :—Mentd. A’Court v. Cross ee) 11 Moore, 

C. P. 198; Gibbs v. Guild (1882), 46 L. T. 248. 

745. —— Memorandum of having settled 
accounts—Statement of intention to give receipt.]— 
A paper in the following form, signed by the party, 
** Memorandum, Apr. 30, 1836, Settled all accounts 
of law business up to this day, & will give a receipt 
in full of all demands when called for, (signed) 
T.”’; stamped with an agreement stamp, is 
receivable in evidence without a receipt stamp.— 
TEBBUTT v. AMBLER (1839), 9 C. & P. 60, N. P. 


Annotations :—Distd. Livingston v. Whiting (ieee , 19 
ea B. 528. Refd. Matheson v.Ross (1849), 2 H. L. 











746. Balance struck.]——- PAGE v. 
CURLEWIS (1845), 4 L. T. O. S. 339. 

747. ae an action by S., a 
coal merchant, against his clerk, to recover the 
amount of money received & not accounted for, 
pitf. having proved an admission by deft. on 
Aug. 15, that a sum of £12 was due, the latter 
offered in evidence an unstamped receipt, of a 
subsequent date, for a larger amount. This being 
rejected, deft. gave in evidence a memorandum 
on the back of the same paper, written and signed 
by pltf. as follows :—‘‘ Balanced up to this day, 
as per cash-book. S., Nov. 19” :—Held: this 
memorandum did not require a receipt stamp, & 
was properly admitted, without producing, & 
without notice to Ua the cash book to which 
it referred, which was in pltf.’s possession.— 
FINNEY v. TOOTELL (1848), 6 C. B. 604; 3 New 
Pract. Cas. 40; 171. J. 0. P. 158; 10 L. 7.0.8, 
393 ; 12 Jur. 291; 186 EB. R. 975. 

748. ——-——— Entries in account book initialled 











REVENUE. 


as paid—Marked as ‘‘ received.’’]|—A solr. was 
employed by a bank under an agreement whereby 
he was appointed an officer of the bank upon the 
terms that he was to be paid a salary, & to be 
provided with an office, stationery, & staff of 
clerks, & was to devote his whole time to the 
conduct of the legal business of the bank. The 
solr. from time to time sued for & recovered 
sums of money due to the bank. As each sum 
was recovered he entered the amount in an account 
book, & then in accordance with his duty handed 
over the money to the secretary or cashier of the 
bank, who wrote against the entry in the account 
bdok his initials & the date on which the money 
was handed over to him, in some instances adding 
the word ‘‘received.’’ The account book was 
the property of the solr. & remained in his 
possession :—Held : as the initialling of the entries 
in the account book, whether with the addition 
of the word ‘‘ received ”’ or not, was intended as 
an acquittance of the solr. in respect of the money 
handed over by him, the entries so initialled consti- 
tuted ‘‘ receipts’? within Stamp Act, 1891 (c. 39), 
s. 101, & required to be stamped, none the less 
because the solr. was a servant of the bank on 
whose behalf he had received the money, & the 
acknowledgment of the receipt of the money from 
him was given by a fellow servant.—A.-G. v. 
CARLTON BANE, [1899] 2 Q. B. 158; 68 L. J. Q. B. 
788; 81L. 7.115; 63 J. P. 6209; 47 W. R. 650; 
15 T. L. R. 380. 

Annotations :—Refd. General Council of the Bar, England 


v. I. R. Comrs., (1907]1 K. B. 462. Mentd. City of London 
rt ae Lighting Co. v. London Corpn. (1901), 65 J. P. 
5 e 


749. Written acknowledgment used to 
refresh memory as to ee Lacie ira witness called 
to prove the receipt of a sum of money, was shown 
an acknowledgment of the receipt of such money 
signed by himself; & on seeing it said that he had 
no doubt he had received it, although he had no 
recollection of the fact :—Held: this was sufficient 
parol evidence of the payment of the money, & 
the written acknowledgment having been used 
to refresh the memory of the witness, & not as 
evidence of the payment, did not require any 
stamp.—-MAUGHAM v. HUBBARD (1828), 8 B. & C. 
1d; 2 Man. & Ry. K. B.5; 6L. J. O. S. K. B. 
229; 108 EK. R. 948. 

Annotation :—-Mentd. Hill v. Barry (1842), 7 Jur. 10. 


750. Settlement & discharge.|—Lucas v. 
JONES, No. 525, ante. 
.|—Debt for ironwork sold & 
delivered. Plea: payment. Deft., in support of 
the plea, offered in evidence an unstamped docu- 
ment signed by pltfs., in these words: ‘“‘ Memo- 
randum. That any demand we may have against 
W.”’ (deft.) ‘‘ for ironwork, etc., is this day settled 
& discharged in consideration of services rendered 
by him to us. N.B. Particulars of our account 
shall be delivered with a stamp receipt ”’ :—Held: 
the document was not admissible for this purpose 
without a receipt stamp.— LIVINGSTONE v. WHIT- 
ING (1850), 15 Q. B. 722; 19 L. J. Q. B. 528; 15 
L. T. O. S. 279; 15 Jur. 147; 117 EH. R. 632. 
Annotations :—Refd. Laycock v. Pickles (1868), 4 B. & S. 

497. Mentd. Holland v. Russell (1861), 1 B. & 8. 424. 

752. Banker’s receipt for money to be 
accounted for.|——An acknowledgment by a banker 
of the receipt of money paid as deposit by an 
allottee of shares in a joint stock co., does not 
require a stamp.—CLARKE v. CHAPLIN (1847), 1 
Exch. 26; 5 Ry. & Can. Cas. 294; 16 L. J. Ex. 
246; 9L.T. 0.8. 512; 154 E.R. 113 subsequent 
proceedings, sub nom. CHAPLIN v. CLARKE (1849), 


4 Hixch. 408, Ex. Oh. 
Annotation :-—Mentd, Chaplin v. Clarko (1849), 4 Exch, 403. 
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Part [X.—Stamp DUvTIEs. 


758. No. 
596, ante. 

Counsel’s briefs.|—See Barristers, Vol. 
IIl., pp. 333, 83384, Nos. 231, 232. 

754. Admissibility of unstamped receipt—Re- 
ceipt containing collateral matter.|—A receipt for 
the ree of a horse containing a warranty of 
soundness may be read in evidence to prove the 
warranty, without an agreement stamp.—SKRINE 
a ORs (1810), 2 Camp. 407; 170 E. R. 1199, 


Vol. XXII, 


~.J|—CHAPLIN v. CLARKE, 


———.]|—See, also, 


EVIDENCE, 
pp. 262 e¢ seq. 


SUB-8Ecr. 35.—SETTLEMENTS. 

See Stamp Act, 1891 (c. 39), ss. 107-109, sched. 

755. Definite & certain sum of money—13 & 14 
Vict. c. 97, sched.—Settlement of policy of insur- 
ance.|—The assignment to trustees of a marriage 
settlement of a policy of insurance effected on the 
settlor’s life for a sum named, & all moneys 
assured or to become payable by or under the 
policy, is not liable to the payment of ad valorem 
duty under above Act, sched. ‘‘ Settlement,’’ as 
being ® deed whereby any definite & certain 
principal sum of money is settled.—SANVILLE v. 
INLAND REVENUE Comrs. (1854), 10 Exch. 159; 
2C.L. R. 1242; 23 L. J. Ex. 270; 156 E. R. 397; 
sub nom. Re Stamp DUTY PAYABLE UPON A DEED 
OF SETTLEMENT, SANVILLE v. INLAND REVENUE 
Comrs, 23 L. T. O. S. 223; sub nom. SAINVILLE v. 
INLAND REVENUE ComRs., 2 W. R. 529. 
Annotations Bald. Re Alsager’s Settlmt. & I. 1t. Comrs. 

(7584) 2H. & C. 969. Refd. Mortimore v. I. K. Comrs. 

(1864), 2 H. & C. 838. 

756. Foreign bonds & stock.|— 
(1) Brazilian & other foreign bonds are ‘‘ definite 
é& certain sums of money ”’ within above Act. 

(2) Indian stock is Govt. or Parliamentary 
stock within above Act, although created subse- 
quently to its passing. 

(3) A deed of settlement comprising such 
foreign bonds & Indian stock was assessed & 
charged with ad valorem duty in respect thereof :— 
Held: it was rightly so charged.—Re ALSAGER’S 
SETTLEMENT & INLAND REVENUE Comps. (1864), 2 
H. & C. 969; 3 New Rep. 651; 10 L. T. 238; 10 
Jur. N. S. 828; 12 W. R. 477; 159 E. R. 401; 
sub nom. ALSAGER & GUIDICI v. INLAND REVENUE 
Comrs., 33 L. J. Ex. 161. : 

757. ——— ——— Money to be laid out in land— 
Land purchased with trust funds—Trust for con- 
version.|—By arts. of settlement it was recited 
that part of the property to be settled consisted of 
lands purchased, under a power, to the amount of 
£52,000, out of trust moneys subject to an earlier 
settlement, & held by trustees on trust for sale, & 
in the meantime to be considered in equity as 








PART IX. SECT. 6, SUB-SECT. 35. 


a. Dutiable tranafers of land—To 
carry out agreements between tenants in 
common. }— WISEMAN v. COLLECTOR OF 
rc a (1896), 21 V. L. R. 743.— 


b. Whether actual value or face the duty is to be 
value of property considered.}—Re Two: », 
PENNY, Hx p, COLLECTOR OF IMPOSTS -—AUS. 
(1899), 24 V. L. R. 596.—AUS. e 

.-——— .}~Aoctual value not 
face value of Rp perty should be taken 
as basis of duty.}—Re Lana, Ex R; 
COLLECTOR OF IMPOSTS (1899), 24 
V. L. R. 807,.—AUS. 


d.——- ——-.]}-—-A deed exerc 
&® special power of appointmen 
created by 


Part 











a settlement hich was 


executed at a time when no ad valorem 
duty was payable thereon is a ‘‘ deed 
of settlement ’’ within 
VIII. of the Schedule to the 
Stamps Act, 1892. 

The value of the actual interest dealt 
with in such deed is the basis on which 


aasessed.— DAVIDSON 
ARMYTAGE (1906), 4 CO. L. R. 206. 
; Setilement by deed directed 
by will—New tinteresta created. 
MAN v. COLLECTOR OF IMPOSTS (1903), 
29 Vv. L. R. 161.—AUS. 
——— Trust for wife-—During joint 
survivor 


f, 
lives of acttlor—c& for 
—Nrw SOUTH WALES Stamp DUTIES 


COMRS, 0. PERPETUAL TRUSTEB 
LTp. (1915), 21 O. L. BR. 69.—AUS. 
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money, & as well as the proceeds of sale to be 
subject to the trusts of the settlement; & it was 
agreed that the property should be settled, & as 
to the lands, without preiadice to the trust for 
sale, upom certain trusts, with a proviso that if, 
when the property, which was subject to a life 
estate, should become subject in possession to the 
trusts of the settlement to be executed, the lands 
should not have been sold, the trustees might with 
the consent of the husband & wife, or the survivor, 
& afterwards at their own discretion, accept a 
conveyance of them in lieu of the trust moneys, 
upon the like trusts for sale, such power of sale 
not to be exercised during the lives of the husband 
& wife & the survivor, without their, his, or her 
consent :—Held: the arts. were not, under above 
Act, sched. ‘‘ Settlement,’ subject to an ad valorem 
stamp duty on the £52,000, as a definite & certain 
principal sum to be laid out in the purchase of 
lands.—Re STUCLEY’S SETTLEMENT (1870), L. BR. 
5 Exch. 85; 39 L. J. Ex. 86; sub nom. STUCLEY 
v. INLAND REVENUE Comrms., 21 L. T. 718; 18 
W. R. 462. 

See, now, Stamp Act, 1891 (c. 39), ss. 107, 109, 
sched. j 

758. Settlement under order of court.|—An 
order of the ct. making a settlement should bear 
the usual settlement stamp.—Re GOWAN, GOWAN 
v. GOWAN (1880), as reported in 17 Ch. D. 778. 
Annotations :—Mentd. Re Parrott, Walter v. Parrott (1886), 

55 L. T. 132; Re Galsworthy, Galsworthy v. Galsworthy , 

{1922} 2 Ch. 558. 

759. Contingent reversionary interest—Trustees 
with power to vary investments.|—A settlement 
of contingent reversionary interests in certain 
specified amounts of stock which were vested in 
trustees with power to vary the securities, is liable 
to an ad valorem duty under Stamp Act, 1870 
(ec. 97), sched. (now Stamp Act, 1891 (c. 39), 
sched.).—ONsLOW v. INLAND REVENUE CoMrs., 
[1891] 1 Q. B. 239; 60 L. J. Q.B.138; 64L. T. 
211; 39 W.R. 378; 77. L. R. 149, C. A. 


Annotations :—Consd. Underground Elec. Rys. of London 
& Glyn, Mills, Currie v. I. KK. Comrs., [1914] 3 K. B. 210. 


Refd. Underground Elec. Rys. of London v. I. R. 
Comrs. (1904), 91 L. T. 141. 
760. Several instruments for settling same 


property—-Containing power of revocation & re- 
settlement—Stamp Act, 1891 (c. 89), s. 106 (1)— 
Whether ‘‘ instrument of appointment relating to 
property of persons named.’’|—By a settlement 
funds were to be held by trustees on certain 
specified trusts for the benefit of the settlor’s 
children. The settlement contained a provision 
that the trustees might at the request of any of 
the children revoke the trusts concerning that 
child’s settled share & resettle that share for the 
benefit of a certain specified class of persons. 
Ad valorem duty was paid on that settlement 
under Stamp Act, 1891 (c. 39), sched. I., head 
‘* Settlement.’? Subsequently, at the request of 


g.——— Declaration of trust.}—- 
WILLIAMS v. Stamps Come. (1905), 25 
N. Z. L. R. 481.—N.Z. 

h. Not dutiable — Settlement merely 
carrying out trusts of will— As to one 

rt of the property.}—Re STRACHAN 
11902), 28 V. 

k 


the meaning of 


L. R. 118.—AUS. 

‘ Setllement subject to “a 
mortgage debt & certain charge.""}— 
Re fruMs" SETTLEMENT, Ex e: CoL- 
LECTOR OF ImpPosTs (1902), 28 V. L. R. 
65.—AUS. 

1, ———~ Settlement of sum of money 
—‘* In consideration of marriage.”’ 
Re Smita, [1905] V. L. R. 203.—AUS. 

m. Whether Pe thee ager “ie Mies 

ment consider —The de 
Oe whether an instrument is taxable as a 





}—NEW- 


for life.) 
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Sect. 6.— Duties yee particular instruments : Sub- 
sects. 35, 36 & 87. Sect. 7. Part X. Sect. 1.] 


applit., who was one of the children, & in con- 
templation of his iage, the trustees by deed 
revoked the trusts of the original settlement con- 
cerning his share, & declared that during his life 
it should be held on trust to pay the income to him, 
& on his death should be transferred to the trustees 
of his marriage settlement, which was of even 
date, upon the trusts declared concerning the same 
in that settlement. By the marriage settlement, 
to which the trustees of the original settlement 
were not parties, applt.’s share was settled on trusts 
which were within the power of resettlement given 
to the trustees under the original settlement :— 
Held; the case was not one in which several 
instruments were executed for effecting a settle- 
ment of the same property within above sect.; & 
the marriage settlement was within Stamp Act, 
1891 (c. 39), sched. I., head ‘‘ Settlement,’’ & not 
within the exemption therein of an ‘‘ instrument 
of appointment relating to any property in favour 
of persons specially named or described as the 
objects of a power of appointment,’’ & it was 
therefore liable to ad valorem stamp duty.— 
RUSSELL v. INLAND REVENUE Comprs., [1902] 
1K. B. 142; 66J. P. 228; 18 T. L. R. 126; sub 
720m. HAMILTON-RUSSELL v. INLAND REVENUE 
Comrs., 71 L. J. K. B. 201; 85 L. T. 788; 50 
W. R. 193; 46 Sol. Jo. 1038, C. A. 

761. Ante-nuptial contract—Sale & substitu- 
tion of securities.|—INLAND REVENUE v. OLIVER, 
No. 397, ante. 

762, Settlement of policy of life insurance— 
Provision for keeping up policy—-Cc venant for pay- 
ment of premiums—Stamp Act, 1891 (c. 39), s. 104.] 
—Where money to become due or payable under 
a policy of life insurance was “ settled’’ by an 
instrument dated in 1894, which contained no 
provision for keeping up the policy, but the policy 
was in fact protected by a covenant still applicable, 
for the payment of the premiums, such covenant 
being contained in a previous instrument executed 
when the policy was effected in 1892 :—Held: 
provision was ‘‘ made for keeping up the policy ”’ 
within the meaning of proviso 2 (a) to above sect. 
& for the purpose of stamping the instrument of 
1894, the ad valorem duty was chargeable in respect 
of the full amount of the policy moneys, & not 
only on the value of the policy at the date of the 
instrument. 

It is not necessary for the purpose of the sub- 
sect. that the provision should be contained in the 
particular instrument which is sought to be charged 
with duty.— NORTHUMBERLAND (DUKE) v. INLAND 
REVENUE Comrs,, [1911]2 K. B. 1011; 81 1L. J. 
K. B. 240; 105 L. T. 485, C. A. 


SUB-SECT. 36.—SURRENDERS OF LEASES. 


See LANDLORD & TENANT, Vol. XXXI., pp. 509, 
510, 521, Nos. 6571-6574, 6683. 


settlement under Act, 1274, Sch. Div. 
8, the subject-matter of the instrument 


408,—AUS. 
will not be considered, but only the in- 


Act.—Re AUSTIN (1901), 27 V. L. RR. 


REVENUE, 


Sus-sHor. 37.—WARRANTS OF ATTORNEY. 

See Stamp Act, 1891 (c. 39), s. 120, sched. 

768. Warrant given to secure principal sum 
with accrued interest—Duty calculated on principal 
sum.]—By Stamp Act, 1815 (c. 184), sched. 
Title Bond, referred to from Title Warrant of 
Attorney, an ad valorem duty is payable where the 
instrument is ‘‘ given as a security for the payment 
of any definite & certain sum of money ”’ :—-Held : 
a warrant of attorney given to secure a principal 
sum, with interest commencing from a previous 
day, was only liable to the ad valorem duty on the 

rincipal sum.—PIERPOINT v. GOWER (1842), 4 
an. & G. 795; 2 Dowl. N.S. 652; 5 Scott, N. KR. 
605; 12L.3.0.P.55; 6 Jur. 952; 134 E. R. 327. 


SEcT. 7.—OFFENCES IN RELATION TO STAMPS. 


See Stamp Act, 1891 (c. 39); Stamp Duties 
Management Act, 1891 (c. 38); Revenue Act, 
1898 (c. 46), s. 7; Post Office Act, 1908 (c. 48), 
ss. 89,91. 

764. Failure to stamp receipt./—A party, who 
on payment of a bill writes the word ‘‘ Scttled,”’ 
by way of receipt, is liable to the penalty uf®™ler the 
Act imposing a duty on receipts, if it is not 
stamped. 

Any form of words which, if duly stamped, would 
operate as a receipt is to be considered liable to the 
stamp duty (LoRD KENYON).—SPAWFORTH vv. 
ee (1798), 2 Esp. 621; 170 E. R. 475, 

765. ——— Liability of master for penalty in- 
curred by servant.]|—A.-G. v. CARLTON BANK, No. 
748, ante. 

766. Failure to stamp conveyance—Purchase- 
money not set forth.|—-H. being seiscd in fee of 
certain land, contracted with B. to execute to him 
a lease of the land & a house to be built thereon 
by B., for ninety-nine years, at a rent of £9 5s. 
The house having been built, B. contracted with O. 
to sell him his (B.’s) interest in the land & house for 
£850, which was accordingly paid. In order to 
effect this contract, B. procured an indenture to 
be made between himself, H. & O. whereby H. 
demised to O. the house & land for ninety-nine 
years, af the same rent. No mention was made in 
this instrument of the purchase-money :—Held: 
the lease was a conveyance within Stamp Act, 
1815 (c. 184), & B. was liable to the penalties 
imposed by 48 Geo. 3, c. 149, 8. 2, for omitting 
to set forth the purchase-money.—A.-G. v. BROWN 
(1849), 3 Exch. 662; 18 L. J. Ix. 336; 13 L. T. 
O.8.121; 154 E.R. 1011. 

767. Not criminal offence.|—I think it is 
clear that there is nothing criminal in a purchaser 
omitting to stamp his conveyance. By such an 
omission he commits no breach of duty. He does 
nothing wrong. The instrument, if not duly’ 
stamped, cannot be put in evidence or made 
available for any purpose. That is all. The 


p. Failure to stamp promissory note.) 
~—No penalty can be recovered under 
27 & 28 Vict. c. 4, 8. 9, for not affixing 





strument iteelf. The value of the pro- 0. Meaning of ‘' settlement’ in Stamp f 
perty settled is merely looked at in order Act, 1891—Whether deed appoint a new feet ae play, tor euah mote auder 0 Anne, 
o fix the amount payableinrespect of trustee td veainy property inhimincluded 6, 14, is utterly void.—TayYLOR v. 
the tax.—SPENSLEY v. COLLECTOR oF 12 meaning.)— EREENE (VISCOUNT) GoLDING (1868), 28 U.C. R.198.—CAN. 
n, ——.]—An indenture of settle. 1 R. 138.—IR. 35'U. ©. BR. 495.—OAN. ; 


ment made in pursuance of directions 
given in testator’s will for the settle- 
ment of certain funds created new 
interests not contained in the will :— 
Held: the subject-matter of the 


. W 
nt was taxable under Stamps us. 


PART IX. SEOT. 7. 


Ez 164 ag ete to atam 
Zz Pp. MACFARLANE 
N.S. 


ag Ee receipt, }j— 
- 473; 43 N.S, 


Yr. ——.]}—BANKE OF OTTAWA v. Mc- 
Morrow (1883), 4 O. R. 345.--CAN, 


t. Failure to stamp packages of play- 
Hd cards. ONKLIN v. BRUSER (Sask.), 
{1 19} 2 e WwW. R. 644.—CAN. 


26 8, R. 
W. W.N, 151. 


Part X.—CORPORATION Durty. 


purchaser need not go about in fear of the A.-G. 
pouncing upon him & getting him fined. The fines 
spoken of in sect. 15 are not, as one of the Lords 

ustices seems to think, fines to which a purchaser 
becomes liable by not stamping his conveyance, 
but fines which he has to pay for the privilege of 
stamping his conveyance after the prescribed 
pay if he wants to get it stamped (LORD 

ACNAGHTEN).—INLAND REVENUE Comrs. v. 
MAPLE & Co. (Paris), Lrp. (1907), as reported in 
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(77 L. J. K.B.55; 971. T. 814; 247. L. RB. 140; 


52 Sol. Jo. 92; 14 Mans. 302, H. L.3; revag. S. C. 
sub nom. MAPLE & Co. (Paris), Ltp. v. INLAND 
REVENUE Comrs., [1906] 2 K. B. 834, C. A. 

768. Powers of Commissioners of Inland 
Revenue—Enforcement of writ by attachment.|— 
Re CovuLson (1894), Highmore’s Stamp Laws, 3rd 
ed. 18, D. C. 

Forgery of stamps.]—See CriminaL Law, Vol. 
XV., p. 1065, Nos. 12,051~12,056. 


Part X—Corporation Duty. 


SECT. 1.—RATE OF DUTY AND PROPERTY 
CHARGED. 

See Customs & Inland Revenue Act, 1885 (c. 51), 
s. 11. 

769. Incidence of duty—‘‘ All real & personal 
property ’’—-Not restricted to property escaping 
legacy or succession duty.J—-The language in the 
recital to Customs & Inland Revenue Act, 1885 
(c. 51), s. 11, must be read in contradistinction to 
the language in the enacting part of the sect., 
which did not refer, as the recital did, to ‘‘ certain 
property which escapes liability to probate, 
egacy, or succession duties,’’ but included “ all 
real & personal property belonging to or vested 
in the corpn. during any of the yearly periods.’’— 
A.-G. v. City OF LONDON CorRpN., [1913] 1 K. B. 
201; 82 L. J. K. B. 144; 108 L. T. 250; 29 
T. L. R. 126; on appeal, [1913] 2 K. B. 497. 

770. —-—— ‘‘ Property vested in body corporate 
or unincorporate ’’—-Debenture stock issued by cor- 
poration—Income from sinking fund invested in 
name of trustees—Permanent trust.|—A _ corpn. 
issued debenture stock redeemable at their option 
at the end of thirty years or in any event at the 
end of sixty years. ‘The corpn. covenanted with 
trustees for the debenture stockholders to set aside 
every half year a sum of £7,500, so long as the stock 
remained unredeemed, & to invest these half- 
yearly sums in such investments as the corpn. 
should think fit, the income thereof to be accumu- 
lated by similarly investing the same & the income 
thereof from time to time. The fund so created 
was to be applied by the corpn. in or towards the 
redemption of the debenture stock as & when it 
became redeemable. Accordingly the corpn. set 
aside these half-yearly sums, which were regularly 
invested in the purchase of stock in the names of 
the trustees; & the interest on these funds 
was similarly invested from time to time in the 
names of the trustees:—Held: the equity - of 
redemption in the sinking fund subject to the charge 
in favour of the debenture stockholders belonged 
to the corpn., & the income thereof ought to be 
brought into account for the purpose of assessing 
corpn. duty under Customs & Inland Revenue 
Act, 1885 (c. 51), 5. 11, the amount expended by the 
corpn. in paying the interest on the debenture 
stock being brought in by way of deduction on 
the other side of the account.—A.-G. v. LONDON 
Corpn., [1913] 2 K. B. 497; 82 L. J. K. B. 698; 


a. Several lettings in one instrument— 
Whether violation of Stamp Act.}—It {a 
not in violation of Stamp Act to com- 
prise several lettings in ct. in one instru- 
ment.—ANON, (1828), 1 Mol, 438.—IR. 

b. What amounts to evasion of Stamp 
Act—Unetamped agreement.]—A clause 
in an agreement providing that, if it 


should become necessary to stamp it, 
& to pay any penalty for that puree 
the creditor may charge it against the 
debtor, is an evasi 


° 24 R. (Ct. of Seas.) 543 ; 
0. Failure to stamp instrument— 


108 L. T. 661; 29 T. L. R. 494; 6 Tax Cas. 313, 
C. A. 


771. Assessment of duty—On ‘‘ annual value 
income & profits °’—-Gate money & receipts of 
cricket club.|--The Surrey County Cricket Club, 
an unincorporated body of persons, were possessed 
of real & personal property, the real property 
consisting of a building & land in the metropolis 
held under a lease for years & used by them for the 
purposes of acricket club. Their receipts included 
large sums in respect of gate money & other pay- 
ments received from persons admitted to view 
the cricket matches played on the ground. The 
club was carried on at a profit :—Held: the gate 
money & other payments received from the public 
were not ‘‘ annual value, income, or profits of the 
property ’’ within Customs & Inland Revenue Act, 
1885 (c. 51), 8. 11; the annual value of the real 
property should be arrived at in the same way as 
upon an assessment of annual value made for the 
purposes of the property tax under Income Tax 
Act, 1853 (c. 34), Sched. A., & the club were entitled 
to include the estimated cost of repairs as a per- 
missible deduction from that annual value.— 
Re SURREY CoUNTY CRICKET CLUB, [1901] 2 K. B. 
400; 70 L. J. K. B. 823; 85 L. T. 213; 65 J. P. 
488; 50 W. R.173; 17 T. L. R. 494, D.C. 
Annotation :—Refd. Carlisle & Silloth Golf Club v. Smith, 

[1913] 3 K. B. 75. 

772. Deduction from duty—‘‘ Necessary out- 
goings incurred for management ’’—Deduction for 
capital expenditure—Rebuilding & improvement of 
site.]—The corpn. of the City of London were rightly 
assessed to corpn. duty in respect of income derived 
from the shops round the Royal Exchange. 

There remains the question whether the corpn. 
are entitled under the operative part of Customs 
& Inland Revenue Act, 1885 (c. 51), s. 11, to deduct 
from the surplus rents their expenditure in rebuild- 
ing & improving the site. The tax is imposed 
upon the annual value, income, or profits of the 
property accrued to the body corporate within the 
year, “after deducting therefrom all necessary 
outgoings, including the receiver’s remuneration, 
& costs, charges, & expenses properly incurred in 
the management of such property.” The out- 
goings here mentioned are plainly yearly outgoings. 

ast capital expenditure could not be deducted. 
The deductions claimed here were deductions on 
past capital account (CHITry, J.).—He DuTY ON 


Within 
Stamps Comn. (1899 


74.— * e 


i ited v9 i . — WALL v. 
ny oaN. ZL 


on of Stamp Act, & 
the ct. wif not enforce it.—ABBOTT v. 
STRATTON (1846), 9 I. Eq. R. 233; 3 
Jo. & Lat. 603.—IR 


. Failure to stamp notes.) 
niger “ADVOOATE v. racrene (1397 : 
412; 48... 315,—scoT. 
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cae i ae of duty and property charged. Sects. 


Estate oF GRESHAM (1897), 13 T. L. R. 862; 
sub nom. GRESHAM TRUSTEES v. INLAND REVENUE 
Oomrs., 4 Tax Cas, 304, 0. A. 


SECT. 2.—EXEMPTION. 

pee Customs & Inland Revenue Act, 1885 (c. 51), 
s. ll. 

773. Property appropriated for charitable pur- 
poses—Trade institution for distressed members— 
Mutual benefit society.)—-The Linen & Woollen 
Drapers, etc. Institution was founded in 1832, 
by leading members of the several trades concerned, 
with the object & purpose of making provision for 
sick, infirm, & decayed members o fie trades & 
their widows & children. A body of rules for the 
government of the institution was then framed, 
under which it has ever since been carried on, by 
which rules any person of three years’ standing in 
any of the trades, residing within 12 miles of the 
General Post Office, may, on payment of the life 
or annual subscription therein-mentioned, be 
elected a member. The rules also prescribe the 
terms & conditions under which relief & other 

ecuniary benefits are afforded to members or their 
fail ies, either by payment of a lump sum, a 
weekly allowance during sickness or other necessity, 
or the grant of a life annuity. Medical advice & 
medicine are also provided free of charge to 
members or their families requiring same; all 
relief being confined to members, & no member 
being entitled as of right to assistance, the board 
of directors having absolute discretion in every 
case to grant or refuse same, & in no case can a 
member receive assistance unless in necessitous 
circumstances. The property of the institution 
consists of the accumulated subscriptions of 
members, & of considerable sums from time to 
time contributed as donations by benevolent 
seal other than members, but chiefly belonging 
the trades concerned, & the cash value of the 
institution’s invested funds amounted on Dec. 31, 
1885, to £50,511 1s. 9d., the annual income whereof, 
amounting to £1,670 after neces outgoings, 
costs, & expenses in the management of the pro- 
perty, is “legally appropriated & applied for 
charitable purposes ’’ connected with the institu- 
tion; but no precise or accurate calculations had 
been made, showing how much of such invested 
funds was derived from members’ subscriptions, 
& how much from voluntary contributions & 
bequests within the thirty years immediately 
preceding. The Comrs. of Inland Revenue 
assessed the institution in £1,482 128. 4d. & charged 
same with £74 3s. 7d. duty, under Customs & 
Inland Revenue Act, 1885 (c. 51), s. 11 :—Held: 
(1) the institution was not a charitable institution, 
but was in the nature of a mutual benefit society, 
the benefits afforded by which to the members 
could not be looked upon as charity, but were what 
the members were entitled to as of right, in return 
for their subscriptions, & the portion of the 
funds derived from such subscriptions was not 
exempt from duty under Customs & Inland 
Revenue Act, 1885 (c. 51), 8.11 (3); & (2) the other 
portions of the funds, derived from voluntary 
contributions within the specified period of thirty 
years, & from property ree tear te within the same 
eriod on which legacy du y had been paid were, 
the amounts thereof could be ascertained, exempt 
from 7, under Customs & Inland Revenue Act, 
1885 (c. 61), 8. 11 (6), (7).—Re Linzn & WooLiten 


REVENUE. 


DRAPERS, ETC. INSTITUTION, Re Ovstoms & 
INLAND REVENUE Act, 1885 (1887), 58 L. T. 948 ; 
sub nom. LINEN & WOOLLEN DRAPERS’ INSTITU- 
TION v. INLAND REVENUB Comrs., 4 T. L. BR. 346 ; 
2 Tax Oas. 651, D. C. 

Annotations :-—Reld. Masons of Scotland Grand Lodge, 
etc. v. I. R. Comrs. (1912), 6 Tax Cas. 116; I. R. Comrs. 
vw. Soc. for Relief of Widows & Orphans of Medical Men, 
I. R. Comrs. v. Medical Charitable Soo. for West Riding 
of Yorkshire (1928), 186 L. T. 60. 

774, —— Trust for freemen inhabitants of 
city..—By a private inclosure Act in 1763, certain 
spaces of C. Common were allotted to the corpn. 
of York, in trust for the freemen inhabitants of B. 
ward in that city, as compensation for previous 
rights of common. In 1632, by agreement with 
the lord of the manor, the fourth part of the 
adjoining common of H., afterwards called the 
‘“‘ Intack,’? was conveyed in fee to the mayor of 
York, in satisfaction of the common rights of the 
freemen inhabitants of B. ward. The allotments 
of C. Common & the ‘‘ Intack’”’ had ever since 
been enjoyed by the freemen inhabitants of B. 
ward, & were under the control of pasture masters, 
who, after paying the expenses of management, 
ape ee the profits of the whole to the benefit 
of poor freemen, & also for some years past for the 
benefit of their widows :—Held: (1) the profits 
of the allotments which were applied under the 
Act of 1763 were exempt from corporation duty 
under Customs & Inland Revenue Act, 1885 (c. 51), 
s.11 (2); but the profits of the ‘ Intack,” not being 
appropriated & applied under any Act of Parlia- 
ment, were not exempt under Customs & Inland 
Revenue Act, 1885 (c. 51), 8. 11 (2), (2) the profits 
of the ‘‘ Intack ’’ were not within the exemption 
in Customs & Inland Revenue Act, 1885 (c. 51), 
s. 11 (2), as profits appropriated & applied “ for 
any charitable purpose.”—-INLAND REVENUE 
Comrs. v. Scorr, Re BooTHaAaM WARD STRAYS, 
YORK, [1892] 2 Q. B. 152; 61 L. J. Q. B. 432 ; 67 
L. T. 173; 656 J. P. 580, 682; 40 W. R. 632; 8 
T. L. R. 847, 458 ; 36 Sol. Jo. 395 ; 3 Tax Cas. 134, 
C. A. 

Annotations :—Generally, Refd. R._v. Income Tax Special 
Comrs. (1909), 25 T. L. R. 368; KR. v. Income Tax Special 
Comrs., Hx p. University College of North Wales (1909) 
78 L. J. K. B. 576; Chesterman v. Taxation Federal 
Comr., [1926] A. C. 128. 

775. —— Royal Exchange & shops around.|— 
Re DuTY ON ESTATE OF GRESHAM, No. 772, ante. 

776. Funds voluntarily contributed—Property 
of members’ club—Entrance fees & sical a ay A 
Exemption was claimed by a members’ club, the 
prope of which was vested in trustees, & which 

ad been established less than thirty years, from 
the duty imposed on the aunual value, income, or 
rofits of bodies corporate & unincorporate by 
toms & Inland Revenue Act, 1885 (c. 51), s. 11, 

on the ground that the property of the club was 

‘‘ property acquired by or with funds voluntarily 

contributed ”’ within thirty B hore preceding, within 

exemption 6 in that sect. By the rules of the club 
every member on admission paid an entrance fee 

& the annual subscriptions for the current year, 

& until payment was not admitted to any of the 

benefits or privileges of the club, & payment was 

considered as a declaration of submission to the 
rules; an annual subscription was payable on 

Jan. 1 in each year, & if it was not paid on or 

before Mar. 1, the member’s name was erased from 

the list of members, & a member intending to with- 
draw from the club had to give notice on or before 

Jan. 1, or otherwise was liable to pay his sub- 

scription for the current year:—Held: as the 

entrance fees & subscriptions were paid by members 
in consideration of the right to enjoy the benefits 

& privileges of the club, they were not ‘** funds 


Part X.—-CORPORATION Duty. 


voluntarily contributed ” to the club, & duty was 
payable on property acquired with money so paid. 
—Re DuTy oN EstTatTH or New UNIVERSITY CLUB 
(1887), 18 Q. B. D. 720; 56 L. J. Q. B. 462; 56 
L. T. 809 ; 35 W. R. 774; 3T. L. R.570; sub nom. 
INLAND REVENUE Oomrs. v. NEw UNIVERSITY 
OLUB, 2 Tax Cas. 279, D. C, 

Annotations :—Distd.. Re Incorporated Council of Law 


296 ~A.-G. v. Swan, [1922] 1 K. B. 682. 

777. Trade institution for distressed mem- 
bers.|—Re LINEN & WoOLLEN DRAPERS. ETC. 
INSTITUTION, Re Customs & INLAND REVENUE 
ActT, 1885, No. 773, ante. 

778. Property acquired within thirty years when 
legacy duty paid on its acquisition — Trade 
institution.]—He LINEN & WOOLLEN DRAPERS, ETO. 
INSTITUTION, Re OustoMs & INLAND REVENUE 
Act, 1885, No. 773, ante. 

779. Property of body established for any trade 
or business—Company not trading for profit.)— 
In 1870 the Council of ‘‘ The Law Reports ”’ were 
incorporated under the provisions of Cos. Act, 
1867 (c. 131), obtaining a licence under sect. 23 
to be registered as a limited co. without the addi- 
tion of the word ‘“‘limited.’’ The assocn. was 
established for the objects of preparing & publish- 
ing, under gratuitous professional control, reports 
of judicial decisions; of issuing digests & other 
publications relating to legal subjects, including 
the statutes; of continuing the series of reports 
then called ‘‘ The Law Reports’’; of acquiring 
the copyright of any other reports, & of doing any 
other things incidental or conducive to those 
objects. In carrying them out the assocn. 
employed editors, reporters, printers, & publishers, 
& prepared, printed, & published reports & other 
legal publications, & supplied them to subscribers 
& others for payment. By the memorandum of 
assocn. all the property & income of the assocn. 
were applicable solely to the promotion of the above 
objects, & no part thereof could be paid as dividend, 
bonus, or otherwise, to any member :—Held: the 
assocn. was established for a trade or business 
within Customs & Inland Revenue Act, 1885 (c. 51), 
8. 11 (5), & was entitled to exemption from the duty 
imposed by that sect.—Re DuTyY ON ESTATE OF 
INCORPORATED CoUNCIL OF LAW REPORTING FOR 
ENGLAND & WALES (1888), 22 Q. B. D. 279; 58 
L. J. Q. B. 90; 60 L. T. 505; 53 J. P. 119; 37 
W. R. 382; 5 T.L. R. 128; 3 Tax Cas. 105, D. O. 


Annotations :—Consd. Brighton College v. Marriott, [1926] 
A.O,.192. Refd. British Institute of Preventive Medicine 
vw. Styles (1895), 11 T. L. R. 432. Mentd. Skinner v. Jack 
Breach, [1927] 2 K. B. 220. 


780. Property applied for promotion of science — 
Institution of Civil Engineers.}|—In Customs & 
Inland Revenue Act, 1885 (c. 51), s. 11 (8), 
“science ’’ is not confined to pure or speculative 





PART X. SECT. 2. 
777i. Funds voluntartly contributed 


as funds appropriated to a charitable 
purpose.—-TAILORS IN GLASGOW IN- 
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science, or science generally, but includes various 

branches of science :—Held: the property of the 

Institution of Civil Engineers was entitled to the 

exemption, because it was in fact legally appro- 

priated & le substantially for the promotion 
of mechanical or engineering science, & not for the 
promotion of the professional interest or advantage 

of the members.—INLAND REVENUE COMRS. v. 

FORREST (1890), 15 App. Cas. 334; 60 L. J. Q. B. 

281; 638 L. T. 36; 54 J. P. 772; 39 W. R. 33; 

6T. L. R. 456; 3 Tax Cas. 117, H. L. 

Annotations :—Distd. Re Royal _ Coll of S ons of 
England, [1899] 1 Q. B. 871. Consd. Farmer v. Juridical 
Soc. of Edinburgh (1914), 6 Tax Cas. 467. Refd. Sulley 
v. Royal College of Surgeons, Edinburgh (1892). 3 Tax 
Cas. 173; Manchester Corpn. v. McAdam, [1896] A. C. 
500; Savoy Overseers v. Art Union of London, [1896] 
A. C. 296; Royal College of Music v. St. Margaret & 
St. John, Westminster, Vestry (1897), 67 L. J. Q. B. 80 ; 
Sa ev. Federal Taxation Comr., [1926] A. C. 


781. Royal College of Surgeons.}|—The 
Royal College of Surgeons of England, incorporated 
by charter, had two main objects: the promotion 
of the science of surgery, & the promotion & 
encouragement of the practice of surgery, including 
the promotion of the interests of those practising 
surgery as a profession, & the examination of 
students & others, to qualify for practice or honours 
in surgery & kindred subjects. On an appeal 
against an assessment to duty under Customs & 
Inland Revenue Act, 1885 (c. 51):—Held: as 
the promotion of the interests of those practising 
surgery as a profession was in itself a main object, 
& one in respect of which no exemption could be 
claimed, the only exemption that could be claimed 
under Customs Inland Revenue Act, 1885 (c. 51), 
8s. J1, was in respect of property or income so 
appropriated as to create a legal obligation to apply 
it to the promotion of the science of surgery.—Re 
ROYAL COLLEGE OF SURGEONS OF ENGLAND, [1899] 
1 Q. B. 871; 68L. J. Q. B. 613; 80 L. T. 611; 47 
W. R. 4523; 15 T. L. R. 317; 43 Sol. Jo. 416; 
sub nom. RoyaL COLLEGE OF SURGEONS OF 
ENGLAND v. INLAND REVENUE CoMRs., 4 Tax Cas. 
344, C. A. 

782. Property applied for benefit of public or in 
manner expressly prescribed by Act of Parllament— 
Land allotted under Act of Parliament in lieu of 
common rights—Trust for freeman inhabitants of 
city.|—INLAND REVENUE Comrs. v. Scott, fe 
BooTHAM WARD STRAYS, YORK, No. 774, ante. 

788. -—— Royal Exchange & shops around— 
Gresham Trust.|\—He DuTy ON ESTATE OF 
GRESHAM, No. 772, ante. 





Sect. 3.—ASSESSMENT AND RECOVERY. 
a aa & Inland Revenue Act, 1885 (c. 51), 
ss. 13-20. 


science—Endowment of chair of con- 
veyancing.|}—Heid : the income of the 


a : : . CORPORATION v. INLAND REVENUE’ Society of Writers to the Signet was 
bea Ga foie bane ee (1887), 14 R. (Ct. of Sess.) 722.— exempt from duty to the extent of 
incorporated body, which were derived cor. £105 per annum, appropriated by 

A Mi : Grand Lodge of Masons.) contract to the perpetual endowment 





from the siesta eg of members & 6. 
were solely applicable as pensions to 

decayed members & widows of members 
at the absolute discretion of certain 
officer-bearers, were not to be regarded 


— GRAND LODGE OF 
LAND v. INLAND REVENUE COMRS. 
(1912), 6 Tax Cas. 116.—-SCOT. 


f. Property applied for promotion of 


of a chair of conveyancing in a univer- 
sity.——SOCIETY OF WRITERS TO THE 
SIGNET v. INLAND REVENUE COMRS. 


ONS OF ScotT- 
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REVENUE. 


Part XI.—Excess Profits Duty and Corporation Profits Tax. 


Notre.—Excess Profiis Duty was terminated by Finance Act, 1921 (c. 32), 8. 385, & Corporation 
Profits Tax by Finance Act, 1924 (c. 21), s. 34, & therefore the cases thereon are not included in this work. 


Part XIl.—Entertainments Duty. 


See Finance (New Duties) Act, 1916 (c. 11); 
Finance Act, 1924 (c. 21), s. 6, sched. II. 

784. Admission by means of subscription— 
Dinner & concert at anniversary festival.|—A 
charity consisted of a school where sons of Free- 
masons could be educated at the charge of funds 
contributed or collected by stewards who were 
Freemasons, & to assist in the raising of the funds 
there was held annually a festival consisting of a 
dinner followed by a concert. At the festival 
the amount of donations & subscriptions which 
had been procured was announced by the stewards. 
The sum so collected was devoted exclusively to the 
funds of the charity & for that reason the expenses 
of the festival were borne by the stewards & 
persons participatinginit. Stewards not attending 
the festival contributed the sum of one guinea & 
no question arose with regard to that contribution. 
But stewards & other persons attending the 
festival, 962 in number, contribited a further 
guinea each, & in respect of the guineas so paid the 
Crown claimed entertainments duty under Finance 
(New Duties) Act, 1916 (c. 11), s. 1 (1). It was 
conceded by the Crown that the dinner apart from 
the: concert was not an entertainment within 
Finance (New Duties) Act, 1916 (c. 11). The cost 
of the dinner including establishment charges 
attributable in some degree to the concert as well 
as the dinner, was upwards of £1,000. Certain 
considerable items for printing & expenses 
generally also had to be apportioned between 
various parts of the festival, including the dinner 
& concert. The cost of the music at the concert 
was approximately £30. After a point in the after 
dinner proceedings the concert was held in a room 
or hall different from the dining hal] where the 
speeches were continued concurrently with the 
progress of the concert. All attending the dinner 
had the right of admission to the concert, but 
might please themselves whether they preferred 
the music or speeches or a selection of each. 
The dinner was the main part of the proceedings 
the concert being a subsidiary & separate, but at 
the same time important part :—Held: the con- 
cert must be regarded as an essential part of the 
festival & as a part separate & distinct from the 
dinner, & the expenditure upon the concert could 
not be looked upon as negligible, as the guinea 
was a lump sum paid in the expectation that 
it would secure admission to a concert & it did in 
fact secure such admission, entertainments duty 
was payable, it being for the comrs. to determine 
under Finance (New Duties) Act, 1916 (c. 11), 
8. 1 (4), what portion of the lump sum represented 
the right of admission to the concert.—A.-G. v. 
McLeEop, [1918] 1 K. B. 13; 87 L. J. K. B. 89; 


PART XII. 

g. What amounts to one entertain- 
ment—Admission to Picks of place of 31; 31 
entertainment—Several amusements pro- 
vided separate charges for 


-as spectators. 


admission.}—THkE COMMONWEALTH v,. 
LUNA PARK, LTD, (1925), 36 C. L. R. 
Argus L. R, 2 


h. Ball & su 
ticket of admission. J—FEDERAL Taxa- 


117L T. 6381; 34T.L. R. 29; 62 Sol. Jo.105; 15 
L. G. R. 881. 
Annotation :—Refd A.-G. v Swan, [1922] 1 K. B. 682. 

785. Sports—Admission to matches.]— 
A cricket club had a playing ground, vested in 
trustees for the club, on which matches were 

layed. The public was admitted on payment. 
Mem bere paid an annual subscription which gave 
them, among other privileges, that of admission 
The matches were admitted to be 
‘‘ entertainment ’’ :—Held: although the members 
might be joint owners of the club property, it was 
still a question of fact whether the payments of 
subscriptions or any part thereof were made for 
the purpose of securing ‘‘ admission to any enter- 
tainment’’ within Finance (New Duties) Act, 
1916 (c. 11), s. 1 (1). 

Where the comrs. found that a portion of the 
subscriptions was paid for admission to the 
matches, that portion was held liable to the enter- 
tainments duty imposed by Finance (New Duties) 
Act, 1916 (c. 11), 8. 1 (1).—A.-G. v. SWAN, [1922] 
1K. B. 682; 91 L. J. K. B. 367; 127 L. T. 61; 
38 T. L. R. 315; 66 Sol. Jo. 317; 20 L. G. R. 287. 
Anolaien :—Folld. A.-G. v. Valentia (1924), 41 T. L. R. 


786. & tournaments.|—Entcr- 
tainments duty is chargeable on a proportion of 
the subscriptions & entrance fees of the members 
of the Hurlingham Club, who in addition to 
certain club privileges have the right to attend 
polo matches & tennis & other tournaments pro- 
vided by the club.—A.-G. v. VALENTIA (1924), 41 
T. L. R. 78; 69 Sol. Jo. 140, C. A. 

787. Music during meals at _ restaurants.|— 
Applts. were the proprietors of the T. Restaurant. 
On certain dates in 1917 they inserted advertise- 
ments in newspapers of music played in the various 
rooms of the restaurant during meals. ‘T’he rooms 
in which meals were served were open about 
twelve hours on weekdays & seven hours on 
Sundays. The time during which music was 
provided was about six hours on weekdays & 
four & a half hours on Sundays. Varying 
charges were made for the meals, but no difference 
was made between the times, when music was being 
played & when it was not. There was also a 
tea room open daily in which music was performed 
during a part of the time. A fixed price was 
charged for the tea whether it was served during 
the performance of the music or not. No person 
was admitted to the rooms unless he or she intended 
to partake of a meal or of tea, as the case might be. 
Two summonses were taken out against applts., 
charging them with admitting persons to a place 
of entertainment without payment of the enter- 














TION COMR, v. ROONEY (1925), 360. L. 
R. 3805; (1926) Argus L. R. 125.—AUS. 

. Liability of dbillard-room owner.) 
—R. v. VAN PRAEGH (Man.), [1920] 3 
W. W. R. 870.—CAN. 


45.—AUS. 
er—Composite 
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tainment duty. Evidence was given upon the 
hearing of the summonses that in fixing the prices 
of the meals & the teas applts. did not take into 
account the cost of the music. The magistrate 
who heard the cases was of opinion that the cus- 
tomers who visited the T. Restaurant paid for the 
music as well as the meals, & fined applt. :—Held : 
the magistrate was wrong.—Lyons & Co. v. Fox, 
[1919] 1 K.B.11; 88L. J. K. B. 241; 119 L. T. 
763; 83 J. P.101; 35T.L. R. 6; 16L. G. RB. 
880, D. C. 

Annotation :—Refd. A.-G. v. Swan, [1922] 1 K. B. 682. 

788. Music on pier—Chairs in band hall..— 
An inspector of the Brighton police force who 
was also appointed to look after entertainments 
duty visited the Palace Pier Band Hall, a structure 
on the pier. He went into the building & took a 
seat, for which he paid 2d. & received a ticket. 
The bandstand is in the centre & the seats are in 
series fixed together & screwed to the floor & they 
are so arranged that all the persons occupying 
them face the band. The sides are glass folding 
panels which are all connected & fold up concertina- 
like. The central eastern side was open when he 
entered & shortly afterwards the folding glass 
panels of the side were drawn & curtains were 
drawn all around the building so that it would 
be in utter darkness from the outside. When the 
building is closed in this way it becomes a closed 
building & is for all practical purposes a closed 
building with a sitting audience. There was no 
convenience whatever for persons to stand within 
the band hall, & if they did so they would cause 
obstruction to the gangways. If the public stand 
in the gangways they are required to leave. A 
a ars of music was gone through by the 

and. The structure has a zinc roof & the chairs 
under it are fixed tip-up chairs. There are 
hundreds of unfixed chairs on other parts of the 
pier, the majority being in the vicinity of the band- 
stand. The unfixed chairs are marked ‘ This 
chair must not be moved to any other part of the 
pier.” A person occupying a chair on any part 
of the pier can move to another part of the pier 
& sit in a chair where he can hear the band & no 
further payment is required. There are no free 
seats under the structure nor outside in the 
immediate vicinity of the bandstand. At all 
times the seats under the structure can be used by 
the public on payment of 2d. 

Upon an information before justices against 
applt., the proprietor of the entertainment, 
charging that the inspector was admitted to the 
entertainment contrary to Finance (New Duties) 
Act, 1916 (c. 11), 5. 1, applt. did not dispute that 
if, in the circumstances, there had been payment 
for admission to a place of entertainment where 
the payment was subject to entertainments duty, 
he had committed an offence. The justices con- 
victed applt., finding that on the facts there had 
been admission to an entertainment within Finance 
(New Duties) Act, 1916 (c. 11) :—Held: there was 
evidence upon which the justices could so find.— 
CORDINER v. STOCKHAM, [1920] 1 K. B. 104; 89 
L. J. K. B. 21; 121 L. T. 664; 83 J. P. 246; 35 
- ra R. 689; 17 L. G. R. 654; 26 Cox, C. C. 517, 
Annotation :—Refd. A.-G. v. Swan, [1922] 1 K. B. 682. 

789. ‘* Admission ’’—Admission to one part & 
subsequent transfer to another—Liability of em- 
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ployer for act of attendant—Acting beyond scope of 
authority.|;—Applts. were the proprietors of an 
entertainment which was subject to entertain- 
mente duty. An officer of customs & excise 
visited the premises, Poe for admission, & 
received a ticket properly stamped, & was duly 
admitted. He then asked an attendant for a 
transfer to a dearer seat & handed her the 
difference, & she handed to him a portion of a 
dearer ticket which had been 1 pe haath used, 
no entertainments duty being paid on the transfer, 
but there was no proof that applts. or their manager 
had any knowledge of these matters or that the 
attendant had" any duty or authority to take 
money or hand out tickets, or that she was any- 
thing more than a mere attendant employed to 
show people to their seats. Applts. were con- 
victed of an offence against Finance (New Duties) 
Act, 1916 (c. 11), s. 1. 


On appeal, quarter sessions found that the 
attendant was employed generally in that capacity 
& to show persons to their seats, but that there was 
no proof that she was acting within the scope of 
her employment in transferring persons from one 
part of the entertainment to another or that 
she handed the extra money to applts. or obtained 
a transfer ticket from them. uarter sessions 
held that applts. were not guilty, but stated a 
case :—Held: as the attendant was not acting 
within the scope of her authority the decision of 
quarter sessions was right. — STAR CINEMA 
(SHEPIIERD’S BusH), Lrp. v. BAKER (1921), 126 
L. T. 506; 86 J.P. 47; 20 L. G. R. 158, D.C. 


790. Procession— Window sub-let to view— 
‘* Place of entertainment.’’|—In 1922 there was 
held at Preston a celebration of the local guild 
merchant, & during a particular week several 
processions passed through certain streets of the 
town. Resp., who was the occupier of premises 
in one of these streets, sublet to a spectator 
for the week a window which commanded a 
view of that street along with the use of a room 
for a payment of £5 as rent. On that payment 
no entertainments duty was paid under Finance 
(New Duties) Act, 1916 (c. 11). The spectator 
was.present in the room on one of the days of the 
week while a certain procession was passing the 
premises. It was admitted that the procession 
was an “ entertainment’”’ within Finance (New 
Duties) Act, 1916 (c. 11). An information was 
laid against resp. under Finance (New Duties) 
Act, 1916 (c. 11), s. 1 (2), charging that on the 
day above referred to the spectator was admitted 
for payment to a place of entertainment otherwise 
than in compliance with Finance (New Duties) 
Act, 1916 (c. 11), & that resp. was the proprietor 
of the entertainment :—Held: the window & 
room were a ‘‘ place of entertainment ’’ within 
Finance (New Duties) Act, 1916 (c. 11), s. 1 (2); 
resp. was the “‘ proprietor’ of the entertainment 
within Finance (New Duties) Act, 1916 (c. 11), 
gs. 1 (2), as extended by Finance Act, 1922 (c. 17), 
s. 11, & entertainments duty was payable.— 
GIBSON v. REAcH, [1924] 1 K. B. 294; 93 L. J. 
K. B. 154; 1830 L. T. 411; 87 J. P. 206; 40 
T. L. R. 733; 68 Sol. Jo. 210; 21 L. G. R. 802, 
D. C. 


a enennen 


791. ‘ Proprietor.’’] — GIBSON v. 
Reacu, No. 790, ante. 
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REVENUE. 


Part XIIl.—Recovery of Revenue Duties and Penalties. 


SEcT. 1.—LEGAL PROCEEDINGS. 
Svus-secr. ].—IN HiGH Court. 

See Excise Management Act, 1834 (c. 51), s. 11; 
Customs & Inland Revenue Act, 1879 (c. 21), 8. 11; 
Inland Revenue Regulation Act, 1890 (c. 21), 8. 22 ; 
Excise Transfer Order, 1909, r. 25; &, generally, 
CROWN Practice, Vol. XVL, pp. ‘214-236, Nos. 
1-316, Supp. ITI., No. 46 a. 

792. Jurisdiction of Court—Admiralty Court |— 
Jurisdiction of Vice-Admlty. Cts. in revenue cases 
is of mere statutory institution; & by 49 Geo. 3 
(c. 107) questions of this sort must be tried either 
where the offence was committed or-the seizure 


nan Fre HERCULES (1819), 2 Dods. 353; 165 
Annotations :—Mentd. aah he ane Telegrafs i 
Restauacion) (eT), . R. 3 P. C. 673 ; Mersey Docks & 


Harbour Board v. Turner, The ota fabs) A.C. 468. 

793. Equity jurisdiction.]—-The equity 
jurisdiction of the Ct. of Exch. as a Ct. of Revenue, 
is not taken away by 5 Vict. c. 5.—A.-G. v. HALLING 





(1846), 15 M. & W. 687; 16 L. J. Ex. 308; 153 
EK. R. 1027. 
Annotations : A.-G. v. Edmunds 1868), L. R. 6 E 


—Consd. A 
381. Refd. Dyson v, A.-G. (1910), 103 L. T. Wie Mentd. 


London Corpn. v. A.-G. (1848), 1 H. L. Cas. 440 

794. Action against revenue officer.]— 
Where actions, brought against revenue officers 
for acts done by them in discharge of their duty, 
are removed into the Exch., they are like other 
causes on the plea side of the ct. & the proceedings 
are not conducted in the office of the Queen’s 
remembrancer.—SMITH v. CAMERON (1845), 9 
Jur. 405. 

795. Intervention by Crown—Effect of 
Judicature Acts.]|—The prerogative of the Crown 
to intervene in actions affecting the rights or 
revenue of the sovereign has not been affected b 
the Jud. Acts; & for the determination of seh 
matters the Exch. Div. of the High Ct. of Justice 
has all the powers formerly possessed yy the Ct. 
of Exch.—A.-G. v. CONSTABLE (1879), 4 Ex. D. 
172; 48L. J. Q. B. 455; 27 W. R. 661. 

Annotation :~-Refd. Dixon v. Farrer (1886), 17 Q. B. D. 658. 

796. Action for recovery of duties—Against 
whom ea ea of bankrupt ae 
A.-G. SENIOR (1739), 2 Doug. K. B. 416, n.; 
99 E. R 267. 


Annotations :—Consd. R: Tregoning (1828), 2 & J. 
132. Refd. Stracy v. Huleo (1780), 2 Doug. K. B “at 


797. Right to amend information—Attorney- 
General.|—The A.-G. may at any time amend 
a revenue information.—A.-G. v. HENDERSON 
(1796), 3 Anst. 714; 145 E. R. 1016. 
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792i. Jurisdiction oe Court—Admi- 
ralty Court.)}—Turk Nurstra SENORA 
Hee CARMEN (1805), Stewart, 83.— 


are to be in 
as other statu 








Crown & in favour of the subject, but 
Rover in the same way C. Pa 

8; & if on a proper 
conection of the statute deft., in a 


798. When motion may be made—Vacation 
sittings.|—Motions on the revenue side of this he 
may be made in the Vacation Sittings.—R. 
se Nose 8 Exch. 223; 12 L. T. O. S. 923. 

799. Production of documents — When pro- 
tection applies.]|—In revenue proceedings, to which, 
by, R. 8. ©., Ord. 62, the rules under Jud. Acts do 
not appl y, "where a deft. distinctly & positively 
states that a document forms or supports his title, 


‘& does not contain anything impeaching his 


defence or forming or supporting the tifle or case 

of the other side, if the ct. is satisfied, on considera- 

tion of the whole case, that deft. erroneously 
represents or misconceives the nature of the 
document, such document is not protected from 

production. —A.-G. v. EMERSON (1882), 10 Q. B. D. 

191; 652 L. J. Q. B. 67; 48 L. T. 18; 31 W. R. 

191, "0. A. 

Annotations :—Consd. Bulman & Dixon v. ay oung, Ehlers 
& Commercial S.S. Co. (1883), 49 L. 736. Distd. 
movers v. Oppenheim (1884), 26 Ch. 724. a: 

-G. v. Newcastle-upon-Tyne Corpn., 897} H o. B 

Retd, Morris v. Edwards Cae 15 g, App. & 

Budden v. Wilkinson, [1893] Yorebing 

Provident Life Assce. v. Givers 2 Hivineton (1895), 14 

R. 41 ; a reisenetele v. Gavin’s Cycle Cl ae Insce., 

[1897] 2 Q.B A.-G. v. Newcastle-upon-Tyne Sa - 

British 2 Q. B. £18" Milbank v. Milbank, [1900] 1 Ch. 376 ; 

ritish Assocn. of Glass Bottle Manufacturers v. Nettlefold, 

[1912] A. C. 709. 

Right to begin & reply.|—See CONSTITUTIONAL 
Law, Vol. XI., pp. 528, 529, Nos. 825-332; EsTATE 
& OTHER DEATH DUTIES, Vol. X XI., p. 115, No. 865. 

800. Sufficiency of evidence.|—The master of a 
homeward bound vessel coming up the Thames, 
proved to have hired & sent off a boat & men 
accompanied by one of his own crew, to bring 
away certain boxes of foreign & British glass lying 
on the sands on the Essex coast, to be landed at 
Woolwich, which they find & bring as far as 
Gravesend where the whole is seized by the custom 
house officers ; held to be sufficient evidence for a 
jury of a being concerned in unshipping foreign 
glass without payment of duty & in unshipping 
British glass shipped for aye ee subjecting 
the master of the vessel to the penalties for both 
those offences, although the whole was one trans- 
action.—A.-G. v. Towns (1818), 6 Price, 198; 
146 E. R. 784. 

801. Effect of Judgment—No bar to information 
against another—In respect of same goods.]— 
One in execution upon a judgment on an informa- 
tion for being concerned in unshipping, etc., is 
no bar to an information against another for the 


or areca v. R. (1898), 6 Exch. 
169.—CAN. 


.}—The penalty enforce- 
aie under Customs Act, 8s. 192, in 








proceeding by the Crown is Hable, the the Exchequer Ct. is & pecuniary one 
792 if. A Oisecs Beulict: ‘G ie Gees ok “Sq oprrastae G800 », CHE Ys bie Ounst Yeried oa Obed, worthe 
law relative to trade or revenue may 264; 293C.L.T m Ma lt ag Bone Oo. 


12 Exch. 
be tried in any Ct. of Record, or Vice- CAN. ac 
Admiral — THE PROVIDENCE 
(1810), Stewart, 186.—CAN 


ee 








7921. ——- ———.}—-R. v. FLIn1, 
Y. A. D. 280.—CAN. n. 
792 iv. —— ---The A.-G. is 





entitled to sue in the ct. of chancery 


for the recov: of excise duties, even 
if it be a pure v4! I debt.—A.-G. v. 
WALKER ( 878), 3 . R. 195.—-CAN. 


1, .}—Revenue statutes are not 
to be construed strictly against the 





achequer Cou 
FINTAYSON (1897), § Exch. C. R. 387.— 


.]/—Where a claim has 
been referred to the Exchequer Ct. 
under Customs Act, s. 82, the proceeding 
thereon is not in the nature of an 
appeal from the decision of the 
minister, & the ct. has power to hear, 
consider & determine the matter upon 
the evidence adduced before it, whether 
the same has been before the minister 


ITZGIB 
R. v. THOURET (1900), 6 Exch. C. R. 
383; 20C. L. T. 276.—CAN. 

p. Action for recov of a 
rpg eal as La debt— ane Ppt i. 


SprrIr RIVER LUMBER Co., 
(Alta. 11925] 4 4 *. L. R "104 5 *ibee} 
—COAN. 
800 i. Sufficiency 


of 
GREENSPAN v. R. (1909), 12 meen ee R. 
2654; 290. L. T. 712.—CAN. 


rt.J—R. v. 


$00 li, ——-.]-—-R. v. Gotp WatToues 
& BALDWIN, 1 Y. A. D. '179.—OAN, 
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very same ee ——A., oe Ne POPPLESTONE (1781), 

Bunb. 311; E.R ( 
$02. Costs — Polsa ee unless otherwise 

ordered.|—-A.-G. v. BLUCHER DE WAHLSTATT 

(COUNTESS) (1864), as reported hs 3 H. & C. 874; 

10 Jur. N.S. 1159; 59 BE. R. 576 

Annotations: -—Mentd. Haldane v. Eckford (1869), L 


Eq. 631; Douglas 0. Douglas, Douglas v. Webster 121° : 
L. R. 12 Ka. 617. Pee ee eit) 


803. When certiorari granted.]|—-ANon. (1729), 

1 Barn. K. B. 245; 94 EK. R. 167. 
-.]— See CROWN PRACTICE, Vol. XVI., 
pp. 402, 403, 439, Nos. 2075, 2086, 3041. 

804. Statement of practice — Prevention of 
delay.|—PRACTICE NoTE, [1926] W. N. 250. 

Sciri facias.|—See Crown PRACTICE, Vol. XVI., 
pp. 244, 245, Nos. 403-426. 

Appeal & new trial.|—See CRowN PRACTICE, 
Vol. XVI., p. 219, Nos. 69-71. 

Recovery of death duties.]|—See Estate & OTHER 
DEATH DutTigs, Vol. XXI., pp. 44, 82, 115, 128, 
Nos. 281, 282, 582-587, 863-866, 945, 946. 

Recovery of income tax.]—See INcomME Tax, 
Vol. XXVIII., pp. 100-103, Nos. 604-633. 

Recovery of penalties from plilots.]|—Sce Pilotage 
Act, 1913 (c. 31), 8. 43 (3). 


SuB-sEcT. 2.—IN CouRTS oF SUMMARY 
JURISDICTION. 
A. In General. 

See Excise Management Act, 1827 (c. 53), s. 65; 
Summary Jurisdiction Acts, 1848 (c. 43), 1879 
(c. 49); Customs Consolidation Act, 1876 (c. 36), 
ss. 197, 199, 227, 229, 230, 273; Customs & 
Inland Revenue Acts, 1879 (c. 21), 8s. 11, 1888 (c. 8), 
s.8; Inland Revenue Regulation Act, 1890 (c. 21), 
ss. 21, 27, 36; Stamp Duties Management Act, 
1891 (c. 38), s. 26; Finance (1909-1910) Act, 1910 
(c. 8), ss. 4(2), 94; &, generally, MAGISTRATES, 
Vol. XX XITII., pp. 283 ef seq. 

805. Jurisdiction of magistrates Excise 
offence.|—Where two persons were apprehended 
in a smuggling boat, under 57 Geo. 3, c. 87, 5. 5, 
whilst afloat in the port of F. which had an 
exclusive local jurisdiction, & after being taken 
on shore & detained two days there, were carried 
on board again & conveyed into another port, 
where they were convicted by justices of another 
jurisdiction. Semble: such conviction was ata 
—Hzx p. KITE (1822), 2 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 212; 
1 Dow. & Ry. M. C. 222. 
sai adala — istd. R. v. Nunn (1828), 3 Man. & Ry. K. B. 
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806. -|—(1) If a deft. be convicted by 
two dene ie justices of the peace upon 19 Geo. 8, 
e 60, s. 2, for having in his custody & possession 

rivate & concealed still for itickt distillation ; 
& he evidence only show that his house was in the 
county, & that the still was found concealed in the 
garden of the said house; such garden not 
appearing to be in the same county; the con- 
viction is bad; (2) the leaving with a woman at 
deft.’s house, whom the witness believed to be a 
menial servant of deft., a copy of the summons to 
appear & answer to the offence charged, to which 
woman the original was also shown, is a sufficient 
summons within 32 Geo. 2, c. 17.—R. v. CHANDLER 
(1811), 14 East, 267; 104 "B. R. 603. 
Annotation :—As to (1) Refd. R. v. Nat Bell Liquors, [1922] 


2 A.C. 128 
Metropolitan police magistrate. 





807. 

‘Held: the provisions of 15 & 16 Vict. c. 61, 8. 1, 
applied to informations for penalties imposed by 
statute in respect of excise offences created after 
the passing of the Act & therefore that a metro- 
politan police magistrate had jurisdiction to hear 
& determine an information for the recovery of 
the penalty imposed by Customs & Inland Revenue 
Act, 1887 (c. 15), s. 4, in respect of the new excise 
offence created by that sect.—R. v. INGHAM 
(1888), 21 Q. B. D. 47; 57 L. J. M. C. 87; 59 
L. T. 62; 52 J. P. 550; 36 W. R. 811; 16 Cox, 
C. C. 505, D. C. 

808. Customs offence—Committed on high 
seas.|—A vessel liable to forfeiture under 6 Geo. 4, 
c. 108, s. 3, was seized while entering the harbour 
of A. but within the jurisdiction of the justices of 
B. A person liable to apprehension under sect. 49, 
being found on board was arrested there, & carried 
to A., & convicted by two justices of that place 
under sect. 74:—Held: (1) said person was, in 
the absence of evidence as to the time of his going 
on board, properly convicted as having been on 
board on the high seas; (2) the justices of A. had 
jurisdiction.—Re Nunn (1828), 8 B. & C. 644; 
108 E. R. 1182; sub nom. R. v. NUNN, 3 Man. & 
GGA 75; 2 Man. & Ry. M.©0.1; 71. J.0.S. 








c. 53, & 4 & 5 Will. 4, c. 13, those justices alone 
have jurisdiction over offences committed on the 
high seas, who have jurisdiction over ‘‘ the places 
on land,’’ into which the person committing such 
offence, etc., ‘‘ shall be taken, brought or carried, 
or in which such person shall be found.” Not- 
withstanding the provisions, in these statutes, 
that proceedings shall be in the form or to the 


803i. When certiorari EM ti ——.}—R. v. MCNBILL (P. FE. I), 8. 185.—R. v. KEEN ear }e 
BrucE (1899), 8 Nfld. L. R. 174.— 19241 8 Di. L. R. 53; 42 Can. Crim. Cas. 923] 3 W. W. R. 967; 70 D 
aes LD. 8.—CAN. 625; 38 Can. Crim. Cas, "168 oan 


Recovery of alien tax—By quarter - a ——.}—M. v. Rog (1829), 2 Hud. 808 iii. Wh t 
nase n office when tax incurred.}—The & B. 452; 2 Ir. L. Rec. Ist ser. 486. ili, ——.}~—-Where two justices 
alien fe ae by 6 Geo. 4, c. 18, -——IR. of the »eace have once assumed juris- 


must be recovered by the quartermaster 
in office when it is incurred.—BRANNEN 
v. DUNN (1848), 1 All. 218.—CAN. 
yr, Admissibility of evidence — Of 
uittal on tnformation for improper 
ries—In action for recovery of duty.) 
tay -G. ov. HaunipaAy (1867), 26 
U. CO. R. 397.—CAN. 
t. Effect of cedoel fe in enforcement of 


5 QO. an 651.—CAN 
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805i. Jurisdiction of magistr 
Excise offence.]-—} ‘ v. CARTER (1884), 


805 
903), 35 SN. S. R. <7 — CAN, 
aE Bis 
@, 1s 11919) 2 Ww. R. 548. CATCAN, 


rath over a case prosecuted under 
nland Revenue Act, 1906, they have 
7 power, even though they are unable 
atc— to agree on a verdict, to adjourn the 
case for a rehearing before a District 
Ct. ie udge or to bring in other justices. 
KOLINCHUK (Gak ), {1925} 2 

Ww, Ry” 'R. 116.—CAN 


e. —— Customs 


v. KENNEDY 


ence.) — CASHT 


licence fees: bce COneN. v. BARTLETT (1909), 9 Nd. LR. 418. 
v rons ( 96), 28 N.S, R. (16 R. & G.) ——.}—R. v. Octorr, —NFLD. 
is (Li (19203 W. W. Rol, —CAN. a Eimilation by amount of 
805v. ——- 1 -——.}-M‘ mulated penulties.|—R. v. BEEKMAN 
AC lenin patna ran warre. (1891), 18 R. (Ct. of Sess.) 682. asad, 2 U. 0. R. 37-—CAN. 
province——-Whether breach by eae 


absence, }— HARDING ¥. eRBCENG No Sit 
ihe S ey 655; 54.N.8. R. 546.—O 
ification of gens Di -J—R. v 
Bai wy (Pf I.), {1 3D. 1, R. 93: 
m. Cas. 1 


[1919 2W. 


ee ——.]}—R. v. SOHMOLKE (Alta.), 
. R. 595.—CAN. 

806 il, ———.]}——-A magistra 
diction to she person accused of an 
offence under Inland Revenue Act, 


Defence in action for penalty— 
Steps not taken to obtain exem tion +— 
Where the soper steps have sts been 
taken to obt exemption from the 
duty on lumber shipped for exportation, 
it cannot be set up as & defence to an 


te has juris- 


304 
Sect. 1.—Legal proceedings: Sub-sect. 2, A., B., C., 


effect of the forms in the schedules, proceedings 
are defective which state an offence on the high 
seas, & do not show the fact which in such cases 
will give the justices jurisdiction, & if to a habeas 
corpus a warrant so defective be returned, & it 
does not appear there is a conviction supplying 
the defect, a prisoner committed under such 
warrant will be entitled to his discharge.—Re 
PEERLESS (1841), 1 Q. B. 143; 4 Per. & Dav. 528; 
10 L. J. M. C. 67; 5 Jur. 748; 113 E. R. 1084; 
sub nom. R. v. PEERLESS, Arn. & H. 183; 5 J.P. 


239. 
Annotation :—Mentd. Ex p. Wallingford Union Grdns. (1841), 
9 Dowl. 987. 


810. Service of summons—Delivery of copy to 
servant.|—R. v. CHANDLER, No. 806, ante. 

811. Conduct of proceedings—Right of district 
supervisor of Inland Revenue—Sufficiency of general 
authority from commissioners.|—R. v. TURNER, 
No. 8, ante. 

Mitigation of penalty.|—-See MAGISTRATES, Vol. 
XXXITII., pp. 461, 462, Nos. 1733, 1734. 

Offences relating to income tax.|—See INCOME 
Tax, Vol. XXVIII., p. 103, Nos. 639-642. 


B. Joint Offenders. 

See Excise Management Act, 1827 (c. 53), s. 70; 
Customs Consolidation Act, 1876 (c. 36), s. 222. 

812. Joint & several liability..—Upon an in- 
formation & verdict sy: ean several persons for 
obstructing a custom house officer contrary to 
8 Geo. 1, c. 18, 5. 25, each deft. i: separately liable 
to the penalty imposed by 8 Geo. 1, c. 18. Where 
an offence created, or made penal, by statute, is in 
its nature single, one single penalty only can be 
recovered, though several join in committing it. 
But if the offence is in its nature several, each 
offender is separately liable to the penalty.— 
R. v. CLARK (1777), 2 Cowp. 610; 98 E. R. 1267. 


Annotations :—Refd. R. v. Dean (1843), 12 M. & W. 39. 
Mentd. R. v. Mordecai Hymen (1798), 7 Term Rep. 536 ; 
Del Campo & Martinez v. R. (1837), 2 Moo. P. C. C. 15; 
R. v. Littlechild (1871), L. R. 6 Q. B. 293; Bradlaugh v. 
Clarke (1883), 8 App. Cas. 354. 


813. Partners.|— An information for 
penalties under 3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 53, 8s. 44, charged 
deft. with being concerned in the unshipping of 
goods, the duties on which had not been paid; 
with knowingly harbouring goods imported & 
illegally unshipped without payment of duties; 
& with other offences under 3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 58, 
s. 44. It appeared at the trial, that a practice 
had prevailed at the custom house of allowing the 
owners of imported goods to take them away 
without payment of duty at the time, an entry 
of them having been previously made in a book 
kept by the officers; & that the fraud complained 








action for the penalty imposed on ship- 
rs who omit to give the requisite 
nd for such duty, that the lumber 
would have been free from duty had 
the pro steps been taken to obtain 
exemption.— WATSON v. MARKS (1845), 
4 N. B. R. (2 Kerr) 694.—CAN. 


8151. Onus of 


for fraudulent! 
not necessary 


h. Claim of tnformant—For money question by deft. 


received by 0 onclusive- 

ness of findings of court.}—CARROL v. 
Conia (1890), 23N.8.R.(11 R.&G.) oR 
32.—C. e 


k. Penalty for harbouring eruogied 
oods—T'o whom pavable.}—h. v. Mo- 
CARTHY eeu: 8N. B. R. 41; 2 
EK. L. R. 548.—CAN. 

l. Condition precedent to prosecution 
—Supply to accused of list of articles tha 
.—H. v. YARISH (Man.), [1926] 3 
Ww. W. R. 586; ,47 Can. Crim. Cas, 51. 
-—CAN. 


816 {. 





had a 
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1 proof—Payment of 
duties—On claimer.]—In an informa- m. 
tion, under 7 & 8 Geo. IV. c. 53, 5. 39, 

removing paper, it is 
o aver that the duties 
had not been paid on the 
Tho onus of proving 
ayment of duties lies on deft.—R. v. 
ENKINS (1841), 2 Jebb & 8S, 627.— 


815ii., -—— ——— ; : 
Racicor (1913), 14 Exch. C. R. 214; 
11 D. L. R. 149.—CAN. 


Possession o 
party charged.J—While it is quite right 
t the information should allege that 
the sale is made without a licence, it 
lies a te defts. to prove that they 

icence,—R. v. GILROY (1866), 4 


REVENUE. 


of had been effected by a clerk of deft.’s removing 
some of the leaves from the custom house book, 
& substituting others containing false entries of 
the quantity of goods imported. There was no 
direct proof that this fact was known to deft., 
but he derived benefit from the fraudulent 
transaction :—Held: under these circumstances, 
the jury might infer that deft. was privy to the 
fraud.—R. v. DEAN (1843), 12 M. & W. 39; 18 
L. J. Ex. 83; 152 BE. R. 1102. 

—— ——.|—See PARTNERSHIP, Vol. XXXVI., 
pp. 375, 376, Nos. 524, 525. 

814. Liability of master for act of servant— 
Implied authority—Master deriving benefit.|—R. 
v. DEAN, No. 8138, ante. 

———.]—See MASTER & SERVANT, Vol. XXXIV., 
p. 150, Nos. 1184-1186. 

Offences against Game Act, 1831 (c. 32).]—See 
Sree Vol. XXV., pp. 370, 371, Nos. 189, 190, 192, 
193. 

Liability to costs..—See CONSTITUTIONAL Law, 
Vol. XI., p. 534, No. 375. 


C. Evidence. 


See Excise Management Act, 1827 (c. 53), s. 76 ; 
Customs Consolidation Act, 1876 (c. 36), s. 259; 
Revenue Act, 1884 (c. 62), s. 12 (5); Finance 
Act, 1897 (c. 24), s. 6; & generally, EVIDENCE, 
Vol. XXII., pp. 19 et seq. 

815. Onus of proof—Payment of duties—On 
claimer.|—Onus probandi of payment of duties lies 
on the claimer on prosecutions in the Exch., but 
in actions of trespass for taking the goods, the 
onus of proving the non-payment lies on deft.— 
SALOMON v. GORDON (1772), 2 Wm. BI. 813; 96 


EK. R. 479. 
Cy gil :—Apld. Henshaw v. Pleasance (1777), 2 Wm. Bl. 


816. Possession of licence— On party 
charged.|—-Upon a conviction under 5 Ann. c. 14, 
s. 2, against a carrier for having game in his 
possession, it is sufficient if in the information & 
adjudication, the qualifications mentioned in 
22 & 23 Car. 2, c. 25, s. 3, be negatived, without 
negativing them in the evidence.—R. v. TURNER 
(1816),5 M. & S. 206; 105 EB. R. 1026. 

Annotations :—Folld. I. v. Hanson. or ae Paley on Sum- 
mary Convictions, 9th ed. 326. Distd. James v. Nicholas 
(1886), 50 J. P. 292. Refd. Doe d. Bridger v. Whitehead 

1838), 3 Nev. & P. K. B. 557; Elkin v. Jansen (1845), 9 

ur. 353; Tennant v. Cumberland (1859), 1 K. & E. 401 ; 

R. v. Harvey (1871), 19 W. R. 446; Abrath v. N. EK. Ry. 

(1883), 49 L. T 618; Ashton v. L. & N. W. Ry., [1918] 

2K. 2B. 488; R.v. Scott (1921), 86 J. P. 69. 

817. J—R. v. HANSON (1821), 
Paley on Summary Convictions, 9th ed. 326. 

818. Proof of possession—Of prohibited article.] 
—If deft. be charged in aninformation, with know- 
ingly receiving divers gallons of foreign spirits, 
which had been unshipped before the duties 

















Macph. (Ct. 
275.—SCOT. 

On party charged to prove 
his innocence.|\—Held: the object of 
Excise Act, s. 144, is to relieve the 
Crown from the necessity of proving 
the case by oral evidence, & to make the 
information primé facie evidence of 
the charge, but does throw upon the 
accused the burden of proving his 
innocence.—Exz p. HEALY (1903), 13 
8. R. N.S. W.14; 20 N.S. W. W.N. 
12.—AUS. 


n.-" ——-, }—CARDINAL v. Ra 
(1927) 4 D. L. R. 325; [1927] 8. C. R. 
541; 48 Can. Crim. Cas. 243.—CAN, 


o. r not intended for sale 
—On owner.}—The onus of proving 
that Hquor was not intended for sale, 
in order to save it from forfeiture is 


of Sess.) 656; 38 Sc. Jur. 





oods in 


—.jJ—R. v 


f licence—On 





or Revenun Duties anp PEewarres. 


imposed by 27 Geo. 3, c. 31, were paid. Evidence 
that several tubs containing it, were on different 
sides of a hedge in a field, that deft. was there with 
several other persons & that he had one tub in 
his hands, is sufficient to convict him of having 
the whole in his possession; within 27 Geo. 8, 
c. 31.—R. v. CONSTABLE (1793), Nolan, 282. 

$19. What witness may be asked—Identity of 
informer.]—(1) Deft.’s counsel have no right, nor 
shall they be permitted to inquire the name of the 
person who gave the information of the smuggled 
goods (LORD KEnyon). 

(2) ere the officers have an information of 
smuggled goods, which affords a prokeble ground 
to warrant the search, persons obstructing them 
in their search, or in the discharge of their duty, 
are liable to an information for the obstruction, 
whether smuggled goods arefound ornot. Butthe 
officers search at their peril (LoRD KENyYON).— 
oN AKERS (1790), 6 Esp. 125, n.; 170 E. R. 


820. -]—In an information by the 
A.-G. for a breach of the revenue laws, a witness 
for the Crown cannot be asked, in cross-examina- 
tion, ‘‘ Did you give the information?’ For 
the rule of public policy, which protects a witness 
from being asked such questions as would disclose 
the informer, if he be a third person, equally 
applies to questions which would disclose whether 
the witness is himself the informer.—A.-G. v. 
Briant (1846), 15 M. & W. 169; 15 L. J. Ex. 
ane 6L. T. O. S. 894; 10 J. P. 518; 153 BE. R. 


Annotations :—Consd. Marks v. Beyfus (1890), 25 Q. B. D. 
494. Mentd. R. v. Edwards (1853), 9 Exch. 32. 


Admissibility of revenue books in evidence.|— 
See EVIDENCE, Vol. XXII., p. 348, Nos. 3514-3521. 

Admissibility of evidence of witness disobeying 
order to leave court.]—See, generally, EVIDENCE, 
Vol. XXII., pp. 456, 457, Nos. 4770-4782. 

Jurisdiction to order evidence on commission.|— 
See EVIDENCE, Vol. X XII., p. 569, Nos. 6204-6207. 

Proof of authority to prosecute.|—-See GAME, 
Vol. XXV., pp. 388, 389, Nos. 390, 391. 


D. Costs. 


Whether costs given for or against Crown.|— 
See CONSTITUTIONAL LAW, Vol. XI., pp. 531, 533, 
Nos. 344, 345, 367. 

Liability of joint defendants.|—-See CoNSTITU- 
TIONAL LAW, Vol. XI., p. 534, No. 375. 

Right of Crown to excess costs paid to justices.|— 
See CONSTITUTIONAL LAW, Vol. XI., p. 535, No. 
377. 








thrown on the owner.—R. v. SALTER 
(1856), 8 N. B. R. (3 All.) 321.—CAN. 
~—— Of illegality of seieure— 
BSeteure Sor Ul fection .}—Where a 
seizure is made of goods imported into 
Canada, on the ground that, while the 
gocns were stated in the entry papers customs. } 
be imported in the original packages, 
they were not so imported in fact, 
if claimant declines to accept the 
Minister’s decision confirming the 
seizure, & obtains a reference of his 


NISHIMURA (190 
AUS. 


ness upon an 
for harbouring 


which he is in the act of importing, is 
evidence that he is aware 0 
tents of such ders 

»» 5 ° L. R. 233,— 


a. Competent witnesa—Surveyor of 
eyar of customs, 88 
e 


.}—-The surv 
not being the party 
info .’ is not entitled to a share 
of the penalty, & is a competent wit- 
ormation for a penalty 


am ed 
(1849), 5 U. © R, 


305: 


E, Appeals. 

See Excise ent Act, 1827 (c. 53), 
s. 84; Judicature ( edure) Act, 1894 (c. 16), 
s. 2; &, generally, Macistrarses, Vol. X XXIII, 
pp. 890 et eg. 

$21. Notice of appeal—By whom given— 
ayia by Crown.]—(1) A dealer in & retailer of 
tobacco is liable to the penalty of £200, imposed 
by Tobacco Act, 1842 (c. 93), s. 3, for having in 

possession adulterated tobacco, although he 
had purchased it as genuine, & had no knowledge 
or cause to suspect that it was not so. 

(2) Where an officer of excise, by whom an 
information for penalties is exhibited, is absent 
at the time of the hearing, & there is an appeal 
against the judgment, on the part of the Crown, 
to the quarter sessions, under Excise Management 
Act, 1827 (c. 58), s. 82, the notices of appeal 
jequinee by sect. 83 may, by Excise ement 
Act, 1834 (c. 51), ss. 22 & 23, be given & signed by 
any officer of excise who is present conduc 
the proceedings.—R. v. Wooprow (1846), 1 
M. & W. 404; 2 New Mag. Cas. 1; 2 New Sess. 
Cas. 346; 16L. J. M. 0. 122; 71. T. 0. 8. 116; 
10 J. P. 791; 153 E. R. 907. 

Annotations :—As to qt) Refd. R. v. Sleep (1861), Le. & Ca. 
44; Sherras v. De Rutzen, [1895] 1 Q. B. 918; Re Mah- 
moud & Ispahani, [1921] 2 K. B. 716. 

822. ‘On whom served—Convicting magis- 
trates—Sufficiency of service on clerk in court.|-—— 
(1) When an adjudication by justices on an in- 
formation under Excise Management Act, 1827 
(c. 53), is appealed against, notice of appeal must, 
by sect. 83, be served on the justices :—Held: 
service in ct. upon the clerk to the justices, in their 
presence was good service. 

{2) Notice of hearing of the appeal is also | 
Excise Management Act, 1841 (c. 20), s. 30 
required be served on resp. at his place of 
abode :—Held: such notice must be served on 
the person laying the information, & service at the 
office of excise was insufficient, although by Excise 
Management Act, 1827 (c. 53), s. 61, no informa- 
tion can be exhibited under the Act except by the 
order of the Comrs. of Excise.—R. v. EHAavEs 
ee R. 5 Exch. 75; 39 L. J. M. C. 703; 21 


‘Annotation :—As to (1) Refd. South Staffordshire Water- 


works Co. v. Stone (1887), 56 L. J. M. C. 122. 

823. Time for—-Summary Jurisdiction 
Act, 1879 (c. 49), s. 31.;—A person convicted of 
an offence against the excise laws gave notice of 
appeal four days after the decision :—Held: 
making absvlute a rule for a mandamus to justices 





248; 42 Can. Crim. Cas, 247; 57 
N. 8. R. 341.—CAN. 


, 0. Whether appeal . eee 
or asessing t us. 

Hi eld: anappeal would ie to the quarter 
sessions from a summary conviction for 
essing distilling apparatus without 


ving made a return thereof.— He 
Lucas & MCGLASHAN (1869), 29 U. C. R. 
81.—CAN. 


the con- 
e8.—IRVING Uv, 


ther “‘ seizing or 


ft. ——.}—-DARLING v. RYAN, Cass, 
— Dig. 2nd ed. 435.—CAN. 


claim to the ct., the burden of proof A.-G. v. WARNER ee 

is upon claimant to show the bona 485.—CAN. Fee ometien for, raving, beer 
ff log}, LE Exch CR TL—OAN. — ,, "em _Complatner.)—Macmrwroan (1927) 1 W. WR. 961; 48 Can, Grim. 

v. R. (1907), 11 Exch. . -  », Woosrmr, [1919] 8. O. (J.) 15; 90.—OCAN. 

Crna “11996 ved hee Btn” Cas, forfeiture, tf in chit cause, 

144; 58N.8. 8#.313.CAN. PART XIII. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 2.—E. ane 526 a 5, ' TTT 

Brino (N. B), [1927] 2 DL. R gba). Raton of tae Wiee” ee Bbe'; 7 Can, Grim. can, 68. 

(¢) a oFo e ° e 4 ee ‘ e 

Gee BB.) (198718 Dy defective. LE. v. Movin (Ont.), (19971 ig gS ee 
t. Possession o Prima facte §,D- Lei R. 689; 47 Can, Oat. 10 “he enforced under Stamp At.j—A 
5 349.—-6. © : : 

evidence of of tts contents. -— decision of a judge directing a penalty 

The fact @ person has certain d. At of prosecudor to be enforced under Stamp Act, the 

packets of goode in his possession, R. v, MoKenzim, (1924) 3 case being afterwards proceeded with, | 


J.—~VOL, XXXIX. 


Sect. 1.—Lepal proceadinige : Sub-seot. 2, E. Sects. 


—~ hear the appeal, the effect of 8 Juris- 

diction Acts was to repeal by implication the pr - 

vision requiring notice of appeal at & immediately 

. the gi of the judgment, & therefore no 

1 was prescribed within above sect., so that by 

_ sect. the time was seven days, & the notice 

en wae sufficient.—R. v. GLAMORGANSHIRE JJ. 

(isso), 22 Q. B. D. 628; 58 L. J. M. OC. 93; 60 

.T. 586; 683. P. 294; 87 W. R. 408; 5 T. LR. 

408; 16 Cox, O, OC. 593, D. O 

Apontyooal JF. (1803), Ot Led MO 160” Ap 

Fe Be of oreathas3" Mies. a 


op R.: ©. 

Apld, R. 

JJ.,. Hr p. Hawkins (1895 
isten L 


v. 
) 


es Yor 
64 L. J. M. O. 192. . v. L. C. O., {1918} 1 
K.8B.81. Refd. R. v. London JJ. (1895), 43 W. i 384. 
824. Notice of hearing of appeal—On whom 


served—-Person laying -information—Service at 
office of excise insufficient.|}—R. v. Haves, No. 
822, ante. ° 

Appeals under Licensing Acts.|—See INToxt- 
ee Vol. XXX., pp. 108, 104, Nor. 


SEct. 2.-SEIZURE AND SALE, 
825. Right of Crown to selze—Vesse] hired by 
Remedy of ownet by Officer in command— 





Remedy of owner. vessel hired by the Lords 
Oomrs,’ of the Admlty., & employed to cruise 
against smugglers, the master crew of which 
were appointed by the owner, but which was 
placed under the superior command of a captain 
ee by the Board, is forteitable for an act 
of smuggling committed on board by such Admlty. 
captain, as well as by the owner’s master & crew, 
& the owner has his remedy over by action on the 
case against such Admlty. captain recover 
damages for the loss of his ship by the condemna- 
tion, though that proceeded upon acts of smuggling 
stated to be by persons unknown; & though it 
appeared in fact that the master & mate appointed 
by the owner were also concerned in acts of 
smuggling on board.—BLEWIT?r v, HILu (1810), 13 
Hast, 13; 104 E.R. 270. 

SMR TT :—Mentd. Barber v. Lissiter (1860), 29 L. J. 


826. —-— Goods in hands of pledgee,]—A.-G. 
v. TRUEMAN, No. 834, post. 

827. Power of court to order sale—Perishable 
goods.|—-Upon a seizure of perishable goods, the 
ct. has a discretionary poue to order a sale, 
without the consent of the claimer; but cannot 
order the goods to be sold after judgment pending 


writ of err (179D) 
Park. 70; 145 B. B. 716. | ve 
Avnotation +~Retd, The Panda (1842), 1 Notes of Onses, 
828. Liability of officer making selzure—Eifect 


of condemnation of goods.|—-Condemnation of 
~ in the Exch. is so conclusive, & so alters 


veel PIO that trespass will not lie 
the officer whe seized them, to try the point of 
forfeiture n.—Scorr v. SHEARMAN (1775), 
2 Wm. Bl. 9 qT 3 96 B. R. 575, 


gota Die ene ete Fe 

1254, ‘Mentd. De Mora v. Concha (1885), 29 Oh. D. 268, 
Fees ht of Attorney-General to transfer of 
action.|—See Crown Praction, Vol. XVI., pp. 


487, 488, Nos. 3698, 8609. 


Sect. 3.—LIEN FOR DUTIES. 

See Excise Management Act, 1841 (c. 20), 8. 24 ; 
reat oe Act (1878), Amendment Act, 1882 
C. 9 8. ° 

829. To what subject-matter lien attaches — 
General rule.]—The lien of the Crown for duties in 
arrear attaches on the subject-matter in respect 
of which they are made to arise by the statutes 
imposing them, although process do not issue till 
after assignment of it, as part of the estate of the 
Crown debtor, to the provisional assignee, under 
the statutes of bkpcy., upon the construction of 
3 Geo. 4, c. 95, 8.10. Semble: the lien is divisible, 
& confined to the several specific matters in respect 
of which the various several sums of the duties 
have accrued; & the whole is not liable cman | 
to the satisfaction of the duties arising on eac 


147 BE. R. 1189. 

830. .|—If a soap maker, having 
incurred a forfeiture for concealing soap contrary 
to 1 Geo. 1, c. 36. 8. 2, become bkpt., & a provisional 
assignment of his estate be made, after which the 
soap is condemned & the bkpt. convicted, & there- 
upon a warrant issues to levy the porate on his 
goods generally, such a warrant is bad, & cannot 
justify a seizure of the soap in the hands of the 








sa) a 
If no bkpcy. had intervened in this case, this 
warrant could not have been supported, because it 
directs a seizure of the goods of D. generally, 
whereas the excise laws only give a lien on those 
oods that are liable to the duties, & the materials 
utensils for making the same (LORD KENYON, 
C.J.).—AUSTIN v. WHITEHEAD (1795), 6 Term 
Rep. 436; 101 EH. R. 635. 


is not appealable as a decree, aa it manufacturers’ wholesale prices, but Customs Act, 1906.}—A failure by the 
cannot be said to be a decree affecting the sale prices in the markets whence claimant of a thing selzed under 
the merita of the case or the jurisdico- the go were exported.—A.-G. v. above Act to proceed for the recovery 
tion of the ct.—S8on CHOWDRAIN THOMPSON (1855), 4 0. P. 548.—CAN. thereof within the period proscribed 
¥. BHOOBUNIOY Suan (1879), I. L, R. n,——- ——.)—Scuulze »v. R, by statute, forms a complete bar to 
pee RE lid (1899), 6 Exch, ©. R. 368.—CAN. recovery,—GRORNDYEE v. R. 
setae of tng 0. ——— Goods of distiller.}—Winnrna (1917), 16 Exch, O, R. 466 ; 85 D. L. R. 
s.}—It tg competent to bring _v. Gow (1872), 32 U. 0. R.528.—OAN. 404. OAN. 
peiscninae. of i in p. ARTLAN 0, KILPAT- 0. Notice of vigil ML A niatar 4 con- 
ue > }+~G : dition 0 prosecution—Seigure 
in the High Court of Justiciary 0X (1853), Hayes & Jo. 57.—IR. of {Uictt stttl.}—R. v. ROCHE (1027), 6 
the manner provided by Summary q. —— Vessel & Napa day 8. R. 218; 48 Can. Crim. Cas, $10, 
| utions Ap Act, 1875, toner innocent,}~—THE Smaway, Y. A. —OAN, 
BONULER ©. STRELE (1890), 17 H. (ct. D. 267.—OAN, 
ot Gee (J,) 47; 87 So. L. R. 636,— r. Bond for scleed —Y aliatiy.J— PART XIII. SECT. 8. 
acorT. 4 bh eb OKLEM (1854), 4 C. P.. 


PART XII, SECT. 3, 
m. Right of Crown to enue — Goods 


goods were Hable to be , a8 being 
ertered below the h vale 
Whisk they mae cae euch 
value was not to be to he the 


t. Right of replevin.}—A vessel seleed 
for breach 1s the fe 
writ ae nolo on tet onde 
was ‘ 
v. MORAE (1861), 3 P, R. 16.—~-OAN. — 


d. To what aubject-matter lien atiaches 
—— Insurance moneys on goods destroyed 
me laws hav: 

00 


9 


y for, | 


b. Recovery of goods seined wider 





($31, ——~ Pro in hands of in 


pear eget —If a candle maker, being in arrear 
or the 
victed after the assignment of his effects; the 
double duties are a lien upon the candles, utensils, 
& materials, in the hands of his assignees ; & they 
may be distrained.—Srracy v. Hutsm (1780), 2 
Doug. K. B. 411 ; 99 B. BR. 264. 


A ions :——Distd, Austin v. Whitehead (1795), 6 Term 
Rep. 436. Oonsd. R. v. Tregoning (1828), oY. By . 182. 


832. basrmmerraeercartatadl ——.]—R. Vv. DALE, No. 829, ante. 
883. Divisibility of Hen.]—R. v. Dax, No. 829, 


834. Priority of Crown lien—Goods in hands of 
pes ig writ of extent having issued against A., 
a malster, for a debt due to the Cow from him for 
duties on malt, a cargo of malt was seized under it, 
in the hands of deft. Deft. being allowed to plead 
to the extent, in order to state his interest in the 
goods, alleged by his plea that the malt in question, 
after being manufactured, had had the duty 
charged upon it, & that such duty was paid; that 
it was then deposited by A., the maker, with deft., 
upon a contract with him, that he was to accept 
certain bills of exchange drawn by A., & that the 
malt was to be held by him as a pledge for the 
payment of them, & in case the bills were not 
paid, he was then to be at liberty to sell the malt ; 
that the bills first accepted were renewed, but 
before the renewed bills became due the malt 
was seized :—Held: the malt was seizable in the 
hands of deft., under 28 Geo. 8, c. 37, 5. 21, as 
goods in the custody or possession of a person in 
trust for the maker, chargeable with duties of 
excise in arrear & owing from such maker, such 
goods having been, whilst in the hands of A., 
liable not only for the specific duties chargeable 
upon them, which had been paid, but for other 
duties for which A. was responsible at that time, 
& remaining so at the time of the seizure. 

Qu. : whether goods chargeable with excise duties 
under Excise Management Act, 1826 (c. 53), s. 28, 
deposited with a person as a pledge for acceptances 
given by him to the maker, before the passing of 
Excise Management Act, 1841 (c. 20), by which 
the sect. of the former Act imposing the duties was 


e. duties, becomes a bkpt., & is con-. 


\ \ gry by ‘ \ 
. ‘ 4 ¥ ‘ if ie 
RE OF THE KEVENUE | | 
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repealed, & similar duties imposed, were Hable, 
since the posins of that Act, to be seized in the 
hands of the pledgee.—.A.-G. v. TRUEMAN (1843), 
11 M. & W. 694; 18 L. J. Ex. 70; 8 J. P. 443; 
162 EB. R. 9838. 

sen :—Reld. A.-G. v. Walmsley (1843), 18 L. J. Ex. 


835. ——- ——— Sale by factor—Recovery of pro- 
ceeds by Crown.|/—A., a mal » had consigned 
large quantities of malt to W., a factor, for sale, 
on which W. made advances to him. While the 
malt was in W.’s hands, A. failed, being largely 
indebted to the Crown for malt duties, & an 
inquisition & extent issued against him, under 
which the malt in W.’s hands was seized by the 
sheriff. W. pak etitioned the Board of Excise 
that his lien migh allowed, the solr. of Excise 
wrote to the collector for the district, stating, that 
the Board had ordered that W.’s claim as found on 
the inquisition, should be allowed ; that he should 
communicate this to W. & the sheriff ; that he was to 
satisfy himself as to the correctness of the amount of 
the lien by examination of the documents; & that, 
if all the parties interested consented to an imme- 
diate sale of the malt, the undersheriff might at 
once cause it to be sold, in the mode moat likely 
to realise the best price, either by auction, or by 
allowing W. to dispose of it in the market. In 
pursuance of this letter, W., by consent of all 
pores sold the malt & received the proceeds. 

ile they were in his hands, the Board of Excise 
communicated to him, that, until the result of a 
case submitted to the law officers of the Crown, 
no steps must be taken respecting the sale of the 
malt, or the appropriation of the proceeds. W., 
however, on the following day, paid over to the 
sheriff, for the use of the Crown, the balance only 
of the proceeds, after retaining the amount of his 
own lien :—Held: W. had no authority from the 
Board of Excise to appropriate any part of the 
proceeds to the satisfaction of his own lien, until 
after the amount of it had been ascertained by the 
collector; & he was liable for the amount to the 
Crown in an information for money had & received. 
—A.-G. v. WALMSLEY (1843), 12 M. & W. 179; 
13 L. J. Ex. 66; 2L.T. 0.8. 151; 152 BE. R. 1160. 


Part XIV.—Expenditure of the Revenue. 


SzcT. 1.—PENSIONS AND SUPERANNUATION 
ALLOWANCES. 


See Superannuation Acts, 1834 (c. 24), 1859 
(c. 26), 1884 (c. 57), 1887 (c. 67), 1892 (c. 40), 
1909 (c. 10), 1914 (c. 86); Police Magistrates 
(Superannuation) Act, 1915 (c. 74); Superannua- 
tion (Prison Officers) Act, 1919 (c. 67); Pensions 
(Increase) Acts, 1920 (c. 36), 1924 (c. 32). 

836. Jurisdiction of Treasury Commissioners— 
To decide right to pension.]—-Under the provisions 
of Superannuation Act, 1859 (c. 26), the question 
whether or not a pension shall be granted to a 


Treasury; & until they have decided to grant a 
pension no public servant can maintain an action 
in respect thereof. Pitf.,a public servant, who had 
formerly held the office of clerk of the patents, but 
to whom no pension had ever been granted, brought 
an action against A.-G., claiming a pension in 
respect of such office, & to have an account taken 
of all moneys due to him in respect thereof. All 
matters of account between pitf. & the Crown had 
been finally settled, by the award of the arbitrators, 
in the year 1869:—Held: the action must be 
pkg hia as being frivolous & vexatious, & an abuse 
of the process of the ct.—-EDMUNDS v. A.-G. (1878), 
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1.— Pensions and nuation allowances. 
Sect. 2: Sub-sects. 1 & 2.) 
$37. -——— yer iar) Superannuation Acts, 
1884 (ce. ry & 1859 (c. 28), the decision of the 
Comrs. of the Treasury, either as to whether a 
person is entitled to a superannuation allowance 
or as to the basis upon which an allowance shall be 
calculated, is final, & no ct. of law has jurisdiction 
in the matter.— YORKE v. R., [1915] 1 K. B. 852; 
84 L. J. K. B. 947; 112 L. T.1185; 81 T. L. R. 





Annotation :-—Oonsd. Wigg v. A.-G. for Irish Free State, 
[1997] A. C. 674. 
838. -———- ———- Whether special minute con- 
dition precedent.|—-MIpDLESEX JJ. v. R., No. 840, 


$89. To decide amount of superannuation 
allowance.|——Under the Acts regulating the super- 
annuation allowances of the Civil Service, the 
decision of the Comrs. of the Treasury as to the 
amount of an allowance is final, & no ct. of law has 
jurisdiction in the matter.—CoopER v. R. (1880), 
14 Ch. D. 311; 49 L. J. Ch. 490; 42 L. T. 617; 
28 W. R. 611. 





Annotations :—Folld. Yorke v. R., [1915] 1 K. B. 832. 
Consd. Wige v. A.-G. for Irish Free State, [1927] A. C. 
674. - Hollinshead v. Hazleton, [1916] 1 A. C. 428. 
840. To apportion allowance.|—At the 


time of the coming into operation of Prisons Act, 
1877-{c. 21), C. was the governor of a prison which 
had “been under the control of the justices of M. 
as the local authority, but by the Act it was trans- 
ferred to the Secretary of State for the Home 
Department. Shortly afterwards O0., who was not 
inc itated in any way, resigned his appoint- 
ment in order to facilitate some improvements in 
the organisation of the prison, & the Comrs. of the 
Treasury 5 Higeinaat him an annuity pursuant to 
sect. 36, apportioned it, in accordance with 
that sect., between the county rates of M. & 
moneys to be provided by Parliament. No 
special minute within Superannuation Act, 1859 
(c. 26), s. 7, was made or laid before Parliament 
with reference to C. or his office :—Held: (1) the 
Comrs. had power to apportion the annuity as 
they had done; (2) the provisions of the Act of 
1859 as to a ree minute were directory only, 
& not a condition precedent to the granting of an 
annuity such as that in question.—MIDDLESEX JJ. 
v. R. (1884), 9 App. Cas. 757; 53 L. J. Q. B. 505; 
51 L. T. 518; 48 J. P. 804; 33 W. R. 49; 15 
Cox, O. 0. 542, H. L. 

841. To detide basis of calculation.)— 
YORKE v. R., No. 837, ante. 

Mandamus to Treasury Commissioners.]—Sce 
CROWN PRACTICE, Vol. XVII., pp. 804, 805, Nos. 
1164, 1167, 1171. 

nt of pensions, etc.|—See CHosEs in 
eee Vol. VIII., pp. 436, 487-440, Nos. 185, 


Commutation of pensions.|—See Pensions Com- 
mutation Acts, 1871 (c. 36), 1882 (c. 44); Ad- 
miralty Pensions Act, 1921 (c. 39), 8. 1. 

Compensation for abolition of office.|—See 
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Pusaric AuTHorrriss, Vo]. XX XVIII., pp. 188-148, 
Nos. 1081-1068. 

Officers of local authorities.]|—See Local Govern- 
are ‘ Other Officers Superannuation Act, 1922 
Cc. °, 

Navy, Army & Air Force.|—See Royvau Forcss, 
pp. 323, 826, 8327, post. . 

Receivership of pensions.]|—Sce RECEIVERS, p. 
46, Nos. 568-570, ante. 


" Sect. 2.—NATIONAL DEBT. 
SuB-sEoT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 

842. Effect of conversion of stock—National 
Debt (Conversion) Act, 1888 ic 2), 8. 25 (2) )— 
Pitfs., by a deed executed in 1871, created a 
pelo liar, rentcharge of £10,000 a year, for the 

enefit of firat deft. The deed provided that pltfs. 
should be entitled at any time to redeem the 
rentcharge by transferring to the trustees thereof 
a specified amount of ‘‘ 3 per cent Annuities.”’ In 
1888 above Act was passed :—Held: by sect. 25 
(2) of that Act, pltfs. were entitled to redeem the 
rentcharge by transferring to the trustees the 
specified amount of 23? per cent. stock created 
under the Act. 

In the two instruments, the deeds of 1871 & 

1880, which operate together, there is a reference 
to stocks, 3 per cent. Annuities & Bank Annuities, 
which were liable to be converted or exchanged in 
pursuance of the Act. That conversion or ex- 
change has since taken place, &, that being so, 
sect. 25 (2) says that the reference in those 
instruments to 3 per cent. Annuities or Bank 
Annuities is to be construed as a reference to the 
new stock created by the Act of 1888. I cannot 
see any reasonable ground for holding that that is 
not the effect of the words. It is contended that 
reference to a ‘‘ stock liable to be converted or 
exchanged ’’ means a reference to some particular 
sum of stock liable to be converted or exchanged. 
That would be giving a totally different meaning 
to the Act, & would, as it seems to me, be intro- 
ducing something which is not to be found in the 
sect., & which would not be intelligible when it 
wasinserted. I cannot understand why a different 
rule should be adopted when a particular sum is 
mentioned from that which is to prevail when a 
particular sum is not mentioned (NortTH, J.).— 
NORTHUMBERLAND (DUKE) v. PERCY, [1893] 1 
Ch. 298; 62 L. J. Ch. 831; 68 L. T. 45; 41 W. R. 
597; 9T.L. R. 86; 37 Sol. Jo. 80; 3 KR. 156. 
Annotation :-—Apld. Re ao well Stepnerd, Churchill v. 8t. 
George’s Hospital, (1894) 3 Ch. 649. 
; Application to will.|—-In the 
first branch of above sub-sect. instrument in- 
cludes a will.——e HOWELL-SHEPHERD, CHURCHILL 
v. St. GHORGH’s HosprtTar, [1894] 8 Ch. 649; 
sub nom. Re SHEPHERD, CHURCHILL v. ST. GEORGE’S 
HospPirat, 64 L. J. Ch. 42; 711. T.516; 48 W.R. 
95; 8 R. 785. 

—— On rentcharge.|—See RENTCHARGES & 
ANNUITIES, p. 191, Nos. 807, 808. 
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executive s FOR LOCAL GOVERNMENT 
civil Pusiic HEALTH, [127] L. R. 474,—IR. 


Part XIV.—EXPENDITURE OF THE REVENUE. 


Payment of dividends.|— Sce Banxens, Vol. III. 
pp. 128, ia Nos. ‘8h ae : 
—— nance 0 nt.|—See INFANTS, Vol. 
XXVIII, p. 288, No. 938. 
*_ Constitution of Bank of England.] — See 
BANKERS, Vol. III., p.123, Nos. 1, 2. 
Bank books.|—See BANKERS, Vol. III., p. 133, 
Nos. 81-88. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—TRANSFER OF STOCK. 

See, generally, BANKERS, Vol. III., pp. 123-128, 
Nos. 3—45. ish 

844. Jurisdiction of court—To order bank to 
correct entries in books—-Name of party mis- 
spelled.|—Where, in consequence of erroneous 
spelling in the orders of the ct., the name of a party 
has been misspelled in the entries of transfers in 
the books of the Bank of England, the ct. will 
amend its own orders, but will not make an order 
upon the Bank to correct the entries in their 
ae v. CLARK (1823), 1 L. J. O. S. 

845. ——— To order Bank to transfer—Stock 
invested in names of infant & others.|—Semble: 
the ct. cannot, under any circumstances, direct 
the Bank of England to transfer stock which has 
been invested in the names of an infant & other 
5 aaa v. Rogers (1838), 2 Jur. 

846. -——— To  sequestrator.| — Hoop- 
BARRS v. CATHCART (1895), 89 Sol. Jo. 639, D. C. 

847. Right to retransfer—Stock standing in 
joint names of transferor & transferee—Transfer 
not by way of advancement.|]—-A. transferred a sum 
of stock into the joint names of himself & wife 
& child, without however declaring any trust 
thereof, & for nine years regularly received the 
dividends thereof, & applied them to his own use. 
He then filed his bill for a retransfer hy the Bank 
to himself. Retransfer ordered upon motion for 
decree, founded upon pltf.’s own affidavit, stating 
that the transfer of the stock into the joint names 
had not been intended by him as an advancement. 
—DEvoy v. DrEvoy (1857), 8 Sm. & G. 403; 26 
L. J. Ch. 290; 28 L. T. O. S. 886; 8 Jur. N.S. 
719; 5W.R. 222; 65 E.R. 718. 

Annotations :—Folld. Stone ». Stone (1857), 3 Jur. N. S. 
708. ° tim Foe gent , > Giff. 583 ; Forrest 
v. Forrest (1865), 5 New Hep. 299. 

848. ———- ——- ———.]—_-E. transferred a sum 
of stock into the names of her three infant children 
jointly with her own, but not as a gift or provision 
for them, nor with the intention in any way to 
deprive herself of the ownership thereof, or the 
benefit of the same, but solely to prevent another 
party obtaining the same. On bill filed by E., the 
ct. declared that the three infant children were 
trustees jointly with pltf., in trust for pltf., & that 
pltf. was absolutely entitled to the fund.—SToNnE 
v. STONE (1857), 3 Jur. N. S. 708. 

849. ——— No intention to make transferee 
trustee.]—Pltf. a widow in the year 1880, caused 
£6,000 Consols to be transferred into the joint 
names of herself & deft. who was her godson. She 
did so with the express intention that deft. in the 
event of his survi her, should have the Consols 
for his own benefit, but that she should have the 
dividends during her life; & she had previously 
been warned that if she made the transfer she could 
not revoke it. The first notice deft. had of the 
transaction was a letter from pltf.’s solrs. about 
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the end of 1882 claiming to have the fund retrans- 
ferred to pltf. :—Held: (1) the legal title of deft. 
as a joint tenant of the stock was complete, 
although he had not assented to the transfer, until 
ee bag ae Ns to join in retransferring the 
stock, for the legal title of a transferee of stock is 
complete without acceptance; (2) pltf. could not 
claim a ret er on equitable grounds, the 
evidence clearly showing that she did not when she 
made the transfer, intend to make deft. a mere 
trustee for her as to the dividends, therefore pltf. 
here not entitled to have the stock retransferred 
er. 

(3) A transfer of property to a n without 
his knowledge, if made in proper form, vests the 
property in him at once, subject to his right to 
repudiate it when informed of the transfer.— 
STANDING v. BOWRING (1885), 81 Ch. D. 282; 55 
L. J. Ch. 218; 541. T. 1913; 34 W. RB. 2043 2 
T. L. R. 202, C. A. 
Annotations :—As to (3) Refd. Re Blake, Blake v. Power 

(1889), 60 L. T. 663; Re Arbib & Class’s Contract, [1891] 

1 Ch. 601. Generally, Refd. London & County, 

Co. v. London & River Plate Bank (1888), 21 Q. B. D. 635 ; 

Re Weston, Davies v. Tagart, [1900] 2 Ch. 164; Malloté 

v. Wilson, ee Ch. 494; Howes, Howes v. Platt 

(1905), 21 T. L. R. 501. 

850. Injunction to restrain transfer—Under- 
taking as to damages—Application by married 
woman.|—An application was made on behalf of a 
married woman for an injunction restraining the 
Bank of England, until further order, from per- 
mitting the transfer of a sum of New 3 per cent. 
Annuities, standing in the names of the exors. 
of testator, & to which the married woman claimed 
to be beneficially entitled. An injunction was 
granted for a fortnight on the usual und i 
ofthe married woman to be answerable in damages. 
The registrar refused to draw up the order on the 
sole undertaking of the married woman as to 
damages :—Held: the sole unde i of the 
married woman must be accepted.—Re PRYNNE 
(1885), 58 L. T. 465. 

Annotation :—Apld. Pike v. Cave (1893), 62 L. J. Ch. 937. 

851. Transfer by operation of statute—Stock 
vested in dissolved school board—Right of individual 
members to transfer.]|—-Poor Law Amendment Act, 
1844 (c. 101), which empowers parishes & poor 
law unions to combine into school districts, by 
sect. 45 incorporates the boards of management 
for such school districts, & not the school district 
itself. When a school district has been dissolved 
by the Local Government Board under Dissolved 
Boards of M ement & Guardians Act, 1870 
(c. 2), sect. 12 of that Act does not automatically 
vest in the members constituting the board of 
management the property of the school district 
which has been dissolved, but such property 
remains vested in the district board. Consols 
vested in the board of management of a dissolved 
school district are therefore not transferable by 
the individual members constituting the board 
until some further act has taken place vesting the 
right to transfer in them.—MORTON v. BANK OF 
ENGLAND, [1904] 1 Ch. 664; 73 L. J. Ch. 503; 90 
L. T. 375 ; 68 J, P. 268 ; 52 W. BR. 393; 20T.L. BR. 
230; 2L.G. R. 784. 

852. ——— -——— Transfer to local education 


authority—-Education Act, 1902 (c. 42), sched. 
2 (1). —This was an action brought by the corpn. 
of Ol against the Bank of England to obtain 


retire of £780 Os. 2d. 2} per cent. Annuities. 
ltfs. by their council were, under above Act, the 
local education authority for the district of the 


PART XIV. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 2. 


court—-Undertaking ta institute administration 


a. Tranafer into 
BYBNE, 1007] 1 LR 81-—IR. 
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borough of Oldham. The Act came into operation 
in that district on Jan. 1, 1904, which was the 
* nd geet day,” & at that time these annuities 
stood in the books of the Bank of England in the 
name of the Oldham School Board. Plitfs. claimed 
that on the appointed day the school board had 
ceased to exist, that the £780 0s. 2d. had then 
become vested in them by virtue of the Act, & that 
no further transfer was necessary. The bank con- 
tended that the Annuities could only be transferred 
by an entry in their books, that the Oldham School 
Board had not been dissolved, that the Annuities 
must be transferred by them to pltfs., & that the 
Annuities had not been vested in pltfs. by virtue 
of the Act :—Held: by above Act, s. 2, the school 
board had for all purposes ceased to exist on the 
appointed day; by above sched. to the Act the 
Annuities had on that day vested in pltfs. by virtue 
of the Act; & no further transfer was necessary.— 
OLDHAM CORPN. v. BANK OF ENGLAND, [1904] 
2 Ch. 716; 73 L. J. Ch. 785; 91 L. T. 5823 68 
J. P. 584; 53 W. R. 243; 20 T. L. R. 787; 48 
Sol. Jo. 724; 2 L. G. R. 1824, C. A. 
Annotations :—Refd. Re Walisend B. C. & Northumberland 
County erage ag phe 2 Ch. 506; Re Leeds Institute of 


Scien terature & Leeds City Council, [1909] 
1 Ch. 500 


Transfer of stock vested in lunatic.]—WSee, 
generally, LuUNATiIcSs, Vol. XXXIII., pp. 217-221, 
Nos. 1248-1302. 

Bequest of stock for reduction of National Debt.] 
—See CHARITIES, Vol. VIII., pp. 259, 385, Nos. 
209, 2001. 

Production & inspection of bank books & transfer 
list.) —See BANEERS, Vol. III., p. 183, Nos. 81-88. 





SUB-SECT. 3.—RETRANSFER OF UNCLAIMED 
DIVIDENDS AND STOCK. 
A. In General. 

See National Debt Act, 1870 (c. 71), s. 55. 

853. Jurisdiction of court.)—The jurisdiction 
given to the ct. by National Debt Act, 1870 (c. 71), 
s. 55, to decide upon petition as to the validity of 
a claim for the retransfer of stock, which has been 
transferred to the National Debt Comrs. under 
the provisions of sect. 51, is to be exercised in the 
mode in which the ordinary jurisdiction of the ct. 
igs exercised. Therefore, if a petition for the 
retransfer of stock is heard on its merits, & is 
dismissed on the ground that petitioner has failed 
to make out his title, he cannot, on the subsequent 
discovery of fresh evidence in support of his title, 
present a fresh petition for the same object, without 
leave of the ct. previously obtained.—Re May 
(1885), 28 Ch. D. 516; 54 L. J. Ch. 338; 52 
L. T. 78; 33 W. R. 917; 1T. L. R. 220, 0. A. 
at aa :—Relfd. Bruce v. Ailesbury (1892), 36 Sol. Jo. 


854. Form of proceedings—Petition—In first 
instance.}— (1) To a suit by three out of four 
residuary legatees, to recover three-fourths of a 
sum of stock which the exors. had omitted to get 
in, & which had been transferred to the Comrs. 
for the Reduction of the National Debt, under 
56 Geo. 3, c. 60, the legatee entitled to the other 
fourth part of the stock is a necessary party. 

(2) The proper form of proceeding to recover 
stock & dividends, unclaimed for ten years, & 
carried over to the account of the Comrs. for the 
Reduction of the National Debt, under 56 Geo. 8, 
c. 60, is, by petition to be served upon the A.-G, 
& the Comrs., & not by bill in the first instance ; 


REVENUE. 


& if there be conflicting claims to the fund, the ct. 
will then Lek directions for the trial of the rights 
of the parties between themselves, either by suit or 
otherwise.—Hunrt v. Peacock (1848), 6 Hare, 361 ; 
17 L. J. Ch. 163; 12 L.T. 0.8.5; 12 Jur. 164; 
67 E. R. 1205. 

855. ——— Where conflicting claims—Directions 
as Ae trial thereof.|—-Hunt v. Peacock, No. 854, 
ante. 

856. Parties—Claim by legatees—Whether all 
legatees necessary parties..—HUNT v. PEACOCK, 
No. 854, ante. 

857. Claim by beneficial owner—Whether 
legal owner necessary party.]—Stock standing in 
the name of a deceased trustee having been 
transferred to the Comrs. for the Reduction of the 
National Debt, a person ete ie be the legal 
personal representative of the beneficial owner 
petitioned for a retransfer :—Held : (1) aninquiry, 
who was entitled, could not be directed in the 
absence of the personal representative of the 
trustee ; (2) claimant who establishes his claim 
has no title to any accumulations arising from the 
investment of the dividends, his right being to have 
the stock retransferred & the amount of unpaid 
dividends paid to him in cash, without interest.— 
Re ASHMEAD’S Trusts (1872), 8 Ch. App. 1138; 
42 L. J. Ch. 314; 28 L.T.1; 21 W. BR. 65, L. JJ. 

858. ——— Claim by survivor of two executors— 
Necessity for concurrence of beneficiaries.|—A 
legacy to an infant was invested in stock in the 
names of two exors., & the dividends not having 
been claimed for ten years, the stock was trans- 
ferred to the Comrs. for the Reduction of the 
National Debt. One of the exors. having died, 
the survivor presented a petition for retransfer of 
the stock. The ct., without requiring the con- 
currence of the beneficiaries, made an order 
directing the stock to be transferred to petitioner, 
& that he should thereout pay the costs of the 
A.-G, & the Comrs.—Re ACKLAND’S TRUSTS (1872), 
26 L. T. 418. 

859. Position of Attorney-General.]— 
Upon a petition for the retransfer of stock, under 
56 Geo. 3, c. 60, service on the Comrs. & also on the 
A.-G. is required by the Act. The ct. will presume 
at the hearing of the petition, that the A.-G. 
represents not only the Comrs. & the Crown as 
parens patric, but also the Crown in its beneficial 
capacity.— LAWRENCE v. MAULE (1859), 4 Drew. 
472; 28 L. J. Ch. 681; 34L. T.0.8.3; 7W.R. 
314; 62 EF, R. 182. 

Annotation :—Mentd. Elias v. Griffith (1878), 38 L. T. 871. 


860. On whom petition must be served—Com- 
missioner, & Attorney-General.|—HUNT v. PEA- 
cock, No. 854, ante. 

861. |}—LAWRENCE v. MAULE, No. 
859, ante. 

862. To whom transfer ordered—Person making 
out legal title.|—When stock has been transferred 
to the Comrs. for the Reduction of the National 
Debt, in consequence of the dividends upon it 
not having been claimed for ten years, it is not a 
matter of course to order it to be retransferred to a 
person who subsequently makes out a legal title, 
upon which a transfer of the stock would have 
been made to him if the ten years had not elapsed. 

Thus, where stock had stood in the joint names 
of two persons, of whom one had survived the 
other upwards of ten years, but had not, during 
that time, claimed any dividends, the ct. would not, 
upon the oat of the widow & personal represen- 
tative of the survivor, order the stock to be trans- 
ferred into her name, or into the names of the two 
deceased persons; but directed the master to 
inquire who was entitled to the stock, with liberty 

















Part XIV.—EXPENDITURE OF THE REVENUE. 


to state special circumstances.—Ea p. Ram (1837), 
3 My. & Cr. 25; 1 Jur. 668; 40 B. RB. 833, L. C. 


Annotations :—Consd. Ex p. Bouts (1859), 28 L. J. Ch. 648. 
Apld. Re Molony (1860), 1 John. & tf. 249. Distd. Re 
Ackland’s Trusts tera), 26 L. T. 418. Co-~1. Re Ash- 

(1872), 8 Ck * eee 1 2a p. 


—_ 


863. Stock standing in name of trustee— 
Trustee not beneficlary.|—Where stock in the name 
of a trustee holding upon trust for a beneficiary 
has been transferred to the National Debt Comrs., 
the retransfer will be ordered to be made, not to 
the beneficiary, but to the trustee.— Ea p. JAMESON 
(1875), L. R. 19 Eg. 430; 44 L. J. Ch. 480; 23 
W. R. 691. 

864. What amount retransferred—Not accumu- 
lations of dividends.|—Ha2 ». LarerTEe (1837), 8 
Jur. 253, n. 

865. -]—(1) Where, under 56 Geo. 8, 
c. 60, a fund had been transferred to the Comrs. 
for the Reduction of the National Debt, upon a 
retransfer being directed by the ct., upon the 
application of the party entitled thereto, it is the 
uniform practice, without any exception, to 
direct the costs of the A.-G. & the Comrs., as 
between party & party, to be paid out of the fund. 

(2) The party so obtaining the fund is not 
entitled to any accumulations which may have 
arisen from the investment of dividends by the 
Comrs.—/te HOLLAND (1844), 1 Ph. 379; 41 E.R. 
876; sub nom. Hx p. HOLLAND, 13 L. J. Ch. 167; 
3L.T. 0.8.17; 8 Jur. 253, L. C. 

866. ——.|—Re ASHMEAD’S Trusts, No. 
857, ante. 

867. Proof of identity of owner — Petition by 
executors.|— HOWARD v. Kay (1857), 4 Drew. 151 ; 
62 1. R. 59. 

868. Effect of dismissal of petitlion—Right to 
present fresh petition—Discovery of fresh evidence 
——Necessity for leave of court.|—e May, No. 853, 
ante. 











B. When Order Made. 


869. Title in dispute.|—Certain stock standing 
in the name of bkpt., the dividends of which had 
not been claimed, was, under 56 Geo. 3, c. 60, 
transferred to the Comrs. for the reduction of the 
National Debt. The assignee of the bankrupt, 
by petition under the Act, claimed the stock as 
part of bkpt.’s effects. Another person, by 
petition, claimed the stock, insisting that bkpt. 
was a trustee for him. A reference was directed 
to the master to ascertain whose stock it was, & 
in the meantime, the stock was directed to be 
transferred into the name of the Accountant- 
General.— Ea p. GILLETT, Hx p. Bacon (1818), 3 
Madd. 28; 56 E. R. 420. 

Annotation :—Consd. Hunt v. Peacock (1848), 6 Hare, 361. 

870. -|—The ct. will not, under 56 Geo. 3, 
c. 60, order, on petition, a retransfer of unclaimcd 





stock that has been transferred to the sinking | 


fund, when the title is disputed.— Ex p. LAVELL 

(1820), 2 Jac. & W. 397; 37 EH. R. 680. 

Annotation :-—Expld. Hunt v. Poacock (1848), 6 Hare, 361. 
871. Claim by personal representative—Stock 

in joint names.|—Unclaimed stock standing in 

the joint names of A. & B., was transferred to the 


Comrs. for the Reduction of the National Debt; | 


B. survived A., & a petition was presented by the 

ersonal representative of 3. for the retransfer. 
lhe application was refused, on the ground that 
no account was given of the beneficial interest.— 
Ez p. BATEMAN (1835), 4 L. J. Ch. 112. 

87 ——.]— Fx p. Ram, No. 862, ante. 

-]—See Executors, Vol. XXIII., p. 293, 
Nos. 3585, 3586. 
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873. Transfer previously made to unauthorised 
person—Personation under forged will.|—EFz p. 
JOLLIFFE, No. 884, post. 

874. When inquiry directed as to beneficiaries 
—Petitioner’s title clear.|—The ct. upon petition 
under 56 Geo. 3, c. 60, will direct stock, which has 
been transferred to the sinking fund, to be retrans- 
ferred to petitioners, where their title is clear, 
without any reference to the master to ascertain 
who is beneficially entitled to the stock.—Exz p. 
oun (1823), Turn. & R. 119; 37 E. R. 1041, 

C 


‘Annotations :-—Folld. Re Avery (1830), 1 Russ. & M. 356. 
Distd. Hz p. Ram (1837), 3 My. & Cr. 25. 


875. |—Re AVERY (1830), 1 Russ. & 
M. 356; 39 E.R. 138, L. C. 

876. ——— ———.|—_In 1806, S., in the names of 
herself, C. & H., purchased a sum of 4 per cent. 
annuities, subsequently reduced to 3 per cent., the 
dividends of which were received by S. till her 
death in 1821, & by C. till his death in 1838. In 
consequence of no dividends having been received 
since 1838, the stock had been transferred into the 
names of the Comrs. for reducing the National 
Debt. On a petition presented by H., showing 
that he was the survivor of the three persons, the 
ct. ordered the stock to be retransferred, & the 
dividends paid to him, but subject to the payment 
of the costs of the petition —Lz p. Bouts (1859), 
28 L. J. Ch. 648; 34 L. T. O. S. 27; 5 Jur. N.S. 
051; 7 W. R. 512. 








877. ——— Title in dispute.|—Ha2 yp. GILLETT, 
iz p. BACON, No. 869, avite. 
878. ——— Claim by personal representative— 


Stock in joint names.!|—FE<a p. RAM, No. 862, ante. 

879. -|—Where stock, which 
had been standing in the names of two persons, 
had been transferred to the Comrs. for the Reduc- 
tion of the National Debt, in consequence of the 
dividends not having been claimed for ten years, 
the ct., upon the petition of the administrator of 
the survivor of the two persons to have the stock 
transferred to him, directed a reference to inquire 
who was entitled to the stock.—He BIsHTon & 
CROCKETT (1858), 27 L. J. Ch. 168; 31 L. T. 0.S. 
64; 6W. RK. 289, L. C. 

880. Stock in sole name.]—Where 
stock standing in the sole name of a person, who 
died in 1843, had been transferred to the Comrs. 
for the Reduction of the National Debt :—Held : 
one of the next of kin, who took out administration 
in 1860, was not entitled to an order for retransfer, 
without aninquiry who were the persons interested. 
—Re Motony (1860), 1 John. & H. 249; 3 L. T. 
465; 9 W. R. 68; 70 BK. R. 740; sub nom. Re 
Manony, 7 Jur. N.S. 42. 




















C. Costs. 

881. General rule—Payment out of stock re- 
transferred.|—On petition under 56 Geo. 3, c. 60, 
for a retransfer of unclaimed stock that has been 
transferred to the sinking fund, the costs are in 
general to be paid out of the stock in question.— 
Ex p. MARTIN (1821), Jac. 55; 37 E. R. 770. 

882. ——  ——-.]—Ex p. LAFERTE (1887), 8 
Jur. 253, n. ‘ 

3. —— +|—Re HoLuanp. No. 865, ante. 

884. —...|—A sum of stock, belonging 
to one H., was transferred by the Bank, under 
56 Geo. 3, c. 60, into the names of the Comrs. for 
the Reduction of the National Debt, no claim 
having been made to the dividends for ten years. 
Afterwards, the Bank retransferred the Stock to 
one S., who had by fraud obtained probate to a 
forged will of H., in which she was made to appoint 
T. exor., S. representing himself to be such T. :-— 
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Sect. 2.—National debt: Sub-sect.3,C. Sect. 3.] 


Held: the retransfer having been actually made 
to a person not authorised by the Ecclesiastical 
Ct. to receive it, the real exors. of H. were entitled, 
on petition presented under the Act, to have such 


amount of stock transferred to them out of the’ 


funds standing in the names of the Comrs. as 
would be sufficient to answer the amount of stock 
& dividends paid to S., they having no remedy 
against S., who had been transported for the felony ; 
but the costs were ordered to be paid out of the 
fund.—Ex p. JOLLIFFE (1845), 8 Beav. 168; 
L. T. O. S. 309; 10 Jur. 813; 50 E. R. 663; sub 
nom. Ha p. JOLIFFE, 14 L. J. Ch. 134. 

885. ——_— ——-.|—-Ex p. Bouts, No. 876, ante. 

886. ——-.]—Re ACKLAND’s Trusts, No. 
858, ante. 





REVENUE. 


Sect. 3.—PAYMASTER-GENERAL AND 
ACCOUNTING OFFICERS. 

See Paymaster-General Acts, 1835 (c. 35), 1845 
(c. 55), 1889 (c. 58); Exchequer & Audit Depart- 
ment Act, 1866 (c. 39). 

887. Paymaster of exchequer bills—Revocation 
of appointment.|—The office of paymaster of 
exchequer bills is an office during pleasure only, 
& not during good behaviour, under the provisions 
of 48 Geo. 8,c.1. Theappointment of a paymaster 
in the room of another is, of itself, a revocation of 
the first appointment. Such former appointment 
may be so revoked, although the writing conferring 
that appointment contain no power of revocation. 
—SMYTH v. LATHAM (1833), 9 Bing. 692; 1 Cr. & 
M. 547; 3 Moo. &S. 251; 3 Tyr. 509; 21. J. Ex. 


241; 131 E. R. 773, Ex. Ch. 
Annotation :—Refd. Hill v. R. (1854), 8 Moo, P. C. C. 138. 


REVENUES OF THE CROWN. 


See CONSTITUTIONAL Law. 


REVERSIONS AND REMAINDERS. 


See REAL PROPERTY AND CHATTELS REAL; SETTLEMENTS. 


REVOCATION OF WILLS. 


See WILLS. 


REWARD. 


See CONTRACT; CRIMINAL LAW AND PROCEDURE; POLICE. 


RIGHT OF AUDIENCE. 


See BARRISTERS ; PARLIAMENT; SOLICITORS. 


RIGHT OF WAY. 


See EASEMENTS AND Prorits A PRENDRE. 


( 313 ) 


RIGHTS IN RELATION TO LAND. 


See COMMONS aND Ricuts or Common; EASEMENTS AND Prorits A PRENDRE; FERRIES; 
FisHERIES; GAME; Higuways, STREETS, AND Bripaes; LANDLORD AND TENANT; MINES, 
MINERALS, AND QUARRIES; MortcaGE; Open Spaces AND RECREATION GROUNDS ; 


PARTITION ; REAL PROPERTY AND CHATTELS REAL; SALE oF Lanp; WATERS AND WATER- 
COURSES. 


RIOTS. 
See CRIMINAL LAW AND PROCEDURE; POLICE. 


RIPARIAN RIGHTS. 
Sec FISHERIES; WATERS AND WATERCOURSES. 


RITUAL. 


Sec ECCLESIASTICAL Law. 





RIVERS. 


Sce WATERS AND WATERCOURSES. 





ROADS. 
See Highways, STREETS, AND BripcEs. 


ee tee 


ROBBERY. 
Sce CRIMINAL LAW AND PROCEDURE. 


ROMAN CATHOLICS. 
See CHARITIES; EccLesiasTicAL Law; HusBanp anp WIFE. 


ROYAL FAMILY. 


See CONSTITUTIONAL Law, 
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ROYAL FORCES. 


PART I. THE ROYAL NAVY : : : 

Sect. 1. THe Kina’s SuHIps. 

SEcT. 2. ENLISTMENT AND SERVICE 

Sect. 3. DIScIPLINE . ‘ 

Sect. 4. SALVAGE BY KiINGQ@’s SHIPS 
SUB-sEcT. 1. IN GENERAL : 
SuB-sSECT. 2. NATURE OF SERVICES 
SUB-SECT. 38. REMUNERATION . 

A. In General . 

B. Right to Remuneration 

C. Amount of Remuneration 

D. Matters Considered in Making Awad 
i. Proceedings for Recovery 


SUB-SECT. 4. PRIzE SALVAGE . ‘ 
Secr. 5. SALVAGE OF KING'S SHIPS : - 
SrecT. 6. CONVEYANCE OF MERCHANDISE 


PART II. THE RESERVE NAVAL FORCES. 
Sect. 1. THe Royant NAVAL RESERVE . 
SEcT. 2. COLONIAL NAVAL FORCES 
SEcr. 3. COASTGUARDS : 


PART III. THE ROYAL MARINES 
PART IV. NAVAL AND MARINES PAY, PENSIONS AND PRIZE MONEY 


PART V. THE REGULAR ARMY 
SEcT. 1. ENLISTMENT AND SERVICE 
SEcT. 2. DISCIPLINE 
SEctT. 3. PAY AND PENSIONS 
SuB-seEcT. 1. IN GENERAL 
SUB-SECT. 2. RECOVERY OF PAY AND Dasaiona 
SEcT. 4. IMPRESSMENT OF CARRIAGES 
SEcT. 5. BILLETING 


PART VI. THE RESERVE ARMY FORCES. 
Secr. 1. THe ARMY RESERVE P : : ; : 
Secr. 2. THe SPECIAL RESERVE . ; ; : : ; 


PART VII. THE TERRITORIAL FORCE 
PART VIII. THE AIR FORCE 


e e e e e e e e 


PART IX. MATTERS COMMON TO NAVY, ARMY AND AIR FORCE 
Secr. 1. Civ, RIGHTS AND LIABILITIES 
SuB-secT. 1. IN GENERAL 


e e id e ¢ 


e e 


SuB-SEcT. 2. ACTIONS FOR eran AGAINST NAVAL AND ane ‘Muna O RR 


A. By Persons in Naval and reer Service 
B. By Civilians ‘ 


SuUB-SEcCT. 3. CRIMINAL tide ey - ‘ ‘ ; 
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RoyvaL Forces. 


Sect. 2. PRIVILEGES AND EXEMPTIONS . 


SUB-SEOT. 1. TESTAMENTARY PRIVILEGES 


A. Conditions of paaiere é 
(a) Sailors ‘ 


i. In General 


ii. Who is a Sailor 
(6) Soldiers 


i. In General 


ii. Who is a Soldier 
(c) Airmen 
B. Form of Will 
. Powers Exercisable 
. Effect of Will 


. Revocation. 


C 

D ' 

EK. How Long Will Valid . 
F 

G 


- Probate and Aiaiviateation 
SuB-sEcT. 2. IMMUNITY FROM ARREST FOR Dent 
SUB-SECT. 3. EXEMPTION FROM TOLLS 
SuB-SsEcT. 4. OTHER PRIVILEGES AND HWXEMPTIONS 


Secr. 3. OFFENCES 


Sect. 4. DISCIPLINARY Rie RAcs ; 


SEcT. 5. ACQUISITION AND USER OF LANDS . 


SUB-SECT. 1. Miurrary LANDs AcTS 
SuB-SsEcT. 2. MiIniraRY MANGUVRES ACT'S 


PART X. DISCIPLINARY TRIBUNALS 
Secr. 1. Courts oF MARTIAL LAW 
Secr. 2. Courts MArrTIAL 

SuUB-SEcCT. 1. NAVAL 

SUB-SECT. 2. ARMY AND AIR NOR 
SEcT. 3. Courts oF INQUIRY 
Secr. 4. RELATION TO CIVIL COURTS 


SuB-SEcT. 1. 
SUB-SECT. 2. 
SUB-SECT. 3. 
SUB-SECT. 4. 


PART XI. 


Acts of State 

Admiralty Coroner 

Admiralty Court 

Army Chaplain . 

Collisions . 

Colonies 

Compulsory Purchase of 
Land and pacer 
tion j 


Dockyards and Arsenals 


Lapenditure, Imperial 


Harbours , 


IN GENERAL 
HABEAS CORPUS 
CERTIORARI 
PROHIBITION 


BOOTY OF WAR 


Sec PUBLIC AUTHORITIES. 


5, CORONERS. 

» ADMIRALTY. 

», HMCOLESIASTICAL LAW. 
», SHIPPING. 

», DEPENDENCIES. 


COMPULSORY PUR- 
CHASE OF LAND. 
CRIMINAL LAW; 

SHIPPING; WATERS 
AND WATER- 
COURSES. 
PARLIAMENT ; 
REVENUE. 
SHIPPING ; WATERS 
AND WATER- 
COURSES. 


National Insurance 
Naval Chaplains 
Naval Courts 


Pilotage 


Public Officers 
Riot generally 


Territorial Chaplains 
Towage 


War, Preroyatives of 
Crown relating fo 
Wreck 
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See WORK AND LABOUR. 


», ECCLESIASTICAL LAW. 
,, ADMIRALTY; COURTS ; 


PRIZE LAW; 
SIPPING. 

, ADMIRALTY; SHIP- 
PING. 


», PuBLIC AUTHORITIES. 
» ORIMINAL Law; 
MAGISTRATES. 
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. CONSTITUTIONAL 
Law. 
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Royva.L Forces. 


Part I—The Royal Navy. 


Sect. 1.—THE KING’S SHIPS. 

See Merchant Shipping Act, 1906 (c. 48), s. 80; 
Statutory Rules & Orders, 1911, p. 238; 1917, 
No. 1074. 

1. What are King’s ships—-Whether Crown 
can declare by Order in Council.|—A German 
steamship, seized as prize in a British port on the 
outbreak of war, was ordered, under a decree of 
the Prize Ct., to be detained until the conclusion 
of peace or further order. She was subsequently 
requisitioned by the Admlty. & delivered to the 
Lords Comrs. of the Admlty. in accordance with 
the Prize Ct. Rules. While in the service of the 
Admlty. she rendered salvage services :—Held: 
she was a ship belonging to His Majesty within 
Merchant Shipping Act, 1894 (c. 60), s. 557, & the 
Admlty. were therefore precluded from claiming 
salvage. 

Orders in Council of Mar. 22, 1911, Sept. 29, 
1917, & June 4, 1918, promulgated under Merchant 
Shipping Act, 1906 (c. 48), s. 80, provided re- 
spectively that Govt. ships in the service of the 
Admlty. should be included, & that Govt. ships 
in the service of the Shipping Controller & of 
the ‘War Office should be excluded, from the cate- 
gory of ‘‘ ships belonging to His Majesty ’’ within 
Merchant Shipping Act, 1906 (c. 48), s. 557 :— 
Held: Merchant Shipping Act, 1906 (c. 48), s. 80, 
does not give any authority to ti-e Crown by Order 
in Council to declare what class of ship is or is not 
within the category of the ships dealt with in 
Merchant Shipping Act, 1906 (c. 48), 8. 557.— 
THe Marti, [1918] P. 314; 87 L. J. P. 179; 34 
TF. L. R. 582; 62 Sol. Jo. 780. 

: Revenue cutters.]— Revenue cutters 
entitled to salvage on recapture, as private ships of 
war.— THE HELEN (1801), 3 Ch. Rob. 224; 1 Eng. 
Pr. Cas. 299; 165 BE. R. 444. 

3. ——— Store ships.|—-A store ship recapturing 
British property from the enemy, is entitled to 
an eighth only for salvage. 

These store ships... are armed at the public 
expense, are commanded by commissioned officers, 
are rated as ships of war, &, bearing that character, 
are entitled to make captures on their own account, 
their primary business is the conveyance of stores, 
but they are not prohibited from taking prizes. 
I must consider them as forming part of the military 
establishment of the country (Sir WILLIAM ScoTrt). 
gon SEDULOUS (1813), 1 Dods. 253; 165 E. R. 





4, ——— Transport under charter to the Ad- 
miralty.]|—The captain of a Queen’s ship lying 
at anchor in a foreign port received intelligence 
that an English steamer was outside the port 
disabled, & in a position of great danger, & com- 
municated with the master of a screw steamer which 
was under charter to the Lords of the Admlty. as a 
transport, & was then coaling in; the port. In 
consequence of this communication the transport, 
after taking on board one officer & a party of 
petty officers & seamen from the Queen’s ship, 
proceeded to the disabled vessel & succeeded in 
placing her in safety. As salvage remuneration 
for the services so rendered a sum of £1,000 was 
tendered & accepted in a cause of salvage instituted 
on behalf of the owners, master, & crew of the 
transport, & the captain, officers, & crew of the 
- Queen’s ship. On an application to apportion 
this sum :—Held: The ct. awarded £400 to the 


owners, master, & crew of the transport, £400 to 
the captain of the Queen’s ship & the party of petty 
officers & seamen who went on board the transport, 
& £200 to the officer who accompanied them.— 
THE Nine (1875), L. R.4 A. & EB. 4490; 44 L. J. 
Adm. 38; 33 L. T. 66; 3 Asp. M.L. C. 11. 


Annotations :-—Folld. The Bertie (1886), 55 U. T. 
‘Consd. The Sarpon, [1916] P. 306. 


5e .]—The owners, master & crew 
of a steamship chartered to Govt. as a transport 
under the ordinary form of Govt. charter incor- 
porating the transport regulations, by which it is 
provided that ‘“‘ when necessary steam transports 
will be required to tow other vessels,’’ are entitled 
to recover for salvage services rendered to a ship 
& her freight even though the services be rendered 
with the assistance of a naval officer & naval sea- 
men & the salved vessel be laden (inter alia) with 
Govt. stores.—THE BERTIE (1886), 55 L. 'T. 520 ; 
2T. L. R. 690; 6 Asp. M. L. CO. 26. 

Annotation :—Refd. The Sarpen, [1916] P. 306. 

6. ——— Ship belonging to Bombay Govern- 
ment—Hired commander & crew.|—(1) The com- 
mander & crew of a Queen’s ship have the same 
rights to remuneration for salvage as the master 
& crew of a merchant ship. 

(2) Qu.: whether they can make with the 
captain of the wrecked ship an agreement as to the 
amount. 

(3) The commander of a Queen’s ship, sent to 
render help to a wrecked ship, cannot impose terms 
& refuse to give salvage services unless those terms 
are accepted. ; 

(4) A ship belonging to the Bombay Govt. with 
a hired commander & crew is, with respect to 
17 & 18 Vict. c. 104, s. 484, in the same position 
as a Queen’s ship with commissioned officers.— 
THE WoosunNG (Cargo Ex) (1876), 1 P. D. 260 ; 35 
L. T.8; 25 W.R.1; 3 Asp. M. L. C. 239, C. A. 


Annotations :—As to (1) Refd. The Sarpen, [1916] P. 306. 
As to (3) Refd. The Cybele (1877), 37 L. T. 773. Generally, 
Mentd. The Medina (1876), 1 P. D. 272; The Mark Lane 
(1890), 39 W. R. 47; The Mariposa, [1896] P. 273. 


7. Vessel owned by Government——Harbour 
tug.]—-Under Harbours & Passing Tolls Act, 
1861 (c. 47), the Harbour of Ramsgate & the 
property & powers of its trustees were transferred 
to the Board ot Trade. In a suit for salvage 
remuneration for services rendered by a vessel 
belonging to the harbour & vested in the Board of 
Trade under Harbours & Passing Tolls Act, 1861 
(c.47) :—Held: the vessel was not a ship belonging 
to her Majesty within 17 & 18 Vict. c. 104, ss. 484, 
485; &the Board of Trade were not precluded from 
recovering salvage in respect of its services, & 
the claims of the commander & crew might be 
adjudicated upon without the consent of the 
Admlty.—THE CYBELE (1878),3 P.D.8; 471. J. 
P. 86; 37 L. T. 773; 26 W. R. 345; 3 Asp. 
M. L. C. 532, 0. A. 

Annotation :-—Consd. Young v. S.S. Scotia, (1903) A. C. 501. 

8. Entered on Navy Hst—Employed 
in carrying coal for the Navy.]—A vessel owned by 
the Government and entered in the Navy List 
as employed on harbour service was exclusively 
employed under the Admlty. by the Devonport 
Dockyard authorities in cae Ce to ships of 
the Royal Navy. Her master held a Board of 
Trade cerificate, & neither he nor the crew, who 
were engaged under arts. of agreement, were in 
the Navy. The master employed pilots, & 


520. 
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proceedings were taken against him in a ct. of 
summary jurisdiction under Merchant Shipping 
Act, 1894 (c. 60), s. 591, for the recovery of 
pilotage dues according to a scale imposed by 
bye-laws made in pursuance of Merchant Shipping 
Act, 1894 (c. 60), & a local Act, in which the Crown 
was not mentioned, under which the pilots were 
licenced :—Held: the vessel was a King’s ship, & 
the master was therefore not liable either under 
Merchant Shipping Act, 1894 (c. 60), or the local 
Act to pay pilotage dues on the scale imposed by 
the bye-laws.—SyMmons v. BAKER, [1905] 2 K. B. 
723; 74L. J. K. B. 965; 93 L. T. 548; 54 W. R. 
159; 21 T. L. R. 734; 49 Sol. Jo. 7143 10 Asp. 
M. L. C. 129, D. C. 

9. ——— Vessel requisitioned by Admiralty—No 
terms arranged at time of services.]|—The Adumlty., 
acting under the powers conferred by a Proclama- 
tion of Aug. 3, 1914, requisitioned pltfs.’ tug 
Simla, & sent her to Kirkwall Bay in the Orkneys. 
While stationed there the Simla, with the consent 
of the commander of the Northern Patrol, rendered 
valuable salvage services to the Sarpen, which had 
run upon the rocks in the vicinity. At this time 
no terms & conditions of employment of the Simla 
had been agreed to by pltfs. & the Admlty., but 
terms were afterwards arranged :—Held: the 
effect of the requisitioning by the Admlty. under 
the Proclamation was not to make the Simla a 
ship ‘‘ belonging to His Majesty ’’ within Merchant 
Shipping Act, 1894 (c. 60), s. 557, nor did the 
terms & conditions of the hiring have that effcct, 
& therefore the owners, master, & crew were 
entitled to prosecute a claim for salvage.—THE 
SARPEN, [1916] P. 306; 85 L. J. P. 209; 114 L. T. 


1011; 32 T. L. R. 575; 60 Sol. Jo. 538; 138 

Asp. M. L. C. 370, C. A. 

Annotations :—Consd. The Matti, [1918] P. 314. Apld. 
poely Comrs. v Page, [1919] 1 K. B. 299. Refd. 
The Carrie, 


[1917] P. 224; France Fenwick v. R., [1927] 
1K. B. 458. 

10. Subsequent terms not amounting 
to demise.|—-THE SARPEN, No. 9, ante. 

——— On terms amounting to demise.]. 
A tug belonging to defts. was requisitioned by the 
Admlty. upon terms which amounted to a demise of 
the tug tothe Admlty. The tug rendered salvage 
services to another vessel in respect of which a sal- 
vage award was made :—Held: the tug having been 
demised to the Admlty. was a ‘‘ ship belonging to 
His Majesty ’’ within Merchant Shipping (Salvage) 
Act, 1916 (c. 41), s. 1, & the Admity., & not the 
owners of the tug, were entitled to the salvage 
award.—ADMIRALTY COMRS. v. PAGE, [1919] l 
K. B. 299; 88 L. J. K. B. 325; 120 L. T. 137; 
35 T. L. R. 1253; 63 Sol. Jo. 165; 14 Asp. M. L. C. 
304, C. A.3 affd. sub nom. ELLIOTT STEAM TUG 
Co. v. ADMIRALTY Comrs., PAGE v. ADMIRALTY 
Comrs., [1921] 1 A. C. 137, H. L. 

Annotation :—Refd. The Matti, [1918] P. 314. 

12. ——— Enemy ship seized as prize.!|— 
TuH®p Martti, No. 1, ante. 

13. Whether within jurisdiction of High Court 
—Service of writs.|\—Upon an application for 
leave to serve a writ out of the jurisdiction it 
appeared that deft. was a British naval officer on 
board a man of war at the Mediterranean station, 
which at the time of application was on the high 
seas, but would touch Sons or other of the coaling 
ports in the Mediterranean, & would ultimately 
put into Malta, the chief port on the station :— 
Held: it was not sufficiently shown in what place 
or country deft. “ was or might probably be found ’ 


PART I. SECT. 2. 


a. Naval officer in plantations — By 
whom appointed.) — naval officer 
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within the meaning of R. S. C., Ord. 11, r. 4, & 
leave to serve the writ out of the jurisdiction must 
be refused.—_SEAGROVB v. PARKS, [1891] 1 Q. B. 
551; 60 L. J. Q. B. 355, D. C. 

14. -]—FRASER v. AKERS (1891), cited 
nn 35 Sol. Jo. at p. 477. 

15. Exemption from pilotage dues.|—SyMons v. 
BAKER, No. 8, ante. 








Sect. 2.—ENLISTMENT AND SERVICE. 

See Naval Enlistment Acts, 1835 (c. 24); 
1853 (c. 69); 1884 (c. 46); Naval Discipline Acts, 
1853 (c. 69); 1866 (c. 109), 8. 86; 1922 (c. 37), 
s. 5(1); Merchant Shipping Act, 1894 (c. 60), 
ss. 195-197. 

16. What is ‘‘ naval service ’’ — Service in 
Royal Naval Reserve.|—The words ‘‘ naval ser- 
vice,’’? Naval Enlistment Act, 1853 (c. 69), s. 16, 
do not include service in the Royal Naval Reserve. 
A person, therefore, is not liable to be proceeded 
against under that sect. for making a false state- 
ment on joining the Royal Naval Reserve.-— 
WESTHORPE v. POWLEY, [1905] 1 K. B. 286; 74 
L. J. K. B. 150; 92 L. T. 57; 69 J. P. 773; 53 
W. R. 366; 21 T. L. R. 152; 20 Cox, C. C. 747, 
D. C. 

17. Duration of seaman’s service — While on 
ship’s books.|—STUDWELL v. Bunton (1745), 
Barnes, 95; 94 BE. R. 823. 

18. Right of officer to resign—After acceptance 
of commission.|—-H., a lieutenant in the Royal 
Navy, being offered a situation, applied to the 
Admlty. for leave to retire from the service, but 
this ‘was refused. H. then obtained leave to go 
ashore from the ship in which he served, & did 
not return after such leave had expired. He was 
afterwards arrested by order of the Admlty., & 
detained to be tried by court martial as a deserter. 
On a rule for habeas corpus :—Held: after accept- 
ing his commission, & entering on his duties (1) he 
cannot at his own pleasure resign, & if he does so 
he commits an offence against Naval Discipline 
Act, 1866 (c. 109); (2) he may be arrested without 
warrant by any person subject to the same Act.— 
R. v. CuminG, Ez p. HALL (1887), 19 Q. B. D. 138 
56 L. J. Q. B. 287; 57 L. T. 477; 51 J. P. 326 
36 W.R.9; 3'T. L. R. 5381; 6 Asp. M. L. C. 189 
16 Cox, C. C. 315, D. C. 


Annotation :---As to (1) Apld. Hearson v. Churchill, [1892] 
2Q. B. 144. 


19. ——-.}— An engineer officer in the 
Royal Navy, who has accepted a commission, & 
is borne on the books of a ship in commission, 
cannot resign without the consent of the Lords 
Comrs. of the Admlty. Semble: under no 
circumstances is a naval officer entitled to resign 
his commission except by permission of Her 
Majesty.—HEARSON v. CHURCHILL, [1892] 2 Q. B. 
144; 61L. J. Q. B. 569; 66 L. T. 843; 56 J. P. 
820; 40 W. R. 615; 8 T. L. R. 579; 36 Sol. Jo. 
521, C. A. 

20. Spreading reports prejudicial to recruiting 
—Time for commencement of proceedings.|— 
By regulation 27 of the Defence of the Realm 
Regulations Consolidated it is an offence for any 
person to spread reports intended or likely to 
prejudice the recruiting of His Majesty's Forces, 
& by regulation 56 a person charged with an offence 
against the Regulations may be tried either by a 
court martial, or by a civil ct. with a Jury, or by a 
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Sect. 2.—Enlistment and service. 
Sub-sects. 1,2 & 3, A.] 


ct. of summary jurisdiction. Where a person was 
charged before a ct. of summary jurisdiction with 
an offence under regulation 27 of the Regulations : 
—Held: the limitation imposed by Summary 
Jurisdiction Act, 1848 (c. 48), s. 11, had no applica- 
tion, & the ct. had jurisdiction to deal with the 
case, although there was no evidence that the 
offence had been committed within six months of 
the date of the hearing.—KAYE v. CoLE (1916), 
86 L. J. K, B. 1084; 115 L. T. 783; 815.P.3; 
- T. L. R. 30; 15 1. G. R. 45; 25 Cox, C. C, 573, 

a 8 

Enlistment of apprentices.] — See MAstTER & 
SERVANT, Vol. XXXIV., p. 521, Nos. 4388-4391. 


Sects. 8 & 4: 


SEcT. 3.—DISCIPLINE. 

See Naval Discipline Acts, 1866 (c. 109); 1884 
(c. 89); 1909 (c. 41); 1915 (c. 80); No. 2, 1915 
(c. 73); 1917 (c. 34); 1922 (c. 37); Statutory 
Rules & Orders, 1918, No. 969; 1921, No. 222; 
1923, No. 1290. 

21. Naval offences—-Taking false oath before 
court martial—Whether perjury at common law. |— 
An indictment under Naval Discipline Act, 1861 
(c. 115), 8. 57, charged that deft., on his oath before 
uw court martial, held on board of Her Majesty’s 
ship “‘ H.,’”’ then being on the high seas & within 
the jurisdiction of the Admlty. of England, wilfully 
& corruptly did give false evidence, contrary to 
the form of the statute, etc., & against the peace, 
etc. Qu.: (1) whether this wis an indictment 
for perjury within Vexatious Indictments Act, 
1859 (c. 17), 8. 1, which enacts that no indictment 
for that offence (inter alia) be preferred without 
previous authorisation, etc.; (2) whether that 
enactment extends to offences committed on the 
high seas; (3) Semble, taking a false oath before a 
court martial is perjury at common law.—R. v. 
HEANE (1864), 4 B. & S. 947; 3 New Rep. 466 ; 
33 L. J. M. C. 115; 9 L. T. 719; 28 J. P. 500; 
10 Jur. N. 8.724; 12 W. R. 417; 9 Cox, C. C. 488 ; 
122 I. R. 714. 

Annotations :—As to (3) Refd. R. v. Tomlinson (1866), 12 
Jur. N.S. 944. Generally, Mentd. He Ryland (1861), 16 
W. h. 280; Knowlden v. R. (1864), 5 B. & S. 532; Rv. 
Yates (1883), 48 J. P. 102; R.v. Boaler (1890), 7 T. L. R. 
3; R.v. Thompson (1913), 78 J. P. 212. 

See, now, Naval Discipline Act, 1866 (c. 109), 
s. 67, & Perjury Act, 1911 (c. 6). 

22. Application of Vexatious In- 
dictments Act, 1859 (c. 17)—Offence committed on 
the high seas.|—-R. v, HEANE, No. 21. ante. 

23. Resignation of officer without consent 
of Crown.] — R. v. Cumine, Hx p. HAL, No. 18, 
ante. 

24. 
19, ante. 

25. Liability to arrest without warrant — By 
person subject to Naval Discipline Acts.|—R. v. 
CuMING, La p. Hay, No. 18, ante. 

26. Jurisdiction of civil courts.]—Pitf., a retired 
naval officer, brought an action ainst the 
former First Lord of the Admlty. for alleged false 
imprisonment & for the alleged malicious & 
wrongful retirement of pltf. from the Navy. The 
claim against deft. for false imprisonment was in 
respect of acts done by his subordinates, & was not 
based on any allegation that deft. knew of it at 
the time. e other claim was framed as follows 
in the statement of claim: ‘ Further, deft. by an 
order made on Nov. 6, 1915, wrongfully & malici- 
ously caused pltf. to be placed on retired pay, & 














——.]—TIEARSON v. CHURCHILL, No. 


FORCES. 


also caused the retirement to be published in the 
London Gazette & other newspapers, whereby 
piff. has suffered damage ’’ :—Held: as regards 
the alleged false imprisonment, no action lay 
against the head of a Govt. department for any 
wrong committed by a subordinate officer, & as 
regards the other claim, the wording of it was 
meagre & ambiguous & tended to embarrass & pre- 
judice the fair trial of the action, & therefore the 
statement of claim should be struck out, but pltf. 
should have leave to amend it, as the question 
whether a case involving matters of military or 
naval discipline was cognisable in a civil ct. was 
still an open question, at all events in the House 
of ,Lords.— FRASER v. BALFouR (1918), 87 L. J. 
K.B.1116; 34T. L. R. 502 ; 62 Sol. Jo. 680, H. L. 
Annotations :—Consd. Heddon v. vans (1919), 35 T. L. R. 
642. Mentd. Everett v. Griftiths, [1920] 3 K. B. 163. 

——.|]—See Part X., Sect. 4, post. 

Action for damages against naval authorities. |— 
See Part IX., Sect. 1, sub-sect. 2, post. 

Courts martial.|—See Part X., Sect. 2, post. 


SEcT. 4.—SALVAGE BY KING’S SHIPS. 
SuB-sEcT. 1.—JN GENERAL. 

Salvage gencrally, see SHIPPING. 

Prize salvage.|—See Prize Law, Vol. XX XVII, 
pp. 873 et seq. 

Jurisdiction of Admiralty in salvage.] — See 
ADMIRALTY, Vol. I., pp. 151 ef seq. 

27. Duty to render service — Protection of 
merchant vessels.|—By the law of England, King’s 
ships are entitled to a salvage remuneration for 
services rendered to merchant vessels in distress. 

The parties may fairly claim a remuneration, 
although the ship belongs to the state, & although 
there is an obligation upon King’s ships to assist 
the merchant vessels of this country; yet, when 
services have been rendered, those who confer 
them are entitled to an adequate reward (LORD 
STOWELL). 

In regard to the proportion of remuneration, 
there are many cases in which there is much 
labour & little to pay for it; so that the ct. acts 
upon the principle of giving a larger proportion 
in cases of small value, than in cases where the 
property is considerable, as a due encouragement 
to the interests of the commerce & navigation of 
the country (LORD STOWELL).—THE Mary ANN 
(1823), 1 Hag. Adm. 158; 166 E. R. 57. 

Annotation :—Refd. The Lustre (1834), 3 Hag. Adm. 154. 

28. —— -|—THE Rapip, No. 65, post. 

29. —— No salvage service in absence 
of sea peril.|—-A British steamship was at anchor 
off Lowestoft when a portion of the German fleet 
attacked that town. Shells fell in the vicinity of 
the steamship, one of them struck her & caused a 
fire to break out on board her. The master & crew 
of the steamship put off from their vessel in boats 
with the intention of seeking refuge on board a 
lightship stationed near at hand. Before the 
lightship was reached a British torpedo gunboat 
came up and the crew of the steamship left their 
boats & went on board the gunboat. Some of the 
crew of the gunboat then boarded the steamship, 

ut out the fire, lifted the anchors, raised steam, & 
k her into Yarmouth Roads; the gunboat 
meanwhile acted as escort to protect her from 
attacks by submarine. In an action for salvage 
by the commander, officers, & crew of the gunboat 
it was alleged that the steamship was badly on fire 
& in imminent danger of destruction by enemy 
submarines :—Held ; though the services rendered 
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by the commander, officers, & crew of the gunboat 


were salvage & they were entitled to an award, it 
was part of the duty of patrol vessels to protect 
the mercantile marine from submarine attack, & 
in the absence of sea peril, such protection was not 
to be regarded as a salvage service.—THE F. D. 
ey ae (1917), 119 L. T. 119; 14 Asp. M. L. C. 
Annotation :—Apld. The Carrie (1917), 86 L. J. P. 178. 

30. Neutral vessels.) — A Swedish 
steamship, while on a voyage from Glasgow to 
Nantes with a cargo of munitions consigned to the 
French Govt., was attacked by a German sub- 
marine, & the crew were ordered to abandon the 
vessel. When His Majesty’s armed trawlers 
Fusilier & Kinaldie arrived later the ship was 
still afloat, the enemy submarine having dis- 
appeared without sinking her; & as the Swedish 
crew refused to return to the ship, it was towed 
into port by the armed trawlers. The com- 
manders, officers, & crews of the Fusilier & 
Kinaldie claimed salvage against the owners of 
the Carrie :—Held: (1) even assuming pltfs. owed 
a duty to save the cargo of an Allied Govern- 
ment, they were under no duty to salve the neutral 
steamship, & were entitled to a salvage award 
based on the war risks, as well as the maritime 
risks from which the steamship was saved; (2) 
salvage by a King’s ship cannot be treated on the 
same footing as a salvage by a private ship, & the 
ct., in determining its award, must take into con- 
sideration the facts that the officers & crews lose 
no time & run no risk to property ; (3) the work 
done in connection with the salvage services may 
be no harder & no more risky than the work in 
which pltfs. would ordinarily be engaged; & 
(4) the officers & crews of a King’s ship can claim 
only with the sanction of the Admlty., a sanction 
which is intended to enforce the rule that to entitle 
His Majesty’s ships to claim salvage the services 
must be of an important character.—THE CARRIE, 
(1917) P. 224; 86L. J. P. 178; 119 L. T. 128; 
33 T. L. R. 573; 14 Asp. M. L. O. 321. 

31. .| — Salvage by a govt. steamer, & 
200 men, to a vessel in extreme danger on a shoal 
off Jamaica; she had been there from July 21 to 
July 24, when a signal of distress brought to her 
assistance a steamer, carrying dispatches, & in 
about eight hours she was moored in safety; & 
on the next morning towed into Carlisle Bay. 
The magistrates there, upon a value of about 
£6,000, gave to the salvors one-third of the ship, 
cargo & freight ; but the owners, refusing to abide 
by that decree, the ct. here, in an action by the 
salvors, gave £1,200, & costs. 

King’s ships are fitted out for war; to protect 
the commerce of the country ; they are bound to 
recapture ; it is part of their duty; & yet though 
armed & manned at the public expense, they are 
rewarded for the benefit rendered to the indi- 
vidual owners, something less certainly, than if the 
recapture be by a privateer; for a privatecr has 
one-sixth, while a King’s ship one-eighth, in the 
proportion of a third & a fourth. On parity of 
reason & fair analogy, a similar principle may 
apply to civil salvage effected by vessels in the 
public service (SIR JOHN NICHOLL). 

In effecting this service there was no great 
personal risk, but there was some; boats passing 
& repassing in a heavy swell on a Jea shore, men 
carrying out & taking up anchors, hawsers break- 
ing, are circumstances of some risk, & denote 
much personal labour. But there was consider- 
able risk of another sort, the risk of responsibility. 
The steam vessel was on a service requiring 
despatch ; she was under positive orders to return 
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by a certain time, & it was not till after much 
consideration & doubt that captain E. takes 
upon himself the responsibility, & sends an excuse 
to the commodore. But if any untoward accident 
had happened, this conduct might have deeply 
involved the captain, & perhaps also his officers ; 
& I think, therefore, that the incurring such a 
responsibility: was equal to a personal risk of life 
(Sir JOHN NICHOLL).—THE EWELL GROVE (1835), 
3 Hag. Adm. 209; 166 E. R. 384. 

32. .|—Commanders, officers, & crews of 
Her Majesty’s ae are entitled to the same 
remuneration for salvage service as other salvors : 
the risk of the ship & property effecting the 
salvage, subject to a different consideration.— 
an IoDINE (1844), 3 Notes of Cases, 140; 8 L. T. 
3 


Awnotations :—Refd. Tho Sarpen, [1916] P. 306; The Carrie, 
{1917] P. 224. 


33. .|—A commander of one of Her 
Majesty’s ships on the coast of Africa, who, 
meeting with a merchant vessel, the master of 
which & one of the crew were sick, & the mate 
was incompetent to navigate her, put his sailing 
master & two of his men on board, to navigate 
her to England :—Held: entitled to claim salvage 
on behalf of himself, his officers & crew. 

It is the duty of Her Majesty’s officers to render 
assistance, & they do not risk any property 
belonging to themselves when they perform a 
service of this kind, though they incur a responsi- 
bility ; & they do not suffer a loss of their own 
time, because if the service be properly undertaken, 
they receive their ordinary pay. But that they 
are entitled to salvage, & subject to these con- 
siderations, is a point fully admitted in this ct. 
(Dr. LusiiiNGTON).—THE CHARLOTTE WYLIE 
(1846), 2 Wm. Rob. 495; 5 Notes of Cases, 4; 
8L. T. 158; 166). R. 842. 

What are King’s ships.|— See Scct. 1, ante. 








SUB-SECT. 2.—NATURE OF SERVICES. 

34, General rule — Services must be sub- 
stantial.]|—-A King’s ship is not entitled to salvage 
for rescuing a convict vessel from the possession 
of the convicts & of the mutinous crew & soldiers 
on board her. 

I do not mean to say that the King’s officers 
would universally & in all cases be excluded from 
salvage for services rendered by them in rescuing 
vessels from other than maritime dangers, but 
still it is their duty to render such assistance 
without having any such object in view; & unless 
they incur great personal danger & use very great 
exertions in the performance of the service, I must 
hold that they are not entitled to a pecuniary 
reward (Sin W. Scorr).—TuHE Francis & ELIza 
(1816), 2 Dods. 115; 165 EB. R. 1438. 

35. .|—THe ATrHAMAS, No. 61, post. 

36. -———.|—THE CARRIE, No. 30, ante. 

37. Whether unloading cargo is salvage service.| 
—THE ROSALIE, No. 44, post. 














SUB-SECT. 3.—REMUNERATION. 
A. In General. 

See Merchant Shipping Acts, 1894 (c. 60), ss. 
557-563, & 1916 (c. 41), 8. 1. 

38. Right to civil salvage—-In addition to prize 
salvage.|—Civil salvage is due to a King’s ship for 
services rendered to a vessel in distress, in addition 
to military salvage for recapture from the ea 
oS Louisa (1813), 1 Dods 317; 165 EB. R. 
1324. 
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Sect. 4.—Salvage by King’s ships: Sub-sect. 3, B., 
C. & D.) 


B. Right to Remuneration. 

39. Officers & men of King’s ships.] — THE 
Mary ANN, No. 27, ante. 

40. ——.] — THE ALEXANDER ROBERTSON 
(1842), 8 L. T. 30. 

41, ——-.)—Tur WItsons, No. 686, post, 

42, ———.|—THE IODINE, No. 32, ante. 
43, a a CHARLOTTE WYLIE, No. 33, 
ante. 

44. .]}—A vessel having taken fire from 
spontaneous combustion of the cargo, came to 
anchor, in a calm, about eight miles off Monte 
Video; at the request of her master, the com- 
mander of a govt. steam tug went to her assistance, 
& towed her to the harbour, at the entrance of 
which, however, both vessels grounded on a rock. 
She was got off by other assistance, & was then 
unladen by the crew of the steam tug. The 
service continued about twenty days. Defence 
set up that, by the heedlessness of the salvors, 
the vessel grounded & suffered more harm than 
their services did good, not sustained. On the 
value of £8,800 the ct. awarded £750. 

It is advantageous to the mercantile marine 
that her Majesty’s officers should be allowed to 
obtain reward for salvage services. 

No claim can be made for the services of a vessel 
belonging to the Govt. ; 

The objection that the unloading of the cargo 
was not a salvage service, but a service on shore, 
over which the ct. of Admlty. has no jurisdiction, 
cannot, for various reasons, be allowed.—THE 
ROSALIE (1853), 1 Ecc. & Ad. 188: 18 Jur. 337; 
164 BE. R. 1093; sub nom. H.M.S. Locust v. THE 
Rosaung, 7 L. T. 340. 

45. .|—Officers & crews of Queen’s ships 
are entitled to salvage reward; though the fact 
that their own property is not risked in such 
services will be taken into consideration. A 
larger proportion will be given where the property 
salved is of great value.—THE EARL OF EGLINTON 
(1855), Sw. 7; 166 HE. R. 989. 


Annotation :—Refd. The Alicia Annie & The Aminta v. 
The Scindia (1865), 2 Mar. L. C. 232. 


46. -|—H.M.S. Star v. THE WASHINGTON 
(1855), 7 L. T. 340. 

47. With consent of Admiralty.]|—Officers 
& crew of Her Majesty’s Ships, on receiving, in 
the usual form, the consent of the Admlty., as 
required by Merchant Shipping Act, 1854 (c. 104), 
s. 485, may recover salvage from the owners of 
ship & cargo for services rendered thereto, & for 
salvage services rendered to passengers belonging 
to the ship.—THE ALMA (1861), 1 Lush. 378; 7 
L. T. 223; 1 Mar. L. C. 249; 167 E. R. 162. 

48. -}/—THE DaLHousIE (1875), 1 
P. D. 271,n;3; sub nom. THE AZALEA, 35 L. T. 
9,n; 3 Asp. M. L. C. 240, n., C. A. 
Annotations :—Apld. The Woosung (Ca 
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Ex) (1876), 1 
306. 





P. D. 260. Consd. The Sarpen, [1916] 

49, ——— -|—THE CARRIE, No. 30, ante. 

50. ——-.]|—THE Woosuna (Carco Ex), No. 6, 
ae 





a Bade vessel with a valuable cargo on 
board struck on a reef on an uninhabited island 
in the Red Sea near the mainland; & the crew 
began to jettison part of the cargo, which they 
threw into shallow water. Armed Arabs then 


PART I. SECT. 4, SUB-SECT. 3.—B. 
39i. O x & men of King’s shtipe.} 
mae ALKER (1807), Stewart, 105. 


39 ii, ——.]—One of Her Majesty’s 39 fil. 





men-of-war rendered salvage services 

to a derelict ship, but was not allowed 

by the govt. authorities to make any 

claim therefor.—THE HkRMAN (1872), 
A. D. 111.—CAN 

-)}—One of Her Majesty’s 


ForcgEs. 


crossed over from the mainland & began to plunder 
the jettisoned cargo. A Queen’s ship having 
come up, her commander anchored near the 
wrecked vessel, & sent a number of his crew to act 
as sentinels on the beach of the mainland, who were 
posted for about a mile along the beach, & were 
exposed to severe heat. Others of the crew were 
employed in discharging the cargo, working up to 
their waists in water in the hold, which was greatly 
fouled. They threw out the cargo & hauled it 
across the reef to the mainland, where it was 
collected oy the sentinels & labourers. In an 
action of salvage by the commander & crew of the 
Queen’s ship :—Held: the services rendered by 
them being beyond the scope of their public duty 
were salvage services, & they were entitled to 
remuneration accordingly.—THE ULyssEs (CARGO 
Ex) (1888), 13 P. D. 205; 58L. J. P.11; 60L. T. 
111; 37 W. R. 270; 6 Asp. M. L. C. 354. 
Annotation :—Refd. The Domira (1913), 29 T. L. R. 557. 
52. .]}—Salvage remuneration awarded to 
the commander, officers, & crew of a King’s ship 
in respect of services rendered by them to deft.’s 
aay aaa aia Domira (1914), 30 T. L. BR. 521, 





Coastguards.|—Sce Part IT., Sect. 3, post. 

53. Whether claim can be made for services 
of King’s ship.]—THr Rosai, No. 44, ante. 

54. .}— THE DALHOUSIE (1875), 1 P. D. 
271,n.3; sub nom. Tue AZALEA, 35 J. T. 9,n. 3 
3 Asp. M. L. C. 240, n., C. A. 

Annotations :—Refd. The Woosung (Cargo Ex) (1876), 1 

P. D. 260; Tho Sarpen, [1916] P. 306. 

55. ——~.]—THE ATHAMAS, No. 61, post. 

56. ——- Tug on time charter to Admiralty 
by way of demise—Merchant Shipping Act, 1916 
‘¢. 41), Ss. 1.]—ADMIRALTY Comrs. v. PAGE, No. 
11, ante. 

.|—See, further, Sub-sect. 4, D., post. 











C. Amount of Remuneration. 


57. Whether amount proportionate to value of 
salvage.|——_THE Mary ANN, No. 27, ante. 

58. J—THE EARL OF Eauinton, No. 45, 
ante. 

59. Right to make terms with master of dis- 
tressed vessel.|—THE WoosunaG (CarGco Iix), No. 
6, ante. 

60. Imposition of terms by commander.|}—THE 
Woosuna (CAarago Ex), No. 6, ante. 

61. Salvage by several ships— Services to be 
regarded as a whole.|—A Greek steamship, after 
striking a German mine, was salved by services 
rendered by nine vessels in the Royal Navy. The 
officers & crews of these vessels having obtained 
leave from the Admlty. to put forward claims for 
salvage, instituted proceedings to recover salvage. 
The claim of one of the vessels was settled, but 

2 claims of the other eight were tried. It was 
proved that the crews of all the vessels rendered 
services which contributed to the successful salving 
of the vessel:—Held: as all the claimants had 
performed substantial services they were all 
entitled to share in the award; the total sum 
awarded was not to be increased by the fact that 
the numbers of the salvors were increased by their 
working in relays. Though consideration was 
to be taken of special work done or risk incurred 
by individuals, too minute a view of the services 





troopships having picked up a derelict 
barque with a valuable cargo & brought 
her into port, was not allowed by the 
Admiralty authorities to receive any 
allowance by way of salvage.—THE 
JOHN (1872), Y. A. D. 129.—CAN, 


Part I.—Tue Royau Navy. 


of each set of salvors was not to be taken, & the 
services were to be regarded as a whole. 

In making an award the ct. can allow nothing 
for the use of His Majesty’s ships as instruments 
of salvage (HILL, J.).—Tum Aruamas (1917), 119 
L. T.117; 14 Asp. M. L. C. 276. 

Annotation :-—Consd. The Carrie (1917), 119 L. T. 128. 


D. Matters Considered in Making Award. 


62. Number of salvors—On board each of two 
salving ships.|—The only question then is respect- 
ing the apportionment between the salvors so 
allotted. ...In order to make an equitable 
division between the parties entitled, it appears to 
me, that some reference should be had to the 
number of persons on board each of the ships 
(Sin W. Scotrr).—L’EspERANCE (1811), 1 Dods. 
46; 165 E. R. 1227. 

Annotations :—Relid. The Cosmopolitan (1848), 6 Notes of 


Cases, Supp. xvii; Gore v. Bethel, The Inca (1858), 
12 Moo. P. C. C. 189. 


63. —— Increased by working in relays.]—THE 
ATHAMAS, No. 61, ante. 

64. Personal risk.|—In an action entered in 
Nov., for salvage rendered in Apr. by a lieutenant 
of a coastguard station, & four of his boatmen, a 
tender of £50 pronounced for. 

The ingredients of a salvage service are, first, 
enterprise on the salvors in going out in tem- 
pestuous weather to assist a vessel in distress, 
risking their own lives to save their fellow crea- 
tures, & to rescue the property of thcir fellow 
subjects; secondly, the degree of danger & 
distress from which the property is rescued, 
whether it were in imminent peril & almost 
certainly lost if not at the time rescued & pre- 
served ; thirdly, the degree of labour & skill 
which the salvors incur & display & the time 
occupied; lastly, the value. Where all these 
circumstances concur a large & liberal reward 
ought to be given; but where none or scarcely 
any take place the compensation can hardly be 
denominated a salvage compensation ; it is little 
more than a remuneration pro opere et labore 
(Sir J. NictoLti).—THE CuLirron (1834),3 Hag. 
Adm. 117; 166 EB. R. 349. 

Annotations :—-Apld. Arnold v. Cowie, The Glenduror (1871), 

L. Rh. 3 P. C. 589. Refd. The Ardincaple (1834), 3 Hag. 
Adm. 1513; The Lord Dufferin (1849), 7 Notes of Cases, 


Supp. xxxlii; The Samuel (1851), 17 L. T. O. S. 204; 
te The Cleopatra (1878), 3 P. D. 145. 
British 


65. ——.}] — Ships of war assisting 
merchantmen are entitled to salvage for important 
services; but aliter if slight, & not promptly 
demanded. 

To entitle His Majesty’s ships to a salvage 
remuneration for services to a private ship, the 
services must be important, & even then the 
remuneration would be less than to a merchant 
ship; & the same principle applies in war salvage ; 
& for ay reasons: they lose no time; & they 
run no risk of property, both arc at the expense 
of the public. In this case, also, there was no 
special assistance; no bad weather, no personal 
danger; no peculiar skill; no great labour... . 
1 cannot easily describe a case of less salvage merit 
in a ship in the public service (Stn JOHN NICHOLL). 
—TuE RAPID (1838), 3 Hag. Adm. 419; 8 L. T. 
30; 165 E. R. 460. 

Annotations :—Refd. The Iodine (1844), 3 Notes of Cases, 


140; The Samuel (1851), 17 L. T. O. S. 204; The Carrie, 
{1917] P. 224, 


66. -| — The officers & crews of King’s 
ships not debarred from suing as salvors. For risk 
& labour encountered in a salvage service, they 
are entitled to remuneration upon the same footing 
as other salvors.—THE WItsons (1841), 1 Wm. 

J.—VOL. XXXIX. 
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Rob. 172; 1 Notes of Cases, 115; 8 L. T. 582; 
166 BE. R. 537. 
Annotation :—Folld. The Iodine (1844), 3 Notes of Cases, 140. 
67. ——.}— THE DatHovusie (1875), 1 P. D. 
271, n.3; sub nom. THE AZALEBA, 35 L. T. 9, n.;3 
8 Asp. M. L. O. 240, n., 0. A. 
Annotations :——-Refd. The Woosung (Cargo Ex) (1876), 1 
P. D. 260; The Sarpen, [1916] P. 306. 
68. ——.|—THE ATHAMAS, No. 61, ante. 
69. .|—A Spanish steamship ran ashore 
in the Thames Estuary. Several vessels in His 
Majesty’s navy came up & towed at the vessel, & 
she was ultimately got off. Inan action for salvage 
brought by the commanders, officers, & crews of 
the salving vessels to recover salvage, it was 
admitted by defts. that the services were salvage 
services :—Held: in awarding salvage to the 
commanders, officers, & crews of vessels in His 
Majesty’s navy, the responsibility taken by the 
officers in employing the property of His Majesty 
on such a service, the personal risks run by the 
salvors, & the work & skill necessary to perform 
the service, were the matters to be considered ; 
though the services in the case were admitted to 
be salvage, yet, as the work done was no harder & 
no more dangerous than the work the salvors would 
be ordinarily engaged on, the award should not be 
a large one.—TuHE Goruiz (1917), 119 L. T. 123 ; 
14 Asp. M. L. C. 282. 
Annotation :—Refd. The Carrie (1917), 86 L. J. P. 178. 








70. .|—THE CARRIE, No. 30, ante. 

71. Special labour.|—Tue CiirTon, No. 64, ante. 
72. ~ tre Raprp, No. 65, ante. 

73. —THE WixLsons, No. 66, ante. 

74. THE ATHAMAS, No. 61, ante. 

75. —THE GorLIz, No. 69, ante. 

76. —THE CARRIE, No. 30, anie. 

77. Peculiar skill.|—Tur Ciirron, No. 64, ante. 


78. —THeE RAPID, No. 65, ante. 


79. _—-THE Gor1IzZ, No. 69, ante. 

80. Value of property.|—-THE Cuirron, No. 64, 
ante. 

81. Time occupied.]— Tue CLIFTON, No. 64, ane. 

82. ———.]—THE CaRRiIE, No. 30, ante. 


83. Degree of danger.]|—THE CLIFTON, No. 64, 
ante. 

84. Responsibility of officers.} — THe HWELL 
GRovk, No. 31, ante. 

85. |}—TuHE Goriiz, No. 69, ante. 

86. Bad weather.|—-THE RapibD, No. 65, ante. 

87. Damage to vessel.}] —- The Admlty. held 
entitled to repayment for the pay, victualling & 
wear & tear of the King’s ships for the time that 
they were employed upon a service of salvage of 
private treasure lost on board of a King’s ship, & 
that repayment deducted from the amount of 
the money decreed for salvage.—THE THETIS 
(1834), 2 Knapp, 390; 8 L. T. 154; 12 HB. R. 
533, P. C. 

Annotations :—Refd. The Ewell Grove (1835), 3 H 

209; Gore v. Bethel, The Inca (1858), 12 Moo. P. C. C. 

189; The Amérique Nee eg R.6 P. C 468; The Schiller 


(Cargo Kx) (1877), - 145; The Glengyle, [1898] 
P.97; The Tubantia, [1924] P. 78. 





. Adm. 


88. ——.]—THE ALEXANDER ROBERTSON (1842), 
8 L. T. 30. 
89. ———.|_-THE RoSALIE£, No. 44, ante. 


90. Wear & tear of vessel.|——THE ALEXANDER 
ROBERTSON (1842), 8 L. T. 30. 

91. Risk to vessel.|——THE ALEXANDER ROBERT- 
SON (1842), 8 L. T. 30. 

.\—THE EARL OF EGLINTON, No. 45, 
ante. 

93. Hindrance of voyage.]—— THE ALEXANDER 
ROBERTSON (1842), 8 L. T. 30. 

94. Expenditure of stores.]- -THE ALEXANDER 
ROBERTSON (1842), 8 L. T. 30. 
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Sect. 4.—Salvage by King’s ships: Sub-sect. 3, EB. ; 
sub-sect.4. Sects.5 & 6. Part II. Sects. 1, 
2&3. Parts III. & IV.) 


FE. Proceedings for Recovery. 
See, generally, SHIPPING. 
95. Services rendered by subordinate officer— 
Action brought in name of commander.|—THE 
ALEXANDER ROBERTSON (1842), 8 L. T. 30. 


SuB-SEcT. 4.—PRIZE SALVAGE. 
See, generally, PrizE Law, Vol. XXXVILI., 
pp. 673-0678, Nos. 1387-1462. 
Distribution of oe money generally.| —- See 
PRIZE Law, Vol. XXXVII., pp. 681-686, Nos. 
1499-1545. 


Sect. 5.—SALVAGE OF KING'S SHIPS. 
96. Whether remuneration allowed.) — Tur 
eae (1816), cited in 2 Dods. at p. 464; 165 B. I. 


Annotations :—Consd. The Athol (1842), 6 Jur. 376. Refd. 
The Charkieh (1873), L. R. 4 A. & E. 59. 


Sect. 6.—CONVEYANCE OF MERCHANDISE. 

See, now, Naval Discipline Act, 1866 (c. 109), 
s. 32; Freight for Treasure Act, 1819 (c. 25). 

97. Right to freightage — Carriage of public 
treasure.|—The flag officers of a fleet have no right 
to any share in the gratuity of one-half per cent., 
which is given to the captains of : nips of war for 
carrying public treasure on board their ships. 
Nor in the freight received by captains for carrying 
the treasure of individuals—MOoNnTaGu v. JAN- 
VERIN (1811), 3 Taunt. 442; 128 BE. R. 175. 
Annotations :—Apld. Warren v. Shirreff (1816), 5 M. 


32. Consd. The Calypso (1828), 2 Hag. Adm. 209. 
Hatchwell v. Cooke (1816), 6 Taunt. 577. 


98. -|— It is illegal for the com- 
mander of one of His Majesty’s ships of war to 
carry on board her, on freight, the bullion of 
private merchants, without an order from an 
authority competent to command him to perform 
that service. The captain of a King’s ship brought 
home in her public treasure upon the public service, 
& treasure of individuals for his own emolument ; 
he received freight for both, & paid over one-third 
of it, according to an usage heretofore established 
in the Navy, to the admiral under whose command 
he sailed. Discovering that the law does not 
compel captains to pay to admirals one-third of 
the freight; the captain brought an action for 
money had & received, to recover it: back from the 
admiral’s extrix.:—Held: he could not recover 
back the private freight, because the whole of that 
transaction was illegal, nor the public freight, 
because he had paid it with full knowledge of the 
facts, although in ignorance of the law, & because 


& S&S. 
Refd. 








PART I, SECT. 5. 


961i. Whether remuneration allowed.| 


rt 
~Where @ ship is seized for salvage perty of the 


services, & on the hearing of the action 
it is proved that the ship is the pro- 

{ Crown :-——Held: the 
action cannot be maintained since it 


FORCES. 


it was not against conscience for the extrix. to 

retain it.— BRISBANE v. Dacres (1813), 6 Taunt. 

148; 128 E. R. 641. 

Annotations :—Expld. Hatchwell v. Cooke (1816), 6 Taunt. 
577. Refd. King-Hall & Heonoage v. Standard Bank of 
South Africa (1919), 88 L. J. K. B. 1058. Mentd. Andrew 
v. Hancock A 1 Brod. & Bing. 37: Dew v. Parsons 
ete) 2B. & Ald. 562; Hales v. eman (1819), 1 Brod. 

Bing. 391; Goodman v. Savers (1820), 2 Jac. & W. 249 ; 
Morgan v. Palmer (1824), 2 B. & C. 729; Smith v. Alsop 
(1824), M‘Cle. 622; Bramston v. Robins (1826), 4 Bing. 
11; Wilson v. Way (1837), 1 Jur. 637; Parker v. G. W. 

Ry. (1844), 7 Man. & G. 253; Bayley v. Wilkins (1849), 

7c B&B. 886 ; R. v. Treasury Lords Comrs., Re Queen 

Dowager’s Annuity (1851), 15 Jur. 767; Miles v. Scotting 

(1885), Cab. & El. 491; Baylis v. London (Bp.), [1913] 

1 Ch. 127; Maskell v. Horner, [1915}] 3 K. B. 106. 


99. Carriage of private treasure.|—-MONTAGU 
v. JANVERIN, No. 97, ante. 














100. ———.]—- BRISBANE v. Dacres, No. 
98, ante. 
101. |J~-A flag officer commanding 


on a foreign station is not entitled to any share of 
the freight paid by private merchants to the captain 
of a ship of war for conveying private treasure on 
board the ship to this country, in pursuance of 
orders issued to the captain by the flag officer, 
under the authority of the Admlty.—WARREN v. 
SHIRREFF (1816), 5 N. & S. 32; 105 BE. BR. 963. 

102. Carriage of bullion.]}——By Freight 
for Treasure Act, 1819 (c. 25), a custom which up to 
the passing of the Act had existed in the Navy of 
carrying gold, silver, jewels & other articles for 
private merchants & others on board the King’s 
ships was declared to be illegal & prohibited, 
except so far as Orders in Council & Proclamations 
issued under the Act should order & regulate the 
practice & the freight to be paid. On Aug. 10, 
1888, an Order in Council had been issued which 
revoked the Orders then in existence, & that 
Order was annulled by an Order in Council of 
Oct. 26, 1914, & no new Order was subsequently 
made under the Act:—l/eld: as there was no 
Order in Council in existence regulating the pay- 
ment, of the freight, as before stated, a claim for 
freight could not be enforced.—KING-HALL »v. 
STANDARD BANK OF SoutH AFRICA, Lrop., [1919] 
2K.B. 52; 88L. J. K. B. 1058 ; 120 L. T. 688 ; 35 
T. L. R. 324; 14 Asp. M. i. ©. 415. 

103. Liability of commander for loss—Carriage 
of bullion.|—-An action lies against the commander 
of a ship of war who takes the bullion of a private 
merchant on board, for not safely keeping & 
delivering it.—lIODGSON v. FULLARTON (1813), 4 
Taunt. 787; 128 EH. R. 540. 
anes :—Folld. Hatchwell ¢. Cooke (1816), 6 Taunt. 

vo . 


104, .\—The master of a storeship in 
the King’s service took in the bullion of a private 
merchant on freight from Gibraltar to Woolwich :— 
Held: an action lay against him for the loss of the 
bullion.—HATCHWELL v. Cooke (1816), 6 Taunt. 
5773 2 Marsh. 293; 128 BH, R. 1159. 

105. Legality of carriage of private bullion— 
haa authority.|—-BRISBANE v. DAcREs, No. 
98, ante. : 











is impossible to contend that the 
King can be inpleaded in his own cts. 
UNa vw. THE SCOTIA (1903), 8 
Nfld. L. R. App. 1,—NFLD. 


Part 1V.—Navat anp Marines Pay, Pensions anp Prizz Money. 
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Part Il.—The Reserve Naval Forces. 


. Sect. 1.—THE ROYAL NAVAL RESERVE. 

See Royal Naval Reserve (Volunteer) Act, 1859 
(c. 40); Merchant Shipping Act, 1894 (c. 69), 
s. 745; Naval Reserve Act, 1900 (c. 52); Naval 
ro Bet oer aa ea — the Royal 

av. eserve Act, c. 69); 1R 
Officers Act, 1926 (c. 41). ; ca laataaa 

Reservist serving in mercantile marine—Whether 
saat to Pere arse under Workmen’s Com- 

ensation Acts.|—See Master & SERVANT, Vol. 

XXIV., p. 244, No. 2078. 7 


SEcT. 2.—COLONIAL NAVAL FORCES 
See Colonial Naval Defence Acts, 1865 (c. 14); 
1909 (c. 19); Naval Discipline (Dominion Naval 
Horces) Act, 1911 (c. 47). 


Part II1l.—The 


See Royal Marines Act, 1847 (c. 63); Royal 
Marines Act, 1857 (c. 1); Naval Forces Act, 1903 
(c. 6), s8.2,3; Army Act, 1881 (c. 58), ss. 179, 190; 
Royal Marines Act, 1916 (c. 23); Naval, Military 
& Air Force Service Act, 1919 (c. 15), s. 1 (1), (2); 


See Naval Volunteers Act, 1853 (c. 73), ss. 13—17 ; 
Coastguard Act, 1925 (c. 88); Admiralty Pensions 
Act, 1921 (c. 39), s. 3. 

106. Right to salvage.])—-Tue Ciirron, No. 64, 
ante. 

107. -|—Under 9 & 10 Vict. c. 99, the ct. 
is empowered to award remuneration for salvage 
of life. Coastguardsmen are entitled to salvage 
reward ; for although it is a part of their duty to 
save life & property, it is a duty for which they 
should be paid.—SILVER BULLION (1854), 2 Kec. 
& Ad. 70; 164 KE. R. 312; sub nom. THE Sin 
ROBERT PEEL, 8 L. T. 335. 

Annotation :—Mentd. The Dictator, [1892] P. 304. 

Salvage by King’s ships.|—See Part I., Sect. 4, 

ante, 





Royal Marines. 


Army (Annual) Act, 1914 (c. 2),8.6; Army & Air 
Force (Annual) Act, 1925 (c. 25), s. 14; Army & 
Air Force (Annual) Act, 1926 (c. 6); Statutory 
Rules & Orders, 1919, No. 272. 


Part IV.—Naval and Marines Pay, Pensions and Prize 
Money. 


see Pensions Act, 1839 (c. 51), s. 243 Naval & 
Marine Pay & Pension Act, 1865 (c. 73); Green- 
wich Hospital Acts, 1865 (c. 89); 1869 (c. 44); 
1872 (c. 67); 1883 (c. 82); 1885 (c. 42); 1898 
(c. 24); 1921 (c. 41); Naval Agency & Distribu- 
tion Act, 1864 (c. 24), s. 15; Naval Prize Acts, 
1864 (c. 25); 1918 (c. 30); Naval Knights of 
Windsor (Dissolution) Act, 1892 (c. 34); Naval 
Medical Compassionate Fund Act, 1915 (c. 28); 
Pensions (Increase) Acts, 1920 (c. 36) ; 1924 (c. 32); 
Lunacy Act, 1890 (c. 5), s. 3353; Bankruptcy Act, 
1914 (c. 59), s. 51(1), (2); Soldiers & Sailors 
(Gifts for Land Settlement) Act, 1916 (c. 60); 
Disabled Men (Facilities for Employment) Act, 
1919 (c. 22) ; Admiralty Pensions Act, 1921 (c. 39) ; 
Statutory Rules & Orders, 1915, No. 769; 1916, 
Nos. 170, 172, 744; 1919, No. 884. 

108. No vested right in half-pay — Deductions 
made in pursuanee of general order--Mandamus 
to compel restoration of sums deducted.|—-Deduc- 
tions having been made from a naval officer’s 
half-pay in pursuance of a general order from the 
Adnity., application was made on his behalf to 
have the amount of such deduction restored, & 
the Lords of the Admlty. stated, in answer, that 
they had given directions for restoring it. 
wards they retracted this consent, giving as a 
reason that it would subject them to many 
Similar applications. 


After- | 


After the officer’s death, | 


his administratrix moved for a mandamus to the 
Lords of the Admlty. to restore the deducted sums, 
on the ground that they had admitted the right 
to them & the possession of applicable funds :— 
Held: there was no vested right in the half-pay, 
entitling the administratrix to a mandamus.— 
Le p. RIickETTs (1836), 4 Ad. & El. 999; 6 Nev. 
& M. K. B. 523; 111 EB. R. 1059. 

Annotations :--Mentd. Re De Bode (1838), 6 Dowl. 776; R. 


v. Treasury lords Comrs., He Queen Dowager’s Annuity 
Se aes v. Admiralty Lords Comrs. 


(1851), 15 Jur. 767 ; 
1851),17 L. T. 0.8 

Avallability for distribution among bankruptcy 
creditors generally.|—-See BANKRUPTCY, Vol. V., 
pp. 928, 929, Nos. 7602, 7604-7606. 

Assignability of prize money.|—See CHOSES IN 
ActTIon, Vol. VIII., pp. 435, 436, Nos. 127-132. 

Assignability of pay, pensions, etc., generally.|— 
See CHOSES IN AcTion, Vol. VIII., pp. 436-439, 
Nos. 135-139, 142-149, 151, 158-163. 

Attachment for satisfaction of debts generally.| — 
See EXECUTION, Vol. XXI., pp. 634, 635, Nos. 
21538, 2157, 2158. 

Assessment of damages for negligence—-Whether 
loss of pension ea NEGLIGENCE, Vol. 
XXXVI., p. 140, No. 943. 

Prize bounty.]—See Prize Law, Vol. XXXVII., 
pp. 678-681, Nos. 1463-1498. 

Distribution of prize money.|—See Prize Law, 
Vol. XXXVII., pp. 681-686, Nos. 1499-1545. 

2Y 
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Part V.—The 


SrecT. 1.—ENLISTMENT AND SERVICE. 

109. Officer—— Whether entitled to resign.|— 
Military officers in East India co.’s service cannot 
resign when they please.— PARKER v. CLIVE (LORD) 
(1769), 4 Burr. 2419; 98 EB. R. 267. 

Annotations :-—Apld. Vertue v. Clive (1769), 4 Burr. ed 


Consd. R. v. Cuming, Ex f; Hall (1887), 19 Q. B. D. 
Distd. Hearson v. Churchill (1892), 61 L. J. Q. B. 569. 


110. -.|—The right to resign must 
depend upon the particular circumstances of each 
particular case. All arises from the nature of the 
service (LORD MANSFIELD, C.J.).—VERTUE Uv. 
CLIVE (LORD) (1769), 4 Burr. 2472; 98 E. R. 296. 


Annotations :-—Consd. R. v. Cuming, Ez p. Hall (1887), 19 
Q. B. ee Refd. Hearson v. Churchill (1892), 61 L. J. 
. 569. 


Q. B 

111. Liability to dismissal at will.]|—In 
1846 T., an army surgeon, was appointed by the 
Secretary for War to the ‘‘ permanent medical 
charge of the military prison at Dublin,’ & 
continued to discharge the duties of that office 
until 1874, when he was compulsorily retired on 
half pay, whereby he became ineligible to hold the 
office. T. presented a petition of right alleging that 
he was by the terms of his appointment entitled to 
hold it during his life, or until incapacitated by 
infirmity or misconduct :—Held: the appoint- 
ment was made subject to the rules of the service 
in accordance with which every military officer is 
liable to dismissal at any moment, at the will & 
pleasure of the Crown.—Re TUENELL (1876), 3 
Ch. D. 164; 45 L. J. Ch. 731; 34 L. T. 8388; 24 
W. RR. 915. 
Annotations :—Consd. Grant _v. Secretary of State for India 

eee ae P. D. 445. Mentd. Cooper v. R. (1880), 14 


112. -|— The statement of claim in 
an action against the members of the Army 
Council for wrongfully procuring pltf.’s dismissal 
from the army, or, alternatively, for having wrong- 
fully coerced & intimidated him into resigning 
his commission, struck out on the ground that it 
disclosed no reasonable cause of action.—Woopbs 
v. LYTTELTON yreo8) 25 T. L. R. 665, C. A. 
sa baie ‘—Refd. Heddon v. Evans (1919), 35 T. L. R. 














Whether Gazette evidence of appointment.] 
Ber EVIDENCE, Vol. XXII., p. 324, Nos. 3189, 

113. Enlistment of soldier—-What constitutes 
enlistment— Receipt of enlistment money.}] — In 
an action of trespass against a military officer 
having command of a military prison for imprison- 
ing pltf., deft. pleaded not guilty by statute, & at 
the trial set up under the 20th Article of War, that 
it was his duty to receive & keep any prisoner 
committed to his charge by any officer or non- 
commissioned officer, who should at the same time 
deliver an account in writing, signed by himself, 
of the crime with which the prisoner is charged, & 
that pitf. has been so committed to his authority 
on a charge of desertion:—Held: (1) the 20th 
Article of War applies only to a person who, 
under 13 & 14 Vict. c. 5, either is, or is to be deemed 
to be a soldier; (2) the authority to make a valid 
enlistment may be presumed in case of a person 
employed in the recruiting service, without 
evidence that such person is an attested soldier ; 
(3) if a person receives the enlistment money, 
knowing it to be such, from a person employed 
in the recruiting service he is a soldier for the 
purpose of punishment for desertion, even though 


Royal ForckEs. 


Regular Army. 


he have not been attested; (4) the legality of 
enlistment does not depend upon the putting to 
the recruit the questions prescribed by 13 & 14 
Vict. c. 5, 8. 55, but on the reception by him of 
enlistment money, knowing it to be such; (5) a 
soldier employed in the recruiting service who 
enlists a recruit on a Sunday, is not a person 
following his ordinary calling within Sunday 
Observance Act, 1677 (c. 7); (6) deft. was not 
deprived of the benefit of the 20th Article of War 
by reason of pltf. not having been carried before a 
justice of the peace, & committed by him, before 
being taken to deft. as commanding officer of the 
guard.—_ WOLTON v. GAVIN (1850), 16 Q. B. 48; 
20 L. J. Q. B. 73; 15 Jur. 329; 117 EB. BR. 794; 
sub nom. WALTON v. GAVIN, 16 L. T. O. 8. 300; 14 
etter ld. Wolt Freoze (1851), 18 
ions :— . on_v. Free , 
ak ia oar ia 68. aire len ie Mentd. R. v. Roberts (1878), 

38 L. T. 690. 

114. ——- ——— —-—.]—_ A person knowingly 
accepted the enlistment shilling from a soldier who 
was not attested, but was acting under the orders 
of the recruiting serjeant. He then absented 
himself but was found & taken before a magistrate. 
The magistrate heard the case, but refused to com- 
mit or discharge him, & he was then sent to the 
civil prison, & from thence removed to the military 
guard-room, & there detained. Qu.: whether an 
action would lie for false imprisonment against the 
officer in command. 

The evidence shows that pltf. was fully enlisted, 
he was, therefore, liable to military law (LORD 
CAMPBELL, C.J.).—WOLTON v. FREEZE (1851), 13 
L. T. O. S. 158, N. P.3 subsequent proceedings, sub 
nom. WALTON v. I'ries, 18 L. T. O. 8. 224. 

115. Legality of enlistment on Sunday.|— 
WOLTON v. GAVIN, No. 113, ante. 

116. Right to affirm.]—<A person pre- 
senting himself for military service is entitled to 
make an affirmation instead of taking the oath. 
If a recruiting officer refuses to accept a man for 
enlistment because the man declares himself to 
be an atheist & wishes to affirm & will not take 
the oath, such refusal constitutes a rejection 
within 5 & 6 Geo. 5, c. 104, sched. I., para. 6.— 
TOWLER v. SutTron (1916), 86 L. J. K. B. 46; 
115 L. T. 8386; 80 J.P. 461; 33 7T. L. R. 27; 14 
L. G. R. 1154. D. C. 

Apprentice.|—-See MaAsrer & SERVANT, 
Vol. XXXIV., pp. 508, 516, 521, Nos. 4225, 
4328, 4387. 
Infant.]—— Sce INFANTS, Vol. XXVIII., 
pp. 257, 258, Nos. 1124, 1125. 
Infant ward of court.|- -See INFANTs, Vol. 
XXVIII., p. 338, Nos. 2055, 2056. 

117. Discharge of soldier— Refusal to accept 
affirmation.|—-TOWLER v. SUTTON, No. 116, ante. 

118. Entry on medical history sheet.!|— 
On Dec. 10, 1915, B. attested as a recruit under 
the Derby Group Scheme, & took the oath of 
allegiance. Heserved for one day with the Colours 
& received a day’s pay. On Dec. 11 he was trans- 
ferred to the Army Reserve. He was not medi- 
cally examined before his attestation or transfer to 
the Reserve. On Mar. 1, 1916, he was medically 
examined. As a result, his medical history sheet 
was stamped with the words, ‘‘ Not accepted, 
medically unfit,’’ & above the signature of the 
medical officer was written, ‘‘ unfit, deafness.’’ 
After the medical examination the recruiting officer 
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gave him a document, in which there were spaces 
for his name, the class of service for which he had 
been found fit, the unit to which he had been 
posted, & the officer to whom he had been ordered 
to report. With the exception of applt.’s name, 
none of these spaces were filled up, but the words 
‘Not accepted, medically unfit’? were stamped 
across them. This document was signed by the 
recruiting officer. The words ‘‘ medically unfit ”’ 
were also written across B.’s attestation paper. 
B. was therefore sent home without having been 
posted to any unit. He was not given any 
certificate of discharge, nor did his name appear 
in the discharge book of his recruiting area. On 
Dec. 23, 1916, a notice was served on him requiring 
him to present himself for medical re-examination 
on Jan. 9,1917. He ignored this notice, & also a 
further notice calling upon him to rejoin the 
Jolours on Jan. 22 :—Held: when B. signed the 
declaration in his attestation paper & took the 
oath of allegiance he was to be deemed to be 
enlisted in His Majesty’s Regular Forces, & the 
proceedings on Mar. 1, 1916, did not constitute a 
discharge therefrom.—Boors v. Envy (1917), 86 
L. J. K. B. 659; 116 L. T. 307; 81 J. P. 129; 
33 T. L. R. 272; 15 L. G. R. 484, D. C. 

119. Rejection by recruiter without 
examination.|—On Nov. 25, 1915, applt. offered 
himself as a recruit at the same time informing the 
recruiter that he had been rejected on Sept. 4, 
1914. The recruiter after referring to his records 
wrote on the appropriate form ‘ not accepted,”’ 
signed the form & handed it to applt.:—Weld: 
as the recruiter made no kind of examination 
he had not exercised the authority vested in him 
under Regulations for Recruiting, 1912 (with 
amendments to Aug. 31, 1914), reg. 102; applt. was 
not validly rejected & was not within the exception 
from military service contained in 5 & 6 Geo. 5, 
c. 104, Sched. I., para. 6.—WALDER v. TURNER, 
[1917] 1K. B.39; 85 L. J. K. B. 1570; 115 L. T. 
550; 80 J.P. 405; 33 T. L. R21; 143. G.R. 
1094, D. C. 

Military service of aliens.|—See Army Act, 1881 
(c. 58), 8. 95. 
Declaration of alienage by person of dual 
nationality..—See ALIENS, Vol. II., p. 192, Nos. 
534-538. 

120. Spreading reports prejudicial to recruiting 
——Time for commencement of proceedings.}— 
KAYE 1. Conk, No. 20, ante. 








SEcT. 2.— DISCIPLINE. 

See Army Act, 1881 (c. 58), ss. 175, 176; 
Territorial Army & Militia Act, 1921 (c. 37), 8. 3, 
ante 1., Army & Air Force (Annual) Act, 1924 

c. 5), 8. 4. 

121. Persons subject to military law——-Canteen 
steward appointed by commanding officer.|—A 
canteen steward appointed by the commanding 
officer of the district, acting under a committee 
consisting of three officers, & having no interest 
in the profits of the canteen, but receiving such pay 
or allowance as the committee may think fit to 
award him, & being liable to dismissal at the 
pleasure of the committee, though performing 
no military duty, wearing no uniform, bearing 
no arms, & having free ingress & egress at his 
pleasure to & from the barracks, is still a person 
Subject to military law within Army Act, 1881 
(c. 58), 8. 176 (4).—Re Fuint (1885), 15 Q. B. D. 
nee By J. P. 454; sub nom. Ex p. Frint, 33 W. R. 

»D.C, 


122. ‘Volunteer being trained with regular 
forces.|—_Plt{. was a member of a volunteer corps, 
which was trained & exercised with a portion of 
the regular forces at Shorncliffe Camp under an 
order of the War Office, forming a volunteer 
brigade for the purpose of such training & excercise 
during the period Aug. 1 to Aug. 8, 1896. Upon 
the latter day, while preparations were going on 
for the departure of the voluntecrs from the camp, 
he was charged with larceny from a comrade. 
The adjutant of the corps gave orders that he 
should be taken under arrest with the baggage 
guard to Shorncliffe Station, & thence to Boxmoor 
Station in the special military train which was on 
that day to convey the corps home, & that on 
arrival at the latter station he should be taken to 
Hemel Hempstead, where he lived, & handed over 
to the police authority there. Pltf. was accord- 
ingly taken under arrest to Shorncliffe Station, & 
three of his comrades were there told off to form 
his escort in the train & to take him from Boxmoor 
Station to Hemel Hempstead, & there hand him 
over to the police, which they did. In an action 
against them for assault & false imprisonment :— 
Held: by Army Act, 1881 (c. 58), s. 176, the 
members of the corps were subject to military law 
from the time when they fell in on Aug. 1 for the 
purpose of proceeding to the camp to be trained & 
exercised with the regulars until on their return 
home on Aug. 8 they were dismissed ; & pltf. & 
defts. were therefore subject to military law at the 
time when defts. did the acts complained of, which 
were consequently justified under Army Act, 1881 
(c. 58), ss. 41 & 45.—Marxks v. Froariey, [1898] 
1 Q. B. 888; 67 L. J. Q. B. 605; 78 1. T. 807 ; 
46 W. BR. 548; 147. L. R. 3933; 42 Sol. Jo. 507 ; 
19 Cox, C. ©. 91, C. A. 

Annotations :-—Apld. R. v. Army Council, Ex p. Ravenscroft, 


[1917] 2 K. B. 504. Refd. Fraser v. Hamilton (1917), 
oe L. R. 431; Heddon vw. Evans (1919), 35 T. I. R. 


——.|—See Army (Amendment) Act, 1915 (c. 26), 
8.43 Naval Forces (Service on Shore) Act, 1916 
(c. 101); Volunteer Act, 1916 (c. 62), s. 1. 

123. Desertion——Duty of officer of guard to 
receive party charged.|—-WOLTON v. GAvIN, No. 
113, ante. 

124, Expense of conveying deserter to 
gaol.}|—A justice before whom a deserter is brought 
& committed to the county gaol, may, if the deserter 
is unable to bear the charges himself, direct the 
expenses of conveying him thither to be paid, by 
the treasurer of the county, to the constable of the 
parish who found & apprehended him in the parish, 
& conveyed him to the gaol.—R. v. PIERCE (1814), 
3M. &S. 62; 105 BK. R. 534. 

125. Proof of desertion.]-——- Upon a charge 
under Mutiny Act, 1867 (c. 13), s. 81, for aiding a 
deserter in concealing himself, it is sufficient 
evidence of the person being a deserter, that such 
person had in point of fact acted as a soldier, & 
had left his regiment with the intention of not 
returning to it.—Ram v. TaFE (1868), 33 J. P. 38. 

126. Jurisdiction of civil court.|—DAWKINS v. 
ROKEBY (LORD), No. 281, post. 

127. ———-.|—A civil ct. has no power to inter- 
vene in matters affecting the regulation of military 
conduct, or in matters of military law affecting the 
rules laid down for the guidance of officers or the 
military discipline prescribed for them.—R. v. 
ARMY CouNCIL, Ex ». RAVENSCROFT, [1917] 2 
K.B.504; 86L.J.K. B. 1087; 117 L. T. 306; 33 


T. L. R. 887, D. C. 
Are :—Consd. Heddon v. Evans (1919), 35 T. L. R. 


128. .|—FRASER Vv. BALFOUR, No. 26, ante. 
———.] —See Part X., Sect. 4, 
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Sect. 2.—Discipline. Sect. 3: Sub-sects, 1 & 2. 


Sects. 4 & 5.] 


Action for damages against military authorities.] 
—-See Part IX., Sect. 1, sub-sect. 2, post. 

Arrest by constable under Army Act, 1881 (c. 58), 
5. 156 (2) .|—See CRIMINAL Law, Vol. XIV., p. 183, 
No. 1620. 

Incitement to mutiny.|——See CRIMINAL LAw, Vol. 
XV., p. 638, Nos. 6795-6798. 

Detaining army stores.]—See CRIMINAL LAW, Vol. 
XV., p. 717, No. 7758. 

Martial law generally.!—See CONSTITUTIONAL 
Law, Vol. XI., pp. 535, 536, Nos. 379-386. 

Courts martial.|—See Part X., Sect. 2, post. 





Sect. 3.—PAY AND PENSIONS. 
SuB-sEcT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 


See Army Act, 1881 (c. 58), ss. 136-142. 

129. Service in colonial contingent — Service 
with Crown.|—Service in the army or in colonial 
contingents incorporated with the army is service 
under the King, & the King is paymaster, whether 
the supplies are granted by the Imperial or a 
Colonial Legislature.—WILLIAMS v. HOWARTH, 
[1905] A.C. 551; 741. J.P.C.115; 938 L. T. 115; 
21 7T. L. R. 670, P. C. 

Annotation :—Refd. Leaman v. N., [1920] 3 K. B. 663. 

180. Power of Crown to stop— Half-pay of 
officer.|—-The King may at any time stop the half- 
pay of an officer in the army by signifying his 
pleasure that it shall be no longer eae 

The Pay Office cannot stop for the debt due to 
agent (LORD KENYON).—MACDONALD v, STEELE 
(1793), Peake, 233; 170 EH. R. 140, N. P. 

131. Right of Pay Office to stop—For debt due 
to agent.|—-MACDONALD v. STEELE, No. 130, ante. 

132. Whether assignable—-Wound pension — 
Injunction.!|—A retired officer of the army, entitled 
to a pension granted by the Crown, in consideration 
of wounds received by him while in the service, 
assigned it for valuable consideration, & pursuant 
to his covenant in the deed of assignment, exe- 
cuted to the assignee a power of attorney, in the 
form required by the War Office, to enable him to 
receive the same. ‘The pension was expressed in 
the warrant granting it, to be payable ‘“ until 
further order,’ & at the foot of the form of declara- 
tion issued by the Paymaster-General, to be filled 
up & signed by the grantee on applying for pay- 
ment of the quarterly instalments of the pension, 
were these words: ‘‘ This allowance cannot be 
assigned as security for a loan of money.” The 
assignor, after allowing the assignee of the pension, 
by means of the power of attorney pxeoted to him, 
to receive two quarterly instalments of the annuity, 
revoked the power, & thenceforth received it 
himself. The ct. on motion by the assignee, 
granted an injunction to restrain the assignor from 
receiving the pension, & from executing any power 
of attorney authorising any person other than 
pltf. to receive it.—K NIGHT v. BULKELEY (1858), 
27 L. J. Ch. 592; 31 L. T. O. 8. 210; 4 Jur. N.S. 
527; 6 W. KR. 610; subsequent proceedings, (1859), 
83 L. T. O. 8. 7. 
an :—Refd. Dent v. Dent (1867), L. Rt. 1 P. & D. 

——.]—See CHOSES IN AcTION, Vol. VIII., pp. 
486-489, Nos, 1386-138, 142-146, 148, 149, 158-163. 

Whether appropriated for benefit of creditors— 
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bh. Whether action lies.]—- A member 
of the military forces in Victoria 
has no civil right in respect of ‘* pay ”’ C, 





against the Crown. 
Ki, (1895), 21 V. L. R. 584.—AUS, Africa 
.}—Pltf. was enrolled in New 


FORCES. 


Retired pay.]|—See Bankruptcy, Vol. V., pp. 928- 

930, Nos. 7602, 7604, 7606, 7607, 7614. 

183. Whether receiver appointed—In respect of 
pension.|— ‘The pension of an officer of Her 
Majesty’s forces, being by Army Act, 1881 (c. 58), 
s. 141, made inalienable by the voluntary act, 
of the person entitled to it, cannot be taken in 
execution even though such pension be given 
solely in respect of past services, & the officer 
cannot again be called upon to serve :—Held: an 
order appointing a receiver of such pensions was 
bad.—Lvucas v. Harris (1886), 18 Q. B. D. 127; 
56L. J.Q.B.15; 55 1L. T. 658; 515. P. 261; 35 
W.R. 112; 3 T. L. R. 106, C. A. 

Annotations :—Apld. Crowe v. Price (1889), 22 Q. B. D. 429. 
Distd. Holmes v. Mittage (1893), 9 T. L. lt. 217. Consd. Re 
Saunders, Hx P: Saunders, [1895] 2 Q. B. 424; Re Goudie, 
Ex p. Official Recoiver v. Strand (1896), 3 Mans. 224. 

Refd. Apthorpe v. Aptho 6 (1887), 57 L. T. 618; Harris 

vw. Boauchamp, [1894] 1 Q. B. 801; Jones v. Coventry, 

{1909] 2 K. B. 1029. Mentd. Minter v. Kent, Sussex & 

General Land Soe. (1895), 72 L. T. 186; Tilling v. Blythe, 

veru tr Q. B. 557; Hollinshead v. Hazleton, [1916] 1 


134. .}—A sum standing in the 
Bkpcy. Estates Account at the Bank of England 
to the credit of the judgment debtor, a retired 
deputy-commissary in the army, on the annulment 
of his bkpcy., consisted partly of a sum paid to the 
trustee out of the retired pay of the judgment 
debtor, partly of a sum paid to the trustee out of 
money paid by the Paymaster-General in respect 
of the commutation of a part of his retired pay :— 
Held: the judgment creditor was entitled to an 
order for the appointment of a receiver in respect 
of the sum arising from commutation money, but 
not in respect of the sum arising from retired pay.— 
CROWE v. PRICE (1889), 22 Q. B. D. 429; 58 
L. J. Q. B. 215; 60 L. T. 915; 53 J. P. 3893; 37 
W.R. 424; 5 T. L. R. 280, C. A. 

Annotation :—Consd. Jones v. Coventry, [1909] 2 K. B. 1029. 

135. In respect of commutation money.]— 
CROWE v. PRICE, No. 134, ante. 

136. False declaration on claim for separation 
allowance.|—A woman made a declaration that 
her son allowed her £2 a week before his enlistment. 
The son’s wages were 308. a week, & a small annual 
commission on sales, the employer being a draper 
with whom the son “lived in.’”’ There was no 
other evidence of the son’s means ; he was abroad 
on military service, & could not be called ; but his 
mother had requested the employer to over-state 
the amount of the wages:—Held: there was 
sufficient evidence to make a primd facie case for 
the decision of the justices.—HIGGON v. EVANS 
(1917), 61 Sol. Jo. 710. 

Liability to execution.|—See EXECUTION, Vol. 
XXI., pp. 634, 635, Nos. 2157, 2158. 

What constitutes pay for purpose of maintenance 
of Le ead HusBAND & WIFE, Vol. XXVII., 
p. 511, Nos. 5496, 5497. 

Contract for civilian remuneration during war- 
time service.|—-See Master & SERVANT, Vol. 
XXXIV., p. 85, Nos. 627, 630. 

Commutation of pensions.|—See Pension Com- 
mutation Acts, 1871 (c. 88), 1882 (c. 44). 

Military savings banks.|—-See Military Savings 
Bank Act, 1859 (c. 20). 











SUB-SECT. 2.—RECOVERY OF PAY AND 
PENSIONS. 
137. Action to recover arrears of pay—Right of 
paymaster to set off overpayments—Overpayments 


or ‘‘ salary ’? which can be enforced South Wales for service with the 


-— GILLESPIE v. New South Wales Contingent in South 
at 103. a day, the rate of pa 


i 
fixed by a general order. He serve 
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made for long period.|—The paymaster of a 
military corps had given credit in account to an 
officer in that corps from Jan. 1, 1817 to Nov. 5, 
1820, for certain increased pay, erroneously 
supposed to be granted hy a general order of 
Aug. 27, 1806, to an officer of his situation, & a 
statement of that account was delivered to the 
officer in 1821. In Dec. 1816, the paymasters 
were informed by the board of ordnance that the 
increased pay granted by the order of 1806 would 
not be allowed to persons in the situation of the 
officer in question. The paymasters did not 
communicate this information to the officer until 
1821, & subsequently to that time they continued 
to receive his pay. In an action brought by his 
personal representative to recover such pay :— 
Held: it was not competent to the paymaster 
to retain any of such surmms of money on account 
of the sums which they had credited him for by way 
of increased pay, & which they had allowed him to 
consider his own for so long a period of time.— 
SKYRING v. GREENWOOD (1825), 4 B. & C. 281; 6 
Dow. & Ry. K. B. 401; 107 BE. BR. 1064. 
Annotations :—Reid. Higes v. Scott (1849), 7 C. B. 63; 

Deutsche Bank (London Agency) v. Beriro (1895), 73 

L. 'l. 669; Baker v. Courage (1909), 101 L. VT. 8543; Holt 

v. Markham, (1923]1 K. B. 504. entd. Bate v. Lawrence 

(1844), 2 Dow. & L. 83; Parrott v. Anderson (1851), 7 Exch. 

93; It.v. Treasury Lords, 7te Queen Dowayer’s Annuity 

(1851), 20 L. J. Q. B. 305; Townsend v. Crowdy (1860), 8 

OC. B. N. 8. 477; Cave v. Mills (1862), 7 H. & N. 913; 

Swan v. North British Australasian Co. (1862), 7 H. & N. 

603; Do Cordova v. De Cordova (1879), 4 App. Cas. 

692 ; Daniell v. Sinclair (1881), 6 App. Cas. 181; Miles v. 

Seotting (1885), Cab. & Hl. 491; KR. v. Blenkinsop, 

[1892] 1 Q. B. 43: Jones v. Waring & Gillow, [1926] 

A.C, 670; British & North Kuropean Bank v. Zalzstein, 

f1927) 2 K. 3B. 92. 

138. Whether mandamus lies— To discharge 
arrears.|—An officer commanding forces of Her 
Majesty & of the Hast India co., in India, has no 
such legal right, by statute or otherwise, to his pay, 
as entitles him, in the absence of any specific 
undertaking or acknowledgment, to a mandamus 
calling upon the co. to discharge arrears ; though 
he has always received his pay from the co., & 
their practice has been to discharge it monthly. 
—Hz p. NAPIER (1852), 18 Q. B. 692; 21L.J.Q.B. 
332; 17 Jur. 380; 118 E. R. 2613; sub nom. 
R. v. Hast INpIA Co., Bx p. NAPIER, 19 1. 'T. O.S. 
214. 

Annotations :—Consd. Grant v. Sccretary of State for India 
(1877), 2 C P.D. 445. Apld. Rh. v. Secretary of State for 
War, [1891] 2 Q. B. 326. 

To compel fulfilment of rcyal warrant.|— 

See CROWN PRACTICE, Vol. XVI., pp. 303, 304, 

No. 1162. 

139. Whether petition of right lies—For arrears 
of pension-—Alleged miscalculation.]|—Pctitioncr, 
a retired army officer, alleged that a pension to 
which he was entitled was being, & had been, 
calculated upon a wrong basis, & claimed a declara- 
tion that the pension be calculated in the manner 
submitted by petitioner, & that any arrears found 
to be due to hiin upon such revised calculation 
be paid to him. Demurrer by the Crown that the 
petition disclosed no right, legal or equitable, 
cognisable by the ct. :—Held: the demurrer was 
good, & the petition must be dismissed on that 





with the Contingent in South Afrioa, 
& was paid 48. 6d. per day by the 
Imperial Govt. He claimed in addi- 
tion the full rate of 10s. a day from tho 
New South Wales Govt. :—Held: 
as was in the service of the King, 

it was immaterial by whom he was 
paid the 10s. a day, & therefore he was 
not entitled to more than the balance 
after giving credit for the 4s. 6d. 
received from the Imperial Govt.— 
WILLIAMS v. HowarTnm (1905), 21 
LT; L. R. 670, P, C.—AUS. 


over 
171.—CAN. 


sumn—Right o 


d. -——.]— No action will lie by 
an officer against the paymaster of 
his regiment for his pay, when the 
paymaster is directed 
by the commanding o 
ELLIOTT v. HALL (1838), 1 Ont. Dig. 


_6. Pension commuted— Death of pen- 
sioner before rage dates of commutation 
executo 


McoCoRRISTON, [1926] 4 D. L. 
—CAN. 


327 


ground.—YORKE v. R., [1915] 1 K. B. 852; 84 
L. J. K. B. 947; 112 1. T. 3185; 31 T. L. R. 


220. 
Annotation :-—Expld. Wigg v. A.-G. for Irish Free State 
{1927] A. C. 674. 


.]—See CROWN PRACTICE, Vol. XVI., p. 240, 
Nos. 357, 358. 


en. 





Sect. 4.—IMPRESSMENT OF CARRIAGES. 
See Army Act, 1881 (c. 58), ss. 112-114; & 
Army Annual Acts, 1882-1927. 
Effect of taking control of railways.|— Sce 
CARRIERS, Vol. VIII., pp. 144, 145, No. 951. 


Sect. 5.—BILLETING. 

See Army Act, 1881 (c. 58), ss. 30, 103-111, 
119-121, 181, 187, 190. 

140. On whom troops billetable—Lodging house 
keeper.|—A house for the reception of boarders & 
lodgers, with stabling for their horses, is not an 
inn, or alehouse, or public-house, on which soldiers 
can be quartered.—PARKER v. FLINT (1698), 12 
Mod. Rep. 254; 88 KE. R. 1303; sub nom. PARK- 
HOUSE v. Forster, 5 Mod. Rep. 427; sub nom, 
PARKHURST v. FOSTER, Carth. 417; 1 Ld. Raym. 


479; 1 Salk. 387. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Scot v. Shepherd (1773), 3 Wils. 403 ; 
Deane v. Clayton (1817), 1 Moore, C. P. 203; Holder v. 
pouty 800), 8 C. B. N.S. 2543 R. ve. Rymer (1877), 25 

. RAS. 


141. Victualling house keeper—Billet list 
not conclusive as to numbers.|—There is a statu- 
tory obligation under Army Act, 1881 (c. 58), 
s. 103, on the constable in charge at any place 
mentioned in the route issued to the commanding 
officer of any portion of Her Majesty’s regular 
forces to give billets for all the otticers, soldiers, 
& horses mentioned in the route, & for whom 
quarters are required; & the billet list made out 
under Army Act, 1881 (c. 58), s. 107, by the police 
authority of any such place is not conclusive as to 
the number of officers, soldiers, or horses for whom 
the keeper of a vitualling house shown in the list 
may be required to find accommodation on an 
emergency. Such list merely determines the 
proportion in which the billets are to be dis- 
tributed among the keepers of vitualling houses, & 
does not relieve them from their liability to take 
in, or otherwise find accommodation for, according 
to the proportions shown in the list, any number 
for whom quarters are required.—SHARRATT wv. 
Scotnery, [1892] 2 Q. B. 479; 67 L. T. 472; 56 
J. P. 680; 40 W. R. 645; 8 T. L. R. 560; 36 
Sol. Jo. 504, D.C. 

142. Right to billet horses-—— Though furnished 
by contract.|——Horses employed in drawing artillery 
are billetable under 19 Geo. 3, c. 16, whether they 
belong to the Ordnance or are furnished for the 
service by contract.—READ v. WILLAN (1780), 2 
Doug. K. B. 422; 99 E.R. 271. 

143. Duty of innkeeper to receive.| — 
Where justices of the peace are required by a penal 











f. Right of Chelsea Hospital Com- 
missioners--To forfeit pension—Mis- 


conduct of pensioner. }—MAKIN v. LORD 
not to pay it ApvocaTsE (1898), 25 R. (Ct. of Sess.) 
cer.— 1769; 35 Sc, L. R. 574.—SCOT. 


PART V. SECT. 5. 


g. On whom troops billetable — On 
unmarricd woman—Billets required for 
large number of troops.}—BOSWELL v, 
CUPAR MAGISTRATES (1804), 13 Fac. 
Coll. 397 ; Mor. Dict. 13083.—SCOT. 


r to it gt v 


2, 1086. 
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Sect. 5.—Billeting. Part VI. Sects.1&2. Parts 
VII., VIII. & IX. Sect. 1: Sub-sects. 1 & 


Roya 


statute to distribute the penalty on conviction 
among certain persons according to their discretion, 
an adjudication that the forfeiture be rat aati 
as the law directs is bad, & the ct. will quash the 
conviction. ‘The justices ought to have adjudged 
what the several proportions should be. Qu.: 
whether ale house keepers be bound to receive 
horses as well as soldiers quartered on them.— 
R. v. Dimpsey, R. v. Potts (1787), 2 Term Rep. 
96; 100 E. R. 52. 

Annotation :—Mentd. R. v. Seale (1807), 8 East, 568. 


FORCES. 


144. Right of Foot Guards to be billeted.]— 
The Foot Guards may be billeted all over the king- 
dom as well as the other troops.—R. v. CALVART 
(1798), 7 Term Rep. 724; 101 BE. R. 1219. 

145. Liability for expenses—Troops summoned 
by justices of county—Suppression of riot.|—-Where 
troops are summoned by justices of a county to aid 
in the suppression of apprehended riots the county 
council cannot be called upon to pay out of the 
county fund the expenses of housing & feeding 
them.—R. v. GLAMORGAN CouUNTY COUNCIL, 
[1899] 2 Q. B. 636; 68 L. J. Q. B. 1047; 811. T. 
ote paren P.115; 48 W.R. 112; 15 T1. R. 


Part VI—The Reserve Army Forces. 


Sect. 1.—THE ARMY RESERVE. 


See Army Act, 1881 (c. 58), ss. 89, 90; Reserve 
Forces Act, 1882 (c. 45); Reserve Forces & 
Militia Act, 1898 (c. 9); Territorial Reserve 
Forces Act, 1907 (c. 9); Territorial & Army 
Militia Act, 1921 (c. 37); Army (Amendment) 
No. 2 Act, 1915 (c. 58), 8s. 5; Army & Air Force 
Annual Act, 1923 (c. 3), s. 10. 


146. Effect of attestation under ‘‘ Derby 
Scheme.’’|—-Boorts v. Evy, No. 118, ante. 

147. Notice calling up for service—Omission to 
state place & time for report—Subsequent informa- 
tion to solicitor of recrult.|—Applt., a British sub- 
ject liable to military service uxder Military 
Service Act, received three calling-up notices, 
dated July 18, 1917, signed by a recruiting officer, 
requiring applt. to report himself for military 
service on July 24, 1917, but the notices stated 
no place or time at which he was to report himself. 
These notices were, on receipt thereof, handed by 
applt. to his solr., who communicated with the 
recruiting officer & was informed by him in a letter 
as to the place at which applt. should report 
himself on July 24. Applt. failed to attend & 
was charged with being an absentee without leave. 
At the hearing of the charge he did not deny that 
he had notice of the time & place at which to 
report, & the justices convicted him. On a case 
stated :—Held: it must be assumed that applt. 
was informed by his solr. as to the time & place 
for reporting himself, & therefore there was 
evidence before the justices on which they could 
properly convict applt.—GERHOLD v. Day (1917), 
87 L. J. K. B. 659; 117 L. T. 818; 82 J. P. 78; 


PART VI. SECT. 1. 
h. Liability of + colonel of militia (1 Kerr) 124.—CA 
— For troops’ clothing.|}—A lieutonant- ] 
colonel of militia was held not to be 
liable for the price of clothing ordered 
by him for his men, he being merely 
a servant of the Govt.—McILDERRY v. 
BALDWIN (1839), 6 O. 8S. 31.—CAN 
k. Liability for erempt tax.J—An 
alien resident in this Province is 
liable to the payment of an exempt 
tax of thirty shillings annually, under 
Militia Act, 6 Geo. 4, c. 18, & not 
merely to one payment of that sum. 





had enrolled him 


m. Who is a 


Canadian 


—WATSON v. HALEY (1840), 3 N. B. R. 


; .}—An alien cannot dis- 
charge himself from the tax imposed 
by 6 Geo, 4, c. 18, i 
se 
militia of the Province.—BRANNEN v. 
WILLIAMS (1848), 6 N. B. IR. (1 All.) 
222.—CAN. 


PART VI. SECT. 2. 


eat Pa member of a regiment of 
militia 


o4 T. L. R. 69; 15 L. G. R. 93845 26 Cox, C. C. 
133, D. C, 


Sect. 2.—THE SPECIAL RESERVE. 

See Reserve Forces Act, 1882 (c. 48); Terri- 
torial Reserve Forces Act, 1907 (c. 9); Territorial 
& Army Militia Act, 1921 (c. 37). 

148. Legacy to officer commanding militia 
battalion—Effect of transfer to Territorial force.|— 
Testator, who died in 1902, directed his trustees 
at the end of seven years to divide an accumulated 
fund among (inter alia) the institutions to which 
he had given legacies, or such of them as should 
then be existing, in proportion to their legacies, &, 
in the event of any institution ceasing to exist 
prior to the expiration of seven ycars, then over. 
He gave legacies to the officers commanding 
certain bodies of Volunteers & Yeomanry & 
Militia :—Held : the effect of Territorial & Reserve 
Forces Act, 1907 (c. 9), was to reorganise & not to 
destroy the military forces existing at the passing 
of Territorial & Reserve Iorces Act, 1907 (c. 9), 
& accordingly, the respective shares of the fund 
attributable to the legacies were payable, in the 
case of the Volunteers & Yeomanry to the county 
assocns. representing the units of the Territorial 
Force, & in the case of the Militia to the officer 
commanding the unit of the Army Reserve, which 
respectively corresponded to the several bodies 
for the benefit of which the legacies were originally 
given.—e DONALD, MOORE v. SOMERSET, [1909] 
2 Ch. 410; 78 L. J. Ch. 761; 101 1. T. 377; 53 
Sol. Jo. 673. 


Militia Act, R. 8S. C. (1906), (c. 41), is 
‘ uw ‘“ voluntecr or reservist ’’ within 
Volunteer & Reservists’ Reliof Act, 
s. 2 Moo & 8. 3 (2).—CALGARY BREWING 
& MALTING Co. v. MCMANUS earring 
34 W. L. R. 1027; 10 W. W. RR. 969. 
—CAN, 
n. Right of officer to pension—Based 
on pay & allowances.}—HODGINS v. R. 
(1921), 20 Kxch. C. R. 454; 60D. LR. 


showing that he 
& served in the 


626.—CAN 
** volunteer or reser- o. Right to assign gratuily.}-—UNION 
BANK OF CANADA Uv, EKWCOMEN 


organised under (1924), 55 0. L. R. 17.—CAN., 


Part IX.-- Marrers Common to Navy, Army anp Atr Forcr. 
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Part Vil.—The Territorial Force. 


See Army Act, 1881 (c. 58), s8. 143-147, 181 (5); 
Railway Regulation Act, 1844 (c. 85), 8. 12; 
Cheap Trains Act, 1883 (c. 84), s. 6; National 
Defence Act, 1888 (c. 831), s. 4; ‘Territorial & 
Reserve Forces Act, 1907 (c. 9). 

Exemption from tolls.]—See Nos. 254, 255, post. 


Buildings used by Territorial Forces—Under 
London Building Acts.|—-See METROPOrIs, Vol. 
XXXIV., p. 584, Nos. 64, 65. 

Houses in occupation of instructors—Exemption 
from poor rate.|—See Rates & RaTING, Vol. 
XXXVIII., pp. 486, 487, Nos. 438-448. 


Part Vill.—The Air Force. 


Establishment of Air Force.]|—See Air Force 
(Consolidation) Act, 1917 (c. 51). 

Auxillary Air Force & Air Force Reserve.|— 
See Auxiliary Air Force & Air Force Reserve Act, 
1924 (c. 15), 5. 1. 


Air navigation.]— See Air Navigation Act, 1920 
8O 


c. 80). 

Liability of Air Council to be sued.]—-See PuBLIc 
ees Vol. XXXVITI., pp. 58, 63, Nos. 
343, 387, 


Part IX.—Matters Common to Navy, Army and Air Force. 


Sect. 1.—CIVIL RIGHTS AND LIABILITIES. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 

Actions for damages.]—Sce Sub-sect. 2, post. 

Criminal liability of sailors & soldiers.|—Scc 
Sub-sect. 3, post. 

Effect of military or naval service on domicil.]— 
See CONFLICT oF Laws, Vol. XI., pp. 314, 315, 
321, 822, 335, 336, Nos. 51, 65, 97-106, 238-2438. 

_ Duty to suppress riots.] See CRIMINAL Law, Vol. 
XV., p. 649, Nos. 6929, 6930. 

Voting qualifications of soldiers & sailors.|-—- 
se Vol. XX., pp. 9, 13, 14, Nos. 23, 

Sale of intoxicating liquors in canteens.]|—See 
INTOXICATING Liquors, Vol. XXX., p. 74, Nos. 
589, 590. 

Reports & complaints to authorities—Privilege.| 
-——Sce LinEL & SLANDER, Vol. X XXII., pp. 111, 

112, 1383, Nos. 1430-1436, 1639. 

Settlement of sailors & soldiers & their depen- 
dents.|—-See Poor Law, Vol. XXXVII., pp. 253, 
318, 334, Nos. 486, 1156, 1157, 1872-13874. 

Protection of naval & military authorities.}— 
See PUBLIC AUTHORITIES, Vol. XX XVIII., pp. 65, 
66, 79, 80, Nos. 404-412, 564-566; Public 
Authorities Protection Act, 1893 (c. 61); Army 
Act, s. 170; Militia Act, 1882 (c. 49), s. 16; 
Territorial Army & Militia Act, 1921 (c. 37), s. 4, 
sched. II. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—ACTIONS FOR DAMAGES AGAINST 
NAVAL AND MILITARY AUTHORITIES. 
A. By Persons in Naval and Military Service. 
149. Acts done or words spoken in course of 
duty.|}—SvuTTonN v. JOHNSTONE, JOHNSTONE v. 
SUTTON (1786), 1 Term Rep. 510; 99 KE. R. 1225, 
x. Ch.; affd. (1787), 1 Bro. Parl. Cas. 76; 1 


Term Rep. 784, H. L. 3; revsg. (1785), 1 Term Rep. 
493. 


Annotations :— Distd. Warden v. Bailey (1811), 4 Taunt. 67. 
Apld. Dawkins », Rokeby (1866), 4 F. & F. 806; Dawkins 
v. Paulet (1869), L. R. 5 Q. B. 94. Consd. Dawkins v. 
Rokeby (1873), L. R. 8 Q. B. 255; Heddon v. Evans 
(1919), 35 T. L. R. 642. efd. Ellis v. Abrahams (1848), 
10 J. P. 820; Hodgkinson v. Fernie (1857), 3 C. B. N.S. 
415: Grant v. Secretary of State for India (1877), 2 
CG. P. DD. 445; Ha p. Marais, [1902] A. C. 109; R. rv. 
Army Council, Ez p. Ravenscroft, [1917] 2 K. B._ 504 ; 
Fraser v. Balfour (1918), 87 L. J. K. 8.1116. Mentd. Hill 
v. Yates (1818), 2 Moore, C. P. 80; Whitelegg v. Richards 
(1822), 6 Moore, C. P. 501; Taylor vw. Willans (1831), 2 
B. & Ad. 845; Mitchell v. Jenkins (1833), 5 B. & Ad. 
588; Canc v. Chapman (1836), 6L. J. K. B. 49 ; Musgrove 
v. Newell (1836), 1 M. & W. 582; Broad v. Ham (1839), 
5 Bing. N. C. 722; Panton v. Williams (1841), 2 Q. B. 
169; Ferguson v. Kinnoull (1842), 9 Cl. & Fin. 251; 
Michell v. Williams (1843), 11 M. & W. 205; Feather v. R. 
(1865), 6 B. & S. 257; Lister v. Perryman (1870), L. R. 
4H. lL. 521; Abrath vw. N. E. Ry. (1886), 55 L. T. 63; 
Brown v. Hawkes, [1891] 2 Q. B. 718. 

150. -|—In an action by an officer against, 
his commander, for false imprisonment, malicious 
prosecution, & conspiracy to cause his removal 
trom the Army, it appeared that more than four 
years before action, his commander, deft., had 
decided against him on some dispute with brother 
officers, & that pltf. after this had been put under 
arrest by him for some supposed slight, for which 
he was kept in custody more than cight days, 
& not brought to a court martial, & that ultimately, 
in consequence of pltf.’s complaints against his 
commanding officers, including deft., a ct. of 
inquiry sat, before which deft., with others, gave 
evidence against him of want of temper, & proper 
respect, etc., for which the ct. reported him unfit 
for command, & upon this he was compelled by the 
Commander-in-Chief to retire :—Held: there was 
no cause of action on any of the counts, as the 
matters were purely military, & there was no 
evidence of malice.—DAWKINS v. ROKEBY (LORD) 
(1866), 4 F. & + 806, N. P. sees ances See 
Annotations :—Apld. Dawkins v. Paule » L. R. § 

Q. B. 94. Consd. Dawkins v. Rokeby (1873), L. R. 8 
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—Monnison v. NEILSON (1887), 14 RR. (Ct. of Sess.) 452 ay 3h To 1 2 ain oon i oe 


330 


Sect. 1.—Civil rights and liabilities: Sub-sect. 2, A. 


Q. 255. Deis Grant v. Secretary of State for India 
Gs?) 2 - ee 445: R.v. Army Council, Ex p. Ravens- 
ft, (1917) 2 B. 504. Refd. He Tufnell’s oo 
‘a876) Poe J. oe "731: Marks v. HOB ey ty 1Q.B 
Fraser 0. Balfour (1918), 87 L. J. K. 16. 
OBA: 


.}—Pitf. brought ae actions, 
charging in each that deft. conspired with other 
persons to make a false & malicious representation 
to the Commander-in-Chief that he, plitf., was unfit 
to command his regiment. Defts. did not plead, 
but took out a summons to stay proceedings on 
affidavits, stating that some years ago they were, 
respectively. members of a military ct. of inquiry, 
& that the actions were brought solely in respect 
of official & judicial acts done by them as members 
of the ct., & that until they were appointed mem- 
bers of the ct. they knew nothing of pltf. These 
statements being uncontradicted, the ct. ordered 
all proceedings to be stayed. — DAWKINS v. SAXE 
WEIMAR (PRINCE EDWARD), DAWKINS v. WYN- 
YARD, DAWKINS v. STEPHENSON (1876), 1 Q. B. D. 
499; 45 1L. J. Q. B. 567; 35 L. T. 323; 24 W. R. 


670. 
Annotations :—Refd. Hainunds © A.-G. (1878), 47 L. J. Ch. 


345. Mentd. McHen Lewis (1882), 21 Or. eo A 
Bruce v. Ailesbury (1 92), 36 Sol. Jo. 865 
Secretary of State i in Council of India (1906), of t oT. tt 


152. Maliciously.|——Letters from the com- 
manding officer of a regiment to his immediate 
superior, containing charges against the colonel 
in command; & a conversation with a Member 
of Parliament as to a question to be put in the 
House of Commons relative to the dismissal of the 
colonel 6n those charges held communications made 
on a _ privileged occasion. But circumstances 
showing that the letters were written not from a 
sense of duty, but from personal resentment on 
account of other matters, & that the object of the 
conversation was to prejudice pltf., by reason of 
such personal rescntment, held evidence of actual 
malice, taking away the privilege.—DICKSON v. 
WILTON (HARL) (1859), 1 F. & F. 419, N. P. 
Annotations :-—Distd. Dawkins v. poet: (1869), L. R. 

B. 94; Dawkins v. Rokeby (1873), L 8 Q. B. 255 
efd. Beatson v. Sken (1860), 5 H. & N. $8 Henney 

v. Wright (1888 Me 21 Q. . D. 509; Pratt v. British 

Medical Assocn., ae x B. 244. Mentd. Cooper v. 

Hlackmore (1586), 2 2 T 746, 


153. in. an action against a late 
Secretary of State for War, a lord licutenant, 
commandant of the militia of the district, & the 
colonel of a regiment of militia, for causing, by 
means of false charges, the removal of pltf. from 
the office of lieutenant-colonel of the regiment : 
the first count being for a conspiracy to cause his 
removal, & making such charges in pursuance of 
the conspiracy ; & the second for making such 
charges, maliciously & without reasonable or 
probable cause ; it appeared that charges, chiefly 
of neglect, based on a report of a regimental board, 
had been sent by the colonel to pltf. in writing, for 
the purpose of being answered by him, & that the 
charges, & his written answers, in effect admitting 
a certain amount of neglect of military duty, were, 
with all the papers he appended thereto, sent by 
the colonel-in-chicf to the commandant, who first 
saw the colonel, & then plitf., upon the subject, 
& heard their statements & counter-statements ; : 
& afterwards, & at the instance of the colonel, & 
after both of them had applied to, & had an inter- 
view with, the Secretary at War, with a view to 

Itf.’s removal, sent to the Secretary of War a 
ormal list of cha es drawn up by the colonel, & 
including some Which were new & of a graver 
character, & as to which there had been no inquiry ; 
but which, with the others, had been sent to pltf. 
for his answers, & were sent, with his answers in 
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writing; & the Secretary of State thereupon, 
after perusing the charges & written answers, 
without further inquiry declared that pltf. must 
be desired to resign; & afterwards, on remon- 
strance, appointed a military board of inquiry, 
before whom pltf. was fully heard, but against 
whose conduct of the inquiry certain complaints 
were made by pltf.; & ultimately, after their 
report, directed the dismissal of pitf. upon the 
charges of neglect, as admitted upon his own 
statements :—Held: (1) to sustain a verdict for 
pltf. upon the first count, both the other two defts. 
must be convicted, as it charged, in substance, a 
conspiracy ; but, on the other count, either might 
be convicted ; (2) assuming the charges, or those 
of them on which pltf. was really dismissed, were 
founded upon facts, as they appeared, or were 
represented, to the colonel, there was reasonable 
ground for preferring them ; ; (3) if the com- 
mandant acted honestly on the representation 
made to him by the colonel, he was not liable, 
therefore, on either count, the question for the jury, 
in substance, was whether defts. acted honestly & 
bond fide ; or without any belief in the truth of the 
charges, & from a bad & improper motive.— 
DICKSON v. COMBERMERE (VISCOUNT) (1863), 3 


F. & F. 527, N. P. 

Annotations :—As to (3) Distd. Dawkins ». Paulet (1869), 
L. R.5 Q. B. 94. Consd. Grant v. Secretary of State for 
India (1877), 2 C. P. D. 445. 

154. -|—In an action against a 
commanding officer of the Guards, for maliciously 
procuring the discharge of pltf., a private soldier, 
it appearing that the commanding officer had 
absolute power to discharge private soldiers, & 
had so discharged pltf., an amendment was 
directed, so stating the fact charging deft. with 
maliciously discharging pltf.; & held that, there 
being reasonable ground for suspecting plte. of 
felony, which had been committed, & deft. having 
acted bond fide, he was entitled to the verdict.— 
FREER v. MARSHALL (1865), 4 F. & F. 485, N. P. 
Annaion :—Refd. Dawkins v. Rokeby (1866), 4 F. & F 


155. .|-—An action will not lie against 
a superior official of the Army or Navy for mali- 
ciously causing pltf. to be retired from the service. 
—FRASER v. HAmMiImTon (1917), 33 T. L. R. 431, 
C. A. 


Annotations :—Consd. Fraser v. Balfour (1918), 87 L. J. K. 3B. 
1116. Apld. Heddon v. Evans (1919), 35 T. lu. IR. 642. 


156. Without reasonable & probable 
cause.|—A military person cannot maintain an 
action against his officer for acts done by or under 
orders from his superiors, which they would have 
a right to give, & which he would be bound by 
military law to obey, unless, at all events, he has 
himself caused & procured such orders by means 
of reports or representations, malicious, or for 
some sinister & improper motive, & also without 
any reasonable or probable ground, & it is not 
enough, in order to show malice, that the report 
is in some respect untrue, in point of fact, unless it 
also appears to have been wilfully untrue, & 
without any reasonable ground.—KEIGHLEY v. 
BELL (1866), 4 F. & F. 763, N. P. 

Annotations :—Consd. Dawkins v. Rokeby NB. 888. 4Rr. & F. 














806: Marks v. Frogley, [189 aI - Q. Refd. 
Dawkins v. rife ce 1873), L. 8 Q. See R. v. 
Army Council, ae Tay enscrott iginy 2k. b. 504 ; 
Fraser v. Beater (1 eet ti Ee KB ~ 1116; Heddon ». 


Evans (1919), 35 T. L 

157. —— }_-No action would lie 
against a military officer for an act done in the 
ordinary course of his duty as such officer, even 
if done maliciously & without reasonable or 
robable cause.—DAWKINS v. PAULET (LORD) 
1869), L. R.5 Q. B. 94; 9 B. &S. 768; 39 L. J, 
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Q. B. 53; 21 L. T. 684; 345. P, 229; 18 W. R. 
Annotations :~Apld. Dawkins v. Rokeby (1873), L. R. 8 
A B. 255. Oonsd. Grant »v. Bathe or Sint, for India 
(1877), 2 CO. P. D. 445. Apld. Marks v. Frogley, [1898] 1 
Q. B. 888; Kdmondson v. Rundle oS 18’. LL. 
356. Henwood v. Harrison (1872), L. R. 7 C. P. 
erase icing Pa aa aca at eae) Pare 
e 1 wa ’ . , 
Dawkins v. hed Soe (1876), 24 W. R. 670 ae 
‘7 


Army Council, : ‘ . 

Fraser v. Balfour (118) OT ee B O0a: 

_ 158. -}—A military officer is 
liable to an action for damages if in excess of his 
jurisdiction he commits an act which amounts 
to false imprisonment or other common law wrong, 
even though he purports to act in the course of 
military discipline; but if his act is within his 
jurisdiction & is done in the course of military 
discipline no action will lie on the ground only 
that the act has been done maliciously & without 
reasonable & probable cause.—HEDDON v. EVANS 
(1919), 35 T. L. R. 642 ; O’Sullivan’s Military Law 
& Supremacy of Civil Courts, 42. 

See, also, LIBEL, Vol. XX XII., pp. 111, 112, Nos. 
1430-1436. 

159. ——— In excess of jurisdiction.) — Frvr’s 
CASE (1746), 1 McArthur on Naval & Military 
Courts Martial, 4th ed., App. XXIV., 436. 
Annotation :—Consd. Warden v. Bailey (1811), 4 Taunt. 67. 

160. -|—TONYN’s CASE (prior to 1811), 
cited in 4 Taunt. at p. 71; 128 BE. R. 254. 


























161. -|—HEDDON v. Evans, No. 158, 
ante. 
162. In abuse of authority.]—— WaLL v. 


M‘NaAMARA (1779), cited in 1 Term Rep. at p. 536 4 
99 BH. R. 1289. 

163. -|-—SWINTON v. Mon.oy (1783), 
cited in 1 Term Rep. at p. 5387; 99 BE. R. 1239. 

164. .|—GRANT v. SHARD (1784), 
cited in 4 Taunt. at p. 85; 128 I. R. 260. 

165. -|—An action of trespass lies 
for an inferior military officer against his superior 
officer, both being under martial law, who imprisons 
him for disobedience to an order made under 
colour, but not within the scope of military 
authority, although the imprisonment be followed 
by a trial by a court martial.—WARDEN v. BAILEY 
(1811), 4 Taunt. 67; 128 E. R. 253; subsequent 
proceedings, sub nom. BAILEY v. WARDEN (1815), 
4M. & S. 400. 


Annotations :-——Consd. Dawkins v. Rokeby (1873), L. R. 8 
Q. Bee Refd. Dawkins v. Paulet (1869), L. R. 5 


166. -|—In trespass against the 
adjutant of a regiment of local militia for arresting 
& imprisoning a serjeant in the same regiment, 
upon a charge of unsoldier-like conduct in exciting 
disobedience & mutiny, it is a good defence upon 
the general issue that the action was not brought 
within six months after the fact committed; but 
if the imprisonment is continued by deft., in 
pursuance of orders from the commanding officer 
of the regiment, to a period within six months, the 
action lies; unless the continuance of it be justi- 
fiable on the part of the commanding officer; & 
such continuance was held to be justifiable where 
it was in order to bring pltf. to a general court 
martial for uttering words in the presence of 
several serjeants & others of the same regiment, 
amounting to disorderly conduct on the part of 
pltf., to fhe prejudice of good order & military 
discipline, within Articles of War, Art. 2, sect. 24, 
although the words uttered referred to an order 
made by the commanding officer, which he was not 
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q. Injury to civilian during rifle 
practice.}—LAROSE v. R. (1901), 21 


Cc. L. T, 327; 31 8. C. R. 206.—CAN. 

r. Action against 
vessel —How far order from. nor 
justification.}+—A gunner cannot justify 
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strictly competent to make, & although plitf. was 

acquitted by the sentence of the court martial.— 

BAILEY v. WARDEN (1815), 4 M. & S. 400; 105 

BH. R. 882. 

Annotation :—Refd. Dawkins v. Paulet (1869), L. lt. 5 
Q. B. 94. 


167. ——— Within limits of jurisdiction.|—Plea 
justifying a libel, which stated the grounds on which 
pitf. was dismissed the East India Co.’s service, on 
the ground that the co. ordered deft., as Governor 
in Council, to dismiss pltf. for the reasons assigned ; 
the plea does not show a sufficient justification 
for publishing the causes of dismissal.—OLIVER v. 
BENTINCK (1811), 8 Taunt. 456; 128 BE. R. 181. 

168. ——- -——.]—- EDMONDSON v. RUNDLE 
(1903), 19 T. L. R. 356. 

169. Action for negligence.] — WEAVER 
v. WARD (1616), Hob. 134; Moore, K. B. 864; 
80 E. R. 284. 

Annotations :—Refd. Bessey v. Olliot & Lambert (1682), T. 
Raym. 467; Sharrod v. L. & N. W. Ry. (1849), 4 Exch. 
580 ; Stanley v. Powell, [1891] 1 Q. B. 86. Mentd. 
Mitchil v. Alestroe (1676), 1 Vent. 295; Dickenson v. 
Watson (1682), T. Jo. 205: Gibbon v. Pepper (1695), 2 
Salk. 637; RK. v. Keite (1696), 1 Ld. Raym. 138; R. wv. 
Gill (1719), 1 Stra. 190; Scot v. Shepherd (1773), 3 Wils. 
403 ; McManus v. Crickett (1800), 1 Kast, 106; Leame v. 
prey. Ce East, 593; Hall v. Fearnley (1842), 12 


170. Action for wrongful dismissal.|—-The 
statement of claim in an action against the 
members of the Army Council for wrongfully 
procuring pltf.’s dismissal from the Army, or 
alternatively, for having wrongfully coerced & 
intimidated him into resigning his commission, 
struck out on the ground that it disclosed no 
reasonable cause of action.—Woons v. LYTTELTON 
(1909), 25 T. L. R. 665, C. A. 

Ara On :—Refd. HWeddon v. Evans (1919), 35 T. L. R. 





171. ——~ —-—..|—_ FRASER v. BALFour, No. 26, 
ante. 


B. By Cwwilians. 

See, generally, PuBLIc AUTHORITIES, 
XXXVIIT., pp. 101 ef seq. 

172. Acts done in course of duty—In excess of 
authority—Confirmation of illegal sentence of 
court martial—Sentence imposed on civilian.]— 
ComMYN v. SABINE (1738), cited 1 Cowp. at p. 169 ; 
98 E. R. 1026. 

173. .|—In an action against the 
Governor of Gibraltar, for assault & false imprison- 
ment, it was proved that a party of soldiers, under 
the command of his military secretary surrounded 
pltf.’s house, & that while a search was making in 
the adjoining house for a Spaniard who was 
suspected to be concealed there, pltf., in attempting 
to leave his house, was prevented from so doing by 
a sentinel placed at the door, who compelled him 
to return. It was also proved, that deft. had 
repeatedly expressed a desire to apprehend the 
Spaniard ; that his secretary, being unattached, 
could not employ the troops on such a service 
except by his directions, & that deft. had never 
called his secretary to account for what had 
occurred. It further appeared, on the evidence 
of piltf.’s brother, that pltf. had told him that 
deft. expressed to pltf. his regret at having been 
obliged to direct the search. No evidence was 
given on the part of deft. The jury having 
returned their verdict for pltf.:—Held: they were 
warranted in coming to the conclusion that deft. 
had ordered the search, & the act complained of 
was & necessary consequence of deft.’s orders.— 


Vol. 








the act of firing upon a vessel by an 
order from the Governor requiring all 
vessels before they proceed to sea to 
be provided with passes from the 


nner—Firing on 
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Sect. 1.—Civil rights and liabilities: Sub-sect. 2, B.; 
sub-sect.3. Sect.2: Sub-sect. 1, A. (a) 2%. & v%., 
& (0) 4.) | 

GLYNN v. Houston (1841), 2 Man. & G. 337; 4 

State Tr. N. 8S. App. 1368; 2 Scott, N. RB. 548; 5 

Jur. 195; 133 E. R. 775. 

Annotation :—Relfd. Scott v. Seymour (1862), 10 W. R. 739. 

174. .|}—An officer in command of 
military cantonments, having general control of 
the police in the absence of the cantonment 
magistrate, believing applt. to be or to be likely to 
become a dangerous lunatic, directed two medical 
officers to examine him, & placed a guard over him, 
until they could decide on the case. The medical 
officers reported that applt. was perfectly sane :— 
Held: as the conduct of the officer was not 
authorised by law, the fact that he acted in 
perfect good faith in the supposed discharge of a 
public duty, & on a bond fide belief that applt. was 
dangerous did not prevent his being liable for 
damages at the suit of applt.—SINcLAIR v. 
BROUGHTON & GOVERNMENT OF INDIA (1882), 47 
L. T. 170, P. C. 

175. Within limits of jurisdiction.] — Be- 
fore the passing of Pacific Islanders Protection 
Act, 1872 (c. 19), pltf.’s vessel sailed on a voyage 
to the South Sea Islands for the purpose of fishing ; 
her master hired native labourers, & after the 
fishing was over the vessel was engaged in carrying 
the natives home when she was seized by a man 
of war, .of which deft. was commander; at the 
time of the seizure deft. bond fide believed that 
there was reasonable ground for suspecting that 
an offerice had been committed against Pacific 
Islanders Protection Act :—Held: n: action would 
lie against deft.—BurNns v. NowELuL (1880), 5 
Q. B. D. 444; 49 L. J. Q. B. 468; 43 L. T. 342; 44 
J.P. 828; 29 W. R. 39; 4 Asp. M. L. C. 328, C. A. 











SUB-SECT. 3.—CRIMINAL LIABILITY. 


35} generally, Criminal Justice Act, 1802 
Cc. : 

176. Illegal exercise of military or naval 
authority.|—I conceive that a regimental court 
martial & those who are to see itssentence put into 
execution, are bound by the rules which good sense, 
experience & humanity point out as not being so 
excessive as upon the very face of them to be 
possibly the means of executing a sentence they 
could not pronounce, namely, a sentence of death. 
... I take it, they are banad to inflict that 
measure of punishment which has been known 
ordinarily to be inflicted & borne; & it may be a 
question, whether, if the quantity be inordinate 
in proportion to the instrument, that may not be 
evidence of such malice as may constitute that 
which would otherwise be justifiable, a murder 
according to the definition of the law of England 
(MACDONALD, C.B.).—WALL’S CASE (1802), 28 
State Tr. 51, 144. 

-|—See, also, CRIMINAL LAW, Vol. XV., 
p- 791, Nos. 8532-8536. 

177. Acts of eon ete nee governor.|— 
R. v. Prcron (1812), 30 State Tr. 225. 
Annotations :—Refd. Re Kyre (1868), 16 W. R. 754. _Mentd. 

Lacon v. Higgins a 822), 3 Stark. 178; Rowe v. Brenton 

(1828), 3 Man. & Ry. K. B. 133 ; Barnes v. Stuart (1834), 

1Y. & C. Ex. 119; De Bode’s Case (1845), 8 Q. B. 208; 

Scott »v. ry rear (1862), 1 H. & C. 219; 

Gorrie, [1895] 1 Q. B. 668. 

178. Refusal to obey order of justices — Bas- 
tardy.|—It is an indictable offence for a soldier to 





Anderson v. 


Governor on pain of being fired at & 
compelled to pay for the powder & 
shot.—TRIMMINGHAM & Co, v, GASKIN 


(1821), 1 Nfld. L. R. 244.—NFLD. 
t. Liability of commanding officer 
for bank overdraft.}—NATIONAL BANK 


FORCES. 


refuse to obey an order of justices calling on him 
to pay a sum of money weekly for the maintenance 
of his bastard child, & he is not exempted from 
imprisonment under such indictment by 12 & 13 
Vict. c. 10, 8. 52, the subject-matter of such indict- 
ment being a “ criminal matter,’”’ & therefore not 
within the operation of 12 & 13 Vict. c. 10, 8. 52.— 
R. v. FERRALL (1850), 2 Den. 51; T. & M. 390; 
4. New Sess. Cas. 393; 20 L. J. M. C. 39; 16 
L. T. O. S. 589; 15 J. P. 20; 15 Jur. 42; 4 Cox, 
C. C. 433; 169 B. R. 413, C. C. R. 


Annotations :—Refd. Scott v. Scott, (1913) A. C. 417. 
Mentd. Dale’s Case, Enraght’s Case (1881), 6 Q. B. D. 376. 


179. Liability for riot in military camp.] —A 
riot is a riot within Riot (Damages) Act, 1886 
(c. 38), even if the rioters were soldiers & it has 
taken Sage in a military camp, &, if it is not shown 
that the police were deprived of their rights over 
the area occupied by the camp, although there 
was difficulty in exercising these rights, the 
requisite of the Act that the riot should occur in 
a police district is satisfied.—PITCHERS v. SURREY 
County Councin, [1923] 2 K.B.57; 92 L. J. K. B. 
415; 128 L. T. 746; 87 J. P.113; 39 T. L. R. 
233; 67 Sol. Jo. 402; 21 L. G. R. 264, C. A. 
Annotation -~-Consd. Jarvis v. Surrey County Council, [1925] 

° . 04S. 

Superior orders as ground of defence.|—Scee 
CriImMinau Law, Vol. XIV., pp. 52, 53, Nos. 187, 
188. 


Stecr. 2.—PRIVILEGES AND EXEMPTIONS. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—TESTAMENTARY PRIVILEGES. 
A. Conditions of Eligibility. 

(a) Sailors. 

i. In General. 

See Stat. Frauds, s. 23; Administration of 
Estate Act, 1925 (c. 23), 5s. 56; Wills Act, 1837 
(c. 26), 8s. 11; Navy & Marines (Wills) Acts, 
1868 (c. 72); 1897 (c. 15); 1914 (c. 17); Wills 
(Soldiers & Sailors) Act, 1918 (c. 58), ss. 1, 2. 

180. Whether will must be made at sea.|— 
Kry v. JORDAN (1712), cited 3 Curt. at p. 541; 
163 E. R. 818. 

Annotation :—Refd. Drummond v. Parish (1843), 3 Curt. 522. 

181. .}— Euston (EARL) v. SEYMOUR 
(LorD) (1802), cited 2 Curt. 339; 163 HK. RR. 4382. 
Annotations :—Consd. In the Goods of Hayes (1839), 2 Curt. 

338. Distd. Jn the Goods of Lay (1840), 2 Curt. 375. 

Refd. Drummond v. Parish (1843), 3 Curt. 522; In the 

Estate of Thomas, In the Estate of Bowly (1918), 34 

T. L. R. 626. 

182. .}—- Assuming these papers to have 
been written de facto on board this ship, I am not 
prepared to say they would be entitled to probate 
as a mariner’s will; for it must be borne in mind 
that the words of Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), are 
‘‘ mariner or seaman, being at sea’’; & it appears 
this vessel did not sail till Mar. 30, fifteen days 
after the will bears date. Can it then be said that 
these papers were written at sea within the true 
meaning of the statute ? I think not (Dr. LUSHING- 
TON).—ZJn the Goods of CorBY (1854), 1 Ecc. & Ad. 
2902; 23 L. T. O. S. 346; 18 Jur. 634; 164 E. RK. 
169. 

Annotation :—Distd. In the Goods of M‘Murdo (1867), L. R. 

1P.& D. 540. 

183. .|—A member of a local corps of the 
St. John’s Ambulance Assocn., being about to 
start from home under orders to join H.M.S. 
Pembroke, permanently stationed at Chatham, 
wrote out at home on the morning of his departure 











OF SCOTLAND, LTD. v. SHAW, [1913] 
8S. © 133; 50 8c. L. KR. 81; [1912] 
28. L. T. 348,—SCOT. 
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a document disposing of his property. He re- | 
mained in barracks at Chatham & did not go on 
board ship till he joined a transport on Aug. 17, 
1914, & he was wrecked in her on Oct. 30, 1914 :— 
Held: not within the exception in Wills Act, 1837 
(c. 26),8. 11.—Jn the Estate of ANDERSON, ANDER- 
SON v. DOWNES, [1916] 1 P. 49; 85 L. J. P. 21; 
1141. T. 619; 32 T. L. R. 248; 60 Sol. 30.254. 

184, ——.]—In order that a seaman’s will may 
be valid under Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), s. 11, it is | 
necessary that the will should be made when the | 
seaman is at sea.—In the Esiate of Tuomas, In the 
Estate of Bowxuy (1918), 34 T. L. R. 626; 62 Sol. 
Jo. 784. 

185. Ship in river on naval expedition.|— 
A codicil signed, but not attested, on board a 
Queen’s ship in a river, by the commander-in- 
chief actually engaged in a naval operation, held 
to be within Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), s. 11, & to 
incorporate a prior codicil signed by him, but not 
attested, whilst living ashore.—In the Goods of 
AUSTEN (1853), 2 Rob. Eccl. 611; 21 L. T. O. S. 
65; 17 Jur. 284; 163 EB. R. 1431. 

Annotation :—Refd. In the Goods of M‘Murdo (1867), 37 

L. J.P. & M. 14. 


186. Ship lying in river before sailing.|— 
A letter containing testamentary dispositions 
written on a ship lying within a river, & before the 
ship has actually sailed, may be a valid will as 
made by a seaman at sea.—Jn the Goods of PATTER- 
SON (1898), 79 L. T. 123. 

187. Seaman returning from _ service.|— 
A surgeon in the Navy was invalided at a foreign 
station, & wrote a letter at sea on board a steam- 
ship, on which he was a passenger homewards, 
containing directions as to the manner in which 
be wished his property to be disposed of :—Held : 
(1) a surgeon in the Navy was a mariner or sea- 
man within the provision contained in Stat. 
Frauds, s. 23, & Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), 8. 11, 
exempting mariners or seamen, being at sca, from 
making formal wills; (2) although deceased was 
not on duty at the date of the letter, yet, as he was 
returning from service, this will was entitled to 
probate, as made at sea.— In the Goods of SAUNDERS 
(1865), L. R21 P. & D.16; 35 L.5.P. & M. 26; 
13 L. T. 411; 11 Jur. N.S. 1027; 14 W. BR. 148. 
Annotations :—.As to (1) Consd. In the Estate of Thomas, Jn 

the Esiate of Bowly (1918), 34 T. L. R. 626. Refd. Jn the 

Coods of McMurdo (1867), 17 L. T. 393. 

188. Ship permanently stationed in har- 
bour.|—-A will made by a mariner serving on board 
H.M.S. acellent whilst she was permanently 
stationed in Portsmouth harbour, was held to be 
the will of ‘‘ a mariner or seaman being at sea,’’ & 
within Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), 5. 11.— Jn the Goods 
of M‘Murpo (1868), I. R. 1 P. & D. 540; 37 
L. J.P. & M. 14; 17 L. T. 393; 32 J. P. 72; 3 
Mar. L. C. 37; sub nom. Re MACMuURDO, 16 W. h. 
283. 

Annotations :—Retd. In the Goods of Pattorson (1898), 79 


L. T, 123; Inthe Estate of Anderson, Anderson v. Downes, 
ee 1. 49; Re Wernher, Wernher v. Beit, [1918] 1 Ch. 
39. 














See, now, Wills (Soldiers & Sailors) Act, 1918 
(c. 58), ss. 1, 2. 

189. Necessity for death ‘‘ at sea ’’—Accidental 
death on shore.|—-The will of a seaman, who went 
on shore, & there died by an accident, allowed to 
pass as that of a seaman “at sea,” under Wills 
Act, 1837 (c. 26), 5s. 11.—IJn the Goods of Lay 
(1840), 2 Curt. 375; 163 E.R. 444. 


Annotations :—Apld._Jn_the Goods of Austen (1853), 21 
L. T. O. S. 65. Distd. In the Goods of Corby (1854), 1 
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Ecco. & Ad. 292. Refd. In the Goods of Saunders eae 

L. R. 1 P. & D. 16; In the Goods of M‘Murdo (1867), 

L. R. 1 P. & D. 540; In the Goods of Patterson (1898), 79 

L. T.123; Inthe Estate of Anderson, Anderson v. Downes, 
1916] P. 49; In the Heatate of Thomas, In the Estate of 
owly (1918), 34 T. L. R. 626. 


190. Wills (Soldiers & Sailors) Act, 1918 (c. 58) 
—Extent of application—Will made before but 
death after passing of Act.|—Above Act, which 
enlarges the power of sailors to make a privileged 
will under Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), by putting them 
in the same position as soldiers, applies to the case 
of a sailor who made his will before, but died after, 
the passing of above Act of 1918.—In the Estate of 
YatTss, [1919] P. 93; 88 L. J. P. 92; 120 L. T. 
671; 35 T. L. R. 3013 63 Sol. Jo. 355. 


ii. Who is a Sailor. 

191. Purser of man of war.]—Probate allowed 
of an unattested codicil made at sea by a purser 
of a man of war, as that of a seaman, under the 
exception contained in Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), 
8. 11.—In the Goods of HAYES (1839), 2 Curt. 338 ; 
163 E. R. 431. 
Annotations :—Apld. In the Goods of Saunders (1865), L. f. 

1 Pp. . 16. Refd. Jn the Estate of Thonfas, In the 
Estate of Bowly (1918), 34 T. L. R. 626. 

192. Naval surgeon.| — Jn the Goods of SAUN- 
DEns, No. 187, ante. 


(b) Soldiers. 
i. In General. 


See Stat. Frauds, s. 23; Administration of 
Estates Act, 1925 (c. 23), s. 56; Wills Act, 1837 
(c. 26), 3. 11; Wills (Soldiers & Sailors) Act, 1918 
(c. 58). 

193. What constitutes actual military service— 
Service in India.|—J2 the Goods of JOHNSON (1839), 
2 Curt. 341; 1638 1. R. 482. 

Sa ala -—Mentd. Jn the Goods of Rees (1865), 29 J. P. 


194. Service in Berbice.|—An unattested 
will, made by an officer on service at Berbice, 
allowed to pass as that of a ‘soldier in actual 
military service,’ under Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), 
s. 11, at the prayer of the party whose interest 
was prejudiced by such will—In the Goods of 
Pures (1840), 2 Curt. 368; 163 E. Rh. 442. 

195. Equivalent to ‘‘ on an expedition.’*]— 
D. a major-general in the army, on full pay, & 
holding the appointment of Director-General of 
the Royal Artillery resident at Woolwich, held not 
to be ‘* a soldier in actual military service.”’ 

I think it clear that the principle ... is, that 
every soldier was not entitled to the exemption 
contained in the clause of the Statute of Charles II. 
[Stat. Frauds], but that it was confined to such as 
were on an expedition—in actual military service, 
that is, in expeditione. ...1 do not consider that 
the words “ in actual military service ” appry to a 
person in J).’s situation, not living within the walls 
of a garrison, as far as appears, but suis aedibus ; 
& even if he were, I am of opinion he was not 
‘‘in actual military service ’’ (SIR JENNER FUsT). 
——~DRUMMOND v. PARISH (1843), 3 Curt. 522; 2 
Notes of Cases, 318; 1 L. T. O. S. 2073; 7 Jur. 
56388; 163 K. R. 812. 

Annotations :—Apld. Whyte v, Repton (1844), 3 Notes of 
Cases, 97. _Folld. In the Goods of Hill (1845), 1 Rob. Eccl. 
276. Distd. Herbert v. Herbert (1855), Dea. & Sw. 10. 
Apld. In the Goods of Thorne (1865), 4 Sw. & Tr. 36. 
Consd. In the Goods of Hiscock, { 1901). 78; Re Wernher, 
Wernher v. Beit, [1918] 1 Ch. 339. Folld. 27 the Estate of 
Grey, [1922] P. 140. Consd. Re Booth, Booth v. Booth, 
[1926] P. 118. Refd. Bowles v. Jackson (1854), 1 Ecc. & 
Ad. 294; In the Estate of Donner (1917), 34 T. L, R. 138 ; 
In the Estate of Gossage, Wood v. Gossage, (1921] P. 194. 


later :—J7eld: theletter was entitled 
to probate as the will of a ‘* seaman 
being at sea.’’—In the of Rak 
(1891), 27 L. R. Ir, 116.--IR. 








seca a few days 
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(b) 2. & tt.) 
196. .|—The words ‘in actual 








service ’’ in Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), 8. 11 
are now settled to be equivalent to ‘‘on an ex- 
edition.”” The service may continue after the 
ghting is over, but the man on such service must 
be either on a field of operations, or proceeding to 
or from the field, or in some place for the purpose 
of proceeding there. Duration of actual service 
is a matter of fact to which the date at which the 
war is declared to be terminated by proclamation 
under Termination of the Present War (Definition) 
Act, 1918 (c. 59), is irrelevant.—In the Estate of 
Grey, [1922] P. 140; 91L. J. P. 111; 126 L. T. 

799; 38 T. L. R. 401. 

197. —— Mobilisation.|]— Mobilisation may 
be fairly taken as a commencement of that which, 
in Roman law, was understood by the words ‘‘ in 
expeditione.”’ If the order to mobilise has been 
received, although any particular member of the 
force may himself have taken no step under it, 
yet the order itself so affects his position, as a 
unit of the whole force, as to place him ‘in 
expeditione.”’ 

On Sept. 7, 1899, a battalion stationed in India 
was “‘ warned ”’ for service, & two days later was 
‘* ordered to mobilise ’’ for active service in South 
Africa, & embarked on Sept. 19, 1899. Deceascd, 
a private soldier in that battalion, wrote, between 
Sept. 8, & Sept. 19, an undated letter, which was 
received by pitf. in England on Oct. 2, 1899. The 
writer died of fever during the siege of Ladysmith 
on Feb. 9, 1900. The letter contained (inter alia) 
the expressions: ‘‘ If you have a lettcr to say that 
I am killed, then the lot is for you.”’... ‘* You will 
receive the lot if I am killed in action, for I shall 
make out my will in your favour.’’ No other 
document in the nature of a will was ever received 
or discovered, & the father of deceased, the latter 
being unmarried, took out letters of administra- 
tion. Pltf. having propounded the letter as the 
will of deceased se idier claimed revocation of the 
grant of administration :—Held: the document 
was testamentary, & it was a soldier’s will within 
Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), s. 11.—-GATTWARD v. KNER, 
[1902] P. 99; 71 L. J. P. 34; 18 T. L. R. 163; 
sub nom. In the Goods of KNEE, GATTWARD v. 
KNEE, 86 L. T. 119; 46 Sol. Jo. 123. 
Annotations :—Folid. May v. May, [1902] P. 103, n. Consd. 

Re Booth, Booth v. Booth, [1926] P. 118. Refd. Zn the 

Goods of Sore (1916), 114 L. T. 1182; Godman v. 

Godman, [1920] P. 261. 

198. Residence of officer suis aedibus.| 
DRUMMOND v. PARISH, No. 195, dante. 

199. ——— Being quartered in barracks with 
regiment.]— Will of a soldier made when quartered 
with his regiment in barracks at New Brunswick, 
& who died there, not admitted to probate, not 
being executed according to Wills Act, 1837 (c. 28), 
8. 9, & not being within the exception contained 
in Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), 8. 11.—WHITE v. REPTON 
(1844), 3 Curt. 818; 3 L. T. O. S. 322; 8 Jur. 
562; 163 E. R. 912; sub nom. WHYTE v. REPTON, 
3 Notes of Cases, 97. 

Annotations :-—Folld. In the Goods of Norris (1844), 3 Notes 
gry. 197. Refd. Bowles v. Jackson (1854), 1 Ecc. & 
200. ——~ Receipt of order to proceed to seat 

of operations.|—-A sergeant, with his regiment, at 

Malta, under orders for the West Indies :—Held : 
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2001. What constitutes actual mili- 
tary eervice—Recetpt of order to proceed 
to seat of operations.}—A member of 
the Australian Imperial Expedttionary 


was at the time of 
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signed an informal document directin 
a certain disposition of his 
estate in the event of 


to embark for mil 
& he did in fact embark next day :— 
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not to be a soldier in actual military service.— 
In the Goods of Norgis (1844), 3 Notes of Cases, 


197. 
arealon :—Refd. Bowles v. Jackson (1854), 1 Hoo. & Ad, 


201. -|-—— A soldier under orders to 
proceed from his station in one Indian Presidency 
to take part in the war going on in another, & 
making his will only two days before he commenced 
the march, is not entitled to the privilege of a 
military testament.—BowLgEs v. JACKSON (1854), 
1 Ecc. & Ad. 294; 164 E. R. 170. 
aa aero :—Distd. Herbert v. Herbert (1855), Dea. & Sw. 

10. Consd. In the Goods of Hiscock, [1901] P. 78; Re 

Booth, Booth v. Booth, [1926] P. 118. 

202. -.|—A printer’s apprentice, who 
was a private in a volunteer battalion & resided 
with his father in Chichester, sent in his name for 
active service in the war then being waged in 
South Africa, was certified as fit by the medical 
inspector, & pursuant to an order, went into 
barracks at Chichester, & while there made his 
will, being at that time under twenty-one years 
of age. An order was subsequently received from 
the military authorities pursuant to which ho 
embarked with his regiment, & he died from a 
wound received in battle :—Held: by oe the 
step of going into barracks with a view to being 
drafted to the seat of war he had brought himself 
within Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), s. 11, & he was, at 
the time he made his will, ‘‘ a soldier in actual 
military service,’’ & consequently his will, though 
made at a time when he was under age, was 
entitled to probate.—In the Goods of Hiscock, 
[1901] P. 78; 70 L. J. P. 22; 84 L. T. 613; 17 
T. L. R. 110. 

Annotations :—Apld. Gattward v. Knee, [1902] P. 99. 
Consd. Re Wernher, Wernher v. Beit, (1918] 1 Ch. 339. 
In the Estate of Grey, [1922] P. 140; He Booth, Booth v. 
Booth, [1926] P. 118. Refd. Jn the Goods of Stanley 
(1916), 114 L. T. 1182; Inthe Hstate of Gossage, Wood v. 
Gossage, {[1921] P. 194. 











203. ———.]|—GATTWARD v. KNER, No. 197, 
ante. 
204. ——-  —-—.| —-STOPFORD v. STOPFORD 


(1903), 19 T. L. R. 185. 

205. ——.]—A sergeant in the Army 
Ordnance Corps, who was stationed at Woolwich, 
received, on Aug. 15, 1899, orders from the War 
Office to proceed in marching order, on Aug. 19, 
to Fermoy, where he was to report himself to the 
commanding officer of the Munster Fusilicrs, & 
proceed with the regiment to South Africa, on 
Aug. 24, for special service. On Aug. 17, while 
still at Woolwich, the sergeant wrote a letter to a 
friend of his fiancée in which he stated that if 
anything happened to him, she would come in 
for everything he had. He died while serving in 
South Africa :—Held: the letter should be ad- 
mitted to probate as a soldier’s will —JIn the Goods 
of GoRDON (1905), 21 T. L. R. 653. 

206. .|—When the country is at war 
a soldier who has been ordered to hold himself in 
readiness for service overseas can make a valid 
soldier’s will under Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), s. 11.— 
Re KircHEN, KITcHEN v. ALLMAN (1919), 35 


T. L. R. 612. 
ae :—Consd. Re Booth, Booth v. Booth, [1926] P. 

















207. J—In the Estate of Grey, No. 
196, ante. 
208. —— ~.|—For the purposes of a 


Held: when the document was signed 
deceased waa *‘ in actual military ser- 


ersona, vice’ within Wills Act, 1915, s. 10 
his death. He & the will was valid, sect. 6 of the Act 
ature under orders VERNON, [1915 


not applying.—Re 
service abroad, V.L. i. 699.—AUS. 


Part 1X.—Matrers Common to Navy, ARMY AND Ar Ilforcr. 


soldier’s will actual military service begins on 

receipt of orders to proceed abroad in order to 

serve in a campaign. The rule of Roman law that 

& will made in the manner allowed for a soldier’s 

will is only good for a year after the soldier’s 

discharge does not apply to English law. — Re 

BoorH, Boorn v. Boots, [1926] P. 118; 95 

L. J. P. 643; 185 L. T. 229; 42 T. L. BR. 454, 
209. Residence at headquarters.|—Will of 

a@ soldier made at Bangalore, in the East Indies, 

whilst in command of the Mysore division of the 

army there stationed, & who died whilst on a tour 
of Inspection of the troops under his command, 
not admitted to probate, not being executed 
according to Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), 5s. 9, & not 
being held to be within the exception contained 
in Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), 5. 11.—Jn the Goods of 

Huu (1845), 1 Rob. Eccl. 276; 4 Notes of Cases, 

174; 163 H. R. 1038. 

Annotations :—Distd. Herbert v. Herbert (1855), Dea. & Sw. 
10. Refd. In the Goods of Fitzgerald (1859), 23 J. P. 519. 
210. Proceeding to or from field of opera- 

tions.|— HERBERT v. HERBERT (1855), Dea. & Sw. 

10; 26L. T. 0.8. 153; 2 Jur. N.8S.24; 4W.k. 

182; 164 EB. R. 486. 

Annotation :—Refd, In ihe Goods of Saunders (1865), L. BR. 
1P.& DD. 16. 














211. -.|—In the Estate of GREY, No. 
1986, ante. 

212. —- Officer acting as assistant commis- 
sioner—Controlling troops in civil capacity.| 


Deceased was an officer in the army, & made an 
informal will when he was acting as assistant 
comr. in a district in the East Indies which was in 
open rebellion & subject to martial law. In his 
capacity of assistant comr. he had the direction 
& control of troops, but was not in military com- 
mand :—Held: he was not in actual military 
service, & the testamentary paper was not within 
Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), s. 11.—Jn the Goods of 
FITZGERALD (1859), 23 J. P. 519. 

213. ——— Continuance of service after fighting 
over.|—On the conclusion of the Waziristan opera- 
tions on the frontier of India in 1895 a portion of 
the force remained in the Tochi Valley as an escort 
to the party cngaged in the delimitation of the 
frontier. Testator was a licutenant in an Indian 
regiment forming part of this escort. While so 
serving testator was mortally wounded by a 
fanatic & was carried into camp, where he dictated 
a will to his brother-in-law, whom he made his 
residuary legatee, & died on the next day. The 
will was signed by testator & attested by his 
brother-in-law & another officer as witnesses. His 
estate consisted of personal property only :— 





215i. Bein 





in some place for 
purpose of proceeding to or from field 
of operations.|—Deceased signed a 


blank will form In the presence of two annexed :—Held 


etc.”’ The father of deceased having 
applied, with O.’s consent, for letters 
of administration with the document 
: the document was 
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Held: (1) testator was in ‘ actual military ser- 
vice’ within Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), s. 11, at the 
time when he made his will; (2) notwithstanding 
the attestation by two witnesses the will was a 
soldier’s ‘will made in exercise of the privilege 
reserved by Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), s. 11, & re- 
quiring no attestation; Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), 
s. 15, did not apply to a will so made; & the gift 
to the attesting witness was therefore valid.—He 
Limonp, LimOnD v. CUNLIFFE, [1915] 2 Ch. 240; 
84 L. J. Ch. 8338; 113 L. T. 815; 59 Sol. Jo. 613. 


Annotations :—<As to (1) Consd. In the Estate of Grey, [1922] 
ale Refd. Re Wernher, Wernher v. Beit, [1918] 1 Ch. 





214. —_—.]—In the Estate of Grey, No. 
196, ante. 
215. Being in some place for purpose of 





proceeding to or from field of operations.|—Jn the 
Listate of GREY, No. 196, ante. 

216. Existence of actual military service must 
be proved.|—Probate will not be granted, on a 
mere motion, to the unattested will of a soldier 
‘“ on service,’ if there be any doubt whether it is 
actual service within Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26).— 
In the Goods of PEry (1844), 3 Notes of Cases, 4 ; 
2L. T. O. S. 335. 

217. Duration of actual service — Question of 
fact—Whether date of declaration of termination 
of hostilities relevant.|—-/n the Estate of GREY, No. 
196, ante. 

218. Attestation by beneficiary under will— 
Valid.|—Re Limonp, LIMOND v. CUNLIFFE, No. 
213, ante. 

219. Whether privilege dependent on military 
rank or education.|—The privilege of making a 
valid gsoldier’s will is not dependent upon the 
military position or the education of testator.— 
May v. May, [1902] P. 103, n.; 71 L. J. P. 35; 
18 T. L. R. 1845 sub nom, In the Goods of May, 
MAy v. May, 86 L. T. 120. 


ii. Who 1s a Soldier. 

220. Whether includes infant.|—-The will of a 
minor, written in pencil, after he was mortally 
wounded on the field of battle, & attested by one 
witness, admitted to probate under Wills Act, 1837 
(c. 26), s. 11.—Jn the Goods of FARQUHAR (1846), 
4 Notes of Cases, 651. 

Annotation :—Consd. Re Wernher, Wernher v. Beit, [1918] 





1 Ch. 339. 

221. .| —- In the Goods of Iliscockx, No, 
202, ante. 

222. .|— The conibined eficct of sects. 11 





& 27 of Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), is to preserve to 
infant soldiers in actual military scrvice the power 


Cairo, while still on active service & 
undischarged :—J7Teld : the declaration 
was made with intent that it should 
operate as a will, & that the words used 


witnesses & declared his wishes with 
regard to the disposition of his pro- 
perty. These declarations were not 
written in the will. Deceased was an 
enlisted soldier in camp prior to dis- 
patch overseas, for military service 
in the war then exist with Germany 
& her allies. Clear evidence was givon 
as to the declarations made :—Held: 
deceased. was on actual military ser- 
vice, & although the signed will form 
was invalid as a will the evidence as 
to the testamentary wishes expressed 
verbally was sati nOry & probate 
limited to personal estate should be 

anted.—Re Havuy, [1918] S. A. 

ry Rk, 169.—AUS. 

215 fi, ———]—A postcard written 
to his sister by a soldier who had enlisted 
for active service in an expeditionary 
force, & was afterwards killed in action, 
contained the words, ‘‘ for case I don’t 
come back O. is to get all my insurance, 





the will of a soldier in actual military 
service within Wills Act, s. 11, & the 
application should be anted.— Ie 
ne tas (1915), 34 N. Z. r) R. 960.— 


216 iii. 








.}—Deceased was a 
member of the New Zealand Expedi- 
tionary Forces. Twe days before em- 
barkation, being then on active ser- 
vice, he visited his family, & a dis- 
cussion teok place in the presence of 
his mother, two brothers, & a sister 
as to the amount of money he posseseed. 
After inspecting his savings bank pass- 
book, which was in the custedy of his 
mother, & ing his brother 
what payments had m made on hia 
behalf to the National Provident Fund, 
he then said, “ Well, if anyt 


her eceased died 
at the New Zealand General Hospital, 


constituted a valid nuncupative will. 





—Re BEAUMONT, [1916] -4 L. Rk. 
1002.—N.Z. 

a. Nuneupative will made before 
oath of allegiance taken enlisted 


man— Man not on “actual mili 
service.’?] — Re BOWDEN, [1916] N. Z. 
L. h. 835.—N.Ze 


PART IX. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 1.— 
A. (b) i. 


220i. Whether includes infant.) — 
Notwithstanding Wills Act, 1915, s. 6, 
a soldier in actual mili service, 
may, by virtue of sect. 10 of the Act, 
make a valid will of personal estate, 
though under the age of 21 years.— 
een 1oTT, (1917) V. lL. R. 322.— 
AUS. 

b. Member of New Zealand Er- 

ditionary Force.}——A member of the 

ew Zealand Expeditionary Force in 
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Sect. 2.—Privileges and exemptions: Sub-sect. 1, A. 
(b) it., & (c), B., C., D. & EJ 
which they previously possessed of exercising a 
py power of appointment over personal estate 
y 


A. P. W. having under his father’s will a general 
power to appoint £1,000,000 by will, made a will 
in 1916, when on active service, purporting to 
exercise the power, & was killed in action when an 
infant between nineteen & twenty years of age :— 
Held: the will operated as a valid exercise of the 
power.—Re WERNHER, WERNHER v. BEIT, [1918] 
2 Ch. 82: 87 L. J. Ch. 872; 118 L. T. 388; 34 
T. L. R. 391; 62 Sol. Jo. 503, C. A. 

Annotation :-—Apld. Nixon v. Prince (1918), 34 T. L. R. 444. 

2238. Persons employed by East India Company.]| 
—The term “ soldier ’’ in Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), 
8. 11, extends to persons in the military service of 
the East India Co.—ZIJn the Goods of DONALDSON 
(1840), 2 Curt. 886; 163 E.R. 448. 

Annotation :—Refd. In the Goods of Saunders (1865), L. R. 

1P. & D. 16. 

224, Nurse —Serving on hospital ship.J|—A 
nurse, employed under contract by the War Office 
on poeple ships, wrote a letter giving the addressee 
full liberty to deal with her affairs & giving 
directions as to the disposal of her property. 
The letter was written during an interval of leave 
on shore in this country, but after the writer had 
received orders to re-embark :—Held: the letter, 
which was unattested, was privileged as a soldier’s 
will within Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), s. 11, & the 
person to whom it was addressed was exor. 
accordimg to tenor, &, as sueh, entitled to probate 
of the document.—In the Estate of STANLEY, [1916] 
P. 192; 85 L. J. P. 222; 114 L. T. 1182; 32 
T. L. R. 643; 60 Sol. Jo. 604. 


(c) Airmen. 
See Wills Act, 1837, (c. 26), 8. 11, & Wills (Soldiers 
& Sailors) Act, 1918 (c. 58), s. 5 (2). 


B. Form of Will. 

225. Necessity for circumstances showing testa- 
mentary intention.]|— Deceased, an Army officer, 
when on actual military service spoke to a brother 
officer about making a will, & was informed, 
incorrectly, that if he died without making a will 
all his property would go to his mother. Deceased 
then said, ‘‘ That is just what I want. I want 
my mother to have everything.’’ Ona motion by 
deceased’s mother for a grant of letters of adminis- 
tration with a nuncupative will annexed :—Held : 
deceased’s statement had not been made in circum- 
stances showing that it was intended to be testa- 
mentary, & the motion must be refused.—Re 
The Estate of DONNER (1917), 34 T. L. BR. 188; 
62 Sol. Jo. 161. 

226. .]|—The words “‘ It is well for you to 
have these policies, then if I should croke you will 





camp on active service in New Zealand 
ig *‘@ soldier on actual military ser- 
vice.”—Re MaoDonatp (1915), 34 
N. Z. lL. R, 1108.—N.Z. 


tration wit 


PART IX. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 1.—B. 
225 1. Necessity for circumstances 
testamentary % 1 


8 ng ntention.\|—Tes- 
tator, who was @ member of the New 
Zealand tio Force on active 


service, destroyed, with the intention 
of revoking it, a will, which he had 
made, & wrote to his father explaining 
the reasons for the revocation. In the 
same letter testator stated that he 
had made a new will, & described its 
contenty. Testator died on active 
service, & as the will could not be 
found, the letter was propounded as 


get the lot.” 


his will & application made for adminis- 
the will annexed :—Held : 
the letter could not be admitted as 
testator’s will since there was no ex- 
trinsic evidence to show that it was 
written animo testandi, & 

was not consistent with that conclu- 
tion, — Ze MILLING 
N. Le L. R. 1174.—N. 


225 ii. ——~.]—In conversations with 
two witnesses deceased, who was & 
soldier on active service, said that he 
had made QG. his next-of-kin; & in 
answer to a question by one witness 
as to what he meant by this he eaid, 
‘If I get knocked out then G. would 
On an application for 
administration of deceased’s estate —N 
with the nuncupative will annexed the 
writing appointing G. his next-of-kin 


Roya. Forces. 


understand how to secure your rights,’’ in a letter 
by deceased, a soldier in actual military service, 
to his wife, held explicable otherwise than as 
intended to give the wife any beneficial interest 
in the policies, & therefore not testamentary.— 
SELWOOD v. SELWooD (1920), 125 L. T. 26. 

227. Declaration made at instance of 
military authorities—Noted at the time.J—A 
declaration, made by a soldier on active service at 
the instance of the military authorities, who made 
a note of it at the time, to the effect that in the 
event of his death he desired his ‘‘ effects ’’ to be 
‘* credited ’’ to one of his sisters, named :—-Held : 
to be a valid testamentary document.—IJn the 
Goods of Scott, [1903] P. 248: 73 L. J. P.17; 89 
L. T. 588; 47 Sol. Jo. 728. 

228. ——— Necessity for knowledge that will 
being made.|—It is not necessary for the validity 
of a soldier’s nuncupatory will to prove that he 
knew he was making a will, or that he had the power 
to make a will while a minor or by word of mouth. 
It is enough if he intended deliberately to give 
expression to his wishes as to the disposition of his 
prey in the event of his death.—Ae STABLE, 

ALRYMPLE v. CAMPBELL, [1919] P. 7; 88 L. J.P. 
32; 120 L. T. 160. 

Annotations :—Folld. Godman v. Godman, [1919] P._229. 


Apld. Selwood v. Selwood (1920), 125 L. T. 26. Refd. 
a ie Estate of Beech, Becch v. Public Trustee, [1923] 





229. ——— Necessity for knowledge of testa- 
mentary capacity.|—Re STABLE, DALRYMPLE v. 
CAMPBELL, No. 228, ante. 

230. Memorandum written upon regularly 
executed will.|—A memorandum, of a nuncupative 
character, written upon a regularly executed will 
of an officer in the army, who died of a wound 
received in battle, included in the probate.—In 
jeg Goods of CHURCHILL (1845), 4 Notes of Cases, 


qe 

231. Whether will conditional—Death on active 
service.|—(1) The words, ‘‘ I request that in the 
event of my death while serving in this horrid 
climate, or any accident happening to me,” held 
not to make a testamentary paper conditional on 
the event of death while in that climate. 

(2) A mere averment that deceased held such 
a rank in his regiment, was in such a place, & 
was in actual military service, at the date of writing 
the paper in question, is not necessarily enough 
to entitle such paper to be treated as a soldier’s 
testament; but the affidavit should contain a 
statement of the circumstances full enough to 
enable the ct. to judge whether the case falls within 
the meaning attributed by previous cases to Wills 
Act, 1837 (c. 26), s. 11.—Jn the Goods of THORNE 
(1865), 4 Sw. & Tr. 36; 341.3.P.M. @& A. 1381; 
12 L. T. 689; 11 Jur. N.S. 569; 164 4H, R. 1428. 
Annotations :—As to (1) Apld. In the Goods of Porter (1869), 

L.R. 2 P. & D. 22. Expld. In the Goods of Spratt, [1897 ] 

s abe As to (2) Apld. Re Booth, Booth v. Booth, [1926] 


roduced :—Held : the words 
o did not amount to a state- 


was not 
deposed 
ment of an intention to dispose of 
property, but was merely a statement 
of what deceased had done & his 
opinion as to the meaning of that act ; 
&, in the absence of the writing referred 
to, the application must be dismissed. 
os SC Unane {1919] N. Z. L. Rn. 95. 

Cc. mapa soldior while on 
active service wrote to his parents a 
letter in which he said, ‘‘ Of course 
should we ever leave New Zealand, t 
will make a will leaving all to you ’’: 
—Held: the letter was testamentary. 
— Pi [1917] N. Z L. RR, 219. 


d. ———.]—Re LEEDHAM (1901), 18 
S.C, 450.—S. AF. 


its tenor 
(No. 1), [1916] 
Ze 


Parr LX.-—Marrers Common to Navy, ARMy AND AIR FOorCcE. 








_ 232, -] — Deceased executed a paper, 
in which he made use of the following Janguage : 
‘““ Being obliged to leave England to join my 
regiment in China, I leave this paper containing 
my wishes. Should anything unfortunately 
happen to me whilst abroad, I wish everything that 
I may be In possession of at that time, or anything 
appertaining to me hereafter, to be divided,” etc. 
Deceased returned to England from China :— 
Held: the dispositions of the will were dependent 
upon the death of the deceased in China, & there- 
fore the will itself was conditional.—In the Goods of 
PORTER (1869), L. R. 2 P. & D. 22; 309L.5.P. & 
M. 12; 21 L. T. 680; 34 J. P. 247; 18 W. R. 231. 


Annotations :—Consd. In the Goods of Spratt, [1897] P. 28. 
Refd. Jobson v. Ross, In the Goods of Newton (1873), 42 
li J, P. & M. 58; Jn the Goods of Mayd (1880), 6 P. D. 
17; Edmondson v. Kdmondson (1901), 17 T. lL. I. 397. 


233. -| — Deceased, a military officer 
on active service, wrote to his sister a letter in 
which he made use of the following language : 
‘‘ If we remain here taking pahs for some time to 
come the chances are in favour of more of us being 
killed & as I may not have another opportunity of 
saylug what I wish to be done with any little money 
I may possess in case of an accident I wish to make 
everything I possess over to you. In the first 
place there is money at... . Keep this until I 
ask you for it’’:—Held: the disposition of 
deceased’s property was not dependent on his 
death while on active service; the document was 
not therefore a conditional will; & being good as 
a military will it was entitled to probate.’’— 
In the Goods of Spratt, [18971 P. 28; 66L. J. P. 
25; 75 L. T. 518; 45 W. R. 1593 13 T. L. BR. 67, 


Annotations :-—Refd. Kdmondson v. Edinondson (1901), 17 

T. Le. R. 397; Jn the Estate of Vines, Vines v. Vines, 
ee a 147. Mentd. Halford v. Halford (1896), 75 
. - Vv ° 


234. -|—Testator made a will & 
afterwards. when he was a soldier on active service 
with the Dardanelles expedition, he wrote a letter 
saying, ‘‘ If I do buy it you might see that the few 
quids I have at Holt’s goto J.S.” He afterwards 
died in India from natural causes. The letter 
was admitted to be a good soldier’s will :—Held : 
the letter was not merely a disposition conditional 
on testator’s death during the Dardanelles opera- 
tions but was a disposition of his property in any 
event, & therefore both documents must be 
admitted to probate.—IJn the Estate of PAWLE, 
WINTER v. PAWLE (1918), 34 T. L. R. 487. 

235. Direction to trustee under existing will— 
As to payment of income.|—-A guardian of a child 
can be appointed by a will only if the will satisfies 
the provisions of 12 Car. 2, c. 24, s. 8, & therefore 
cannot be appointed by a soldier’s will within 
Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), s. 11. Neither Wills Act, 
1837 (c. 26), nor Stat. Frauds, s. 23, gives power to 
appoint a guardian by a soldier’s will. <A direction 
to a trustee under an existing will to deal with 
personal estate, by paying the income to a person 
for the benefit: of an infant, is a valid disposition 
of personal estate within Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), 
s. 11.—In the Estate of TOLLEMACHE, [1917] P. 246 ; 
86 L. J. P. 1543; 116 L. T. 762; 383 T. L. R. 505 5 
G1 Sol. Jo. 696. 














C. Powers Exercisable. 
236. Appointment of guardian.]—Jn the Estate 
of 'TOLLEMACHE, No. 235, ante. 
See, now, Wills (Soldiers & Sailors) Act, 1918 
(c. 58), s. 4. 


PART IX, SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 1.—E., 


e. Return to civil , 
operating as revocation of soldier's will.] 


J.— VOL. XXXIX. 


—-Deceased on mobilisation wrote a 
postaar’ to his cousin (appet.) direct- 

life — Whether ng the latter, in the event of his 

to inquire of his regimental co. for 
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237. Exercise of general power of appointment 
—Infant soldier.|—He WERNHER, WERNHER v. 
Berit, No. 222, ante. 

238. Revoking prior appointment — In 
formal will.]—-NIXxon v. PRINCE, No. 241, post. 

239. Disposition of realty—-Prior to Wills 
Soldiers & Sailors) Act, 1918 (c. 58).|—-NIXON v. 

RINCE, No. 241, post. 

240, ———- ——.]—-Testator in 1915 executed a 
will & codicil prepared by his solr. in the ordinary 
manner,in England. Shortly afterwards he joined 
the Army & went abroad, where he was wounded 
& taken prisoner by the Germans. In July, 1917, 
while in captivity, he wrote a letter to his wife 
dealing with family matters of business & saying : 
“Tell M., his solr., this affects my will, which I 
want added to it at once.’’ Then followed 
directions as to the disposition of his real & 
personal estate. Me died, while still a prisoner, 
in Oct. 1917, before any alterations had been made 
in his will. Probate was granted by the Registrar 
in common form of the will & codicil of 1915, with 
the letter as a second codicil. In an action by the 
exors. of the will & first codicil, to revoke the 
probate of the second codicil & establish the will 
& first codicil only :—Held: testator having died 
before Wills (Soldiers & Sailors) Act, 1918 (c. 58), 
came into operation, the letter could only operate 
on the personal estate, & inasmuch as it dealt with 
real as well as personal estate, the gifts of the 
personal estate not being independent of those of 
the realty, the letter was improperly admitted to 
probate.—GoODMAN v. GODMAN, [1920] P. 261; 
89 L. J. P. 1938; 123 L. T. 274; sub nom. Re 
GODMAN, GODMAN v. GODMAN, 36 T. L. BR. 434; 


64 Sol. Jo. 424, C. A. 

Annotations :—Apld. Sclwood v. Selwood (1920), 125 T. T. 
26. Consd. Jn the HKstate of Beech, Beech v. Public 
Trustee, [1923] P. 46. 





D. Effect of Will. 

241. Effect on prior formal will—Revocation— 
Exercise of power of appointment.|—Testator 
came of age in 1914, & on Dec. 12 of that year, 
being then possessed of certain freehold & lease- 
hold property, settled it by deed on trusts for sale 
& conversion & then for himself & his children & 
then for such persons as he should by deed or will 
appoint. Afterwards on the same day he made a 
formal will by which he exercised the power of 
appointinent in favour of pltf.’s daughter, & left 
half of all his other real & personal estate to pltf. 
& the other balf to pltf.’s wife, & appointed pltf. 
exor. On May 1, 1917, testator made a soldier’s 
will, in which he said ‘‘ I leave all I have ”’ to deft. 
Testator died on May 17, 1917, & so far as was 
known he at that time possessed no real property : 
—Held: as no contrary intention appeared, the 
soldier’s will operated as an execution of the general 
power of appointment & as a revocation of the 
appointment in the first will, but as testator died 
before the passing of Wills (Soldiers & Sailors) 
Act, 1918 (c. 58), & therefore had no power by a 
soldier’s will to dispose of real estate, the earlier 
will, which did dispose of real estate, was not 
revoked in toto, & both wills must be admitted 
iy probate.—NIXON v. PRINCE (1918), 34 T. L. R. 
444, 


EB. How Long Will Valid. 
242. Lapse of time will not invalidate.]—Testa- 
tor, a soldier, on the eve of going into action in 


anything left behind. While on active 
service in France he wrote to the same 
cousin a letter saying (inter alia) that, 
if anything happened to him, his 


Z 


death, 
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Sect. 2,—Privileges and exemptions: Sub-sect. 1, L., 
F.&G.; sub-sects. 2 & 3.] 


India, made his will without the formalities 
required by Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), 8. 9; he after- 
wards made a codicil. He died eight years 
afterwards, when this will & codicil were found 
unrevoked :—Held: it was still a valid will.— 
In the Goods of LEESE (1853), 21 L. T. O. 8. 24; 


17 Jur. 216. 
Annotation :-—Refd. Bowles v. Jackson (1854), 1 Eco. & Ad. 
2094. 


248. ———.] — Re Boots, Bootu v. Boots, No. 
208, ante. 


FF. Revocation. 


244. By subsequent marriage.|—The will of a 
soldier on actual military service, whether same 
be executed according to sect. 9 or sect. 11 of 
Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), or not, falls within the 
general provisions contained in sect. 18 of that 
Act & is revoked by testator’s subsequent mar- 
riage.—In the Estate of WARDROP, [1917] P. 54; 
86 L. J. P. 37; 115 L. T. 720; 33 T. L. R. 138 ; 
G1 Sol. Jo. 171. 

245. No formalities required.}——Under Wills 
Act, 1837 (c. 26), no formalitics are required for 
the execution of a soldier’s will & therefore none 
are required for its revocation. 

Testator, a soldier, on Oct. 24, 1915, when under 
orders to proceed with his unit to South Africa, 
madé his will in accordance with the requirements 
of the Wills Act, 1837 (c. 26), whereby, after certain 
legacies, he gave the whole of the residue of his 
personal estate to pltf., to whom he was then 
engaged to be married, & appoi.ited her his sole 
extrix. Before starting he handed to her a sealed 
envelope. which he stated contained his will, & 
directed her not to open it unless anything hap- 
pened to him. Subsequently, in consequence of 
certain statements made to him by pltf. as to her 
conduct during his absence, he wrote to her from 
South Africa directing her to hand over the will 
to his sister K., which she accordingly did. On 
Jan. 9, 1918, he wrote to K. from Cape Town a 
letter in which he requested Her to burn his will, 
as he had, as he said, already cancelled it. K. 
accordingly burnt the will as requested. In 
Nov. 1918, testator died in hospital, in South 
Africa, & amongst his belongings there was found 
a copy of his original will. In an action brought 
by pltf. to establish the will :—Held: Wills Act, 
1837 (c. 26), 5. 20, which prescribed the formalities 
necessary for the revocation of wills, did not 
apply to soldiers’ wills, & the will had_ been 
effectively revoked by the letter of Jan. 9, 1918.— 
In the Estate of Gossack, Woop v. GOSSAGR, 
[1921] P. 194; 90 L. J. P. 201; 124 L. T. 770; 
37 T. L. R. 302 ; 65 Sol. Jo. 274, C. A. 











cousin could ‘‘ claim all belongs to 
me, because it is my will.’? Deceased 
died after demobilisation :—Held: the 

ostcard & letter taken together con- 
Pituted a good soldier’s will & a return 
to civil life prior to death did not 
operate as a revocation in the absence 
of any expression of intention to the p 


479; 42 D. LL. 


form supplied 





MCNEIL (DECEASED) (1918), 45 N. B. R. 
R. 449.—GAN. 


g. Subsequent will prepared on official 


former will revoked.) — A 
cuted by a soldier after it had been 
repared by his solr. held not to have 
een revoked by a will threc days 


FORCES. 


CG’. Probate and Administration. 


See Stamp Act, 1815 (c. 184), sched. Part III. ; 
Army Pensions Act, 1830 (c. 41); Admiralty 
eae eee (c. 40); Army Prize Money Act, 1832 

Cc. : 

246. Proof of execution—Will executed by mark 
— Coming from proper quarter.]—A will of a soldier 
in India, executed by a mark, without any proof 
of identity, the witnesses being dead or not forth- 
coming, the paper having been transmitted 
Officially from India to the East India lfouse, 
under the circumstances, received. 

The paper coming from the East Indies, with 
some appearance of authority, & having been 
acted upon at the East India House, I may receive 
it (SiR JENNER Fust).—In the Goods of PRENDER- 
GAST (1846), 5 Notes of Cases, 92. 

247. Form of affidavit.]—- Where a 
will made by a soldier while engaged on active 
military service was signed by his mark, before 
the will can be proved an affidavit must be filed 
in the Registry in compliance with the rules, that 
deceased had at the time of its execution a know- 
ledge of its contents.—IJn the Goods of WACKETT 
(1859), 4 Sw. & Tr. 220; 28L.J.P.&M. 423 23 
J. P.152; 164 BE. R. 1501. 

248, Form of affidavit.]— Where a will 
made by an officer whilst engaged on active 
military service was signed by him, but not 
attested, the ct. required, in accordance with the 
practice of the Registry, that there should be an 
affidavit of two disinterested persons, stating in 
terms the signature to be in his handwriting, & 
that the form for an affidavit given in the rules 
should be strictly followed.—-Jn the Goods of 
NEVILLE (1859), 4 Sw. & Tr. 218; 281.J.P. &M. 
52; 164 FE. R. 1500. 

249. -|—-In the Goods of THORNE, No. 
231, ante. 

250. Alterations in soldier’s will — Presumed 
made during continuance of military service.|— 
Where a will in testator’s handwriting contains 
material alterations, about the making of which 
no information can be obtained, & such will was 
signed by testator whilst as a soldier he was 
employed in actual military service, the alterations 
will be presumed to have been made during the 
continuance of such military service, & will 
be included in the probate.—Jn the Goods of 
TWEEDALE (1874), L. Rh. 38 P. & D. 204; 44 
L.J.P.&M. 353; 311. T. 799; 39 J. P. 152. 

251. Publication of part of document unde- 
sirable—What must be offered for probate.|—-Where 
it appeared that the military authorities thought 
it undesirable that portions of a letter which 
included a military will should be published, the 
ct. directed that the person applying for the grant 
should be at liberty to offer for probate so much 




















tion for probate of a will refused, & 
letters of administration with will 
annexed granted of a will, made on a 
form prescribed by the military autho- 
rities & while testator was on active 
service, which purported to revoke 
all former wills & to be testator’s last 
will, but made no mention of an exor., 


soldiers — Whether 
will exe- 


contrary in the document itself.— 
In the Goods of COLEMAN, [1920] 2 
I, RK. 332.—IR. 


PART IX. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 1.—F. 


f. General rule.J)— A _ soldier on 
active service, or a sailor at sea, under 
Cc. 8. 1903, c. 160, respecting wills, 
may dispose of his personal property 
by an unattested written instrument, 
or by a nuncupative will, & may in 
such way, so far as such property is 
concerned, revoke or modify any pre- 
viously written attested will.—He 


later, on a form supplied by the mili- 
tary authorities, which contained a 
clause revoking generally all former 
wills. The disposition of the property 
was the same in both wills & bot 

documents were admitted to probate. 
—te KRSKINE ESTATE (Alta.), [1918] 
1 W. W. R. 249.—CAN. 


PART IX. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 1.—G. 


h. Letters of administration cum testa- 
mento annexo —~ When anted — No 
executor mentioned in -J—Applica- 


there being no blank therefor.—ZJ?e 
DAIGLE WsTaTe (Alta.), [1918] 2 
W. W. KR. 910.—CAN. 

k. J—Re RuLE (1915), 35 
N. Z. L. R. 254.—-N.Z. 

}. Letter expressing intention to 
send will.J—Deceased, who was a 
soldier on active service, wrote to his 
brother, *‘I will be sending a will 
form to you, also made out in your 
favour.”’ No such document was sent 
by deceased with the letter in which 
the statement occurred or subse- 
the letter stated 








quently :—Held: 


Part 1X.—Matrers Common to Navy, ARMy AND AIR FORCE. 


only of the letter as was testamentary or necessary 
for the understanding of the testamentary part.— 
In the Estate of HExwoop, [1916] 1 P. 47; 85 
L. J. P.24; 114 L. T. 375; 60 Sol. Jo. 239. 

252. Intention expressed in more than one 
document.|—An Army officer, when on active 
service, executed a will dated July 27, 1915, in the 
presence of two witnesses & sent it to one of the 
exors. with a letter dated July 26, 1915, stating 
that the will was only to be produced in the event 
of his father & mothcr dying before him. On 
July 26, 1915, he also wrote his father a letter 
which stated that he had made a will in the event 
of his father & mother dying before him, & directed 
that in the event of his dying first his futher should, 
subject to certain gifts, dispose of the property as 
he pleased. The officer was killed in action on 
Aug. 15, 1915, his father & mother surviving him : 
—Held: as testator had intended his testamentary 
dispositions to be contained in the three documents 
all three should be admitted to probate.—Jn the 
Estate of VERNON (1916), 33 T. Tl. R. 11. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—IMMUNITY FROM ARREST FOR Dip. 

Sce Army Act, 1881 (c. 58), s. 144; Army 
(Annual) Act, 1882 (c. 7), ss. 4, 5. 

253. Debt under thirty pounds—Disobedience to 
judge’s order not criminal.|— 2 p. KEMBLE (1848), 
11. T. O. S. 274; sub nom. Ex p. PEARSON, 12 
J.P. Jo. 487. 


SUB-SECT. 3.—-EXEMPTION FROM TOLLS. 

See Amny Act, 1881 (c. 58), 5. 148. 

254. What amounts to demand & receipt of 
toll.|—Resp., a militia officer, was riding in com- 
pany with friend; the former being in uniform, 
the latter in mufti. On the toll being demanded 
at a toll-gate, the friend handed a shilling to the 
keeper, at the same time drawing his attention to 
the fact that resp. was exempt; but the toll- 
keeper took toll for both horses :—Held: the 
above facts showed a demand & receipt within 
Mutiny Act, s. 3, & applt. was properly convicted 
by the magistrates for improperly taking toll.-— 
PELLATT v. LEDGER (1859), 33 L. T. O. 8. 105; 23 
J. P. Jo. 298. 

255. Carriage engaged in carrying Volunteers.] 
—A Volunteer corps were assembled at K. by 
regimental order for ‘‘ marching out drill,’ & did 
march out, & were afterwards dismissed at the 
headquarters of the regiment. Three members of 
the corps then hired a hackney carriage, & pro- 
ceeded towards home, in doing which it was 
necessary to pass through a turnpike. No one else 
was in the carriage, & the Volunteers were dressed 
in their uniform, & had their arms & accoutre- 
ments according to the regulations of the corps :-— 
Held: the carriage was exempt from toll under 
Turnpike Roads Act, 1822 (c. 126), s. 32.—TUN- 
STALL v. LLOYD, STEPHENSON v. ‘TAYLOR (1861), 
1B. &S.95; 30L. J. M. C0. 145; 41. T. 2433; 7 
Jur. N.S. 602; 9 W. R. 600; 121 E. R. 650; sub 
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mom. STEPHENSON v. "TAYLOR. TURNSTALL Uv. 
LLoyD, 25 J. P. 278. 


Annotation :-—Reld. Humphrey v. Bethel (1866), 12 Jur. 
N.S. 212. 


256. Passage over floating bridge.|—-A co. 
were authorised by Act of Parliament to purchase 
an ancient ferry over a river & to establish a 
floating bridge over it, with roads & approaches, & 
to take tolls for passing across the river by the 
bridge. The co. owned ten miles of road leading 
to the ferry, & one of the co.’s Acts provided that 
no toll should be taken at any toll-gate erected 
on it for soldiers on their march or on duty. The 
floating bridge is propelled from one side of the 
river to the other by steam power, & kept in its 
proper course in passing across the river by means 
of parallel chains laid across the bed of the river, 
which chains are passed over wheels attached to 
the floating bridge, & arc fastened on each side of 
the river to heavy weights which are sunk in wells 
in the ground :—Held: neither the exemption in 
the co.’s Act, nor in Mutiny Act, 1864 (c. 3), 
applied to this floating bridge -—Wankp v. GRAY 
(1865), 6 B. & S. 845; B84 L. J. M. CO. 146; 12 
L. T. 305; 29 J. P. 470; 11 Jur. N.S. 788; 13 
W. R. 658; 122 BE. WR. 1223. 

257. Waggon conveying commissariat stores— 
Right of rejection on arrival by army authorities. |— 
A., a contractor for the supply of forage for the 
use of Her Majesty’s forces, delivered to B. hay 
to be carried by him to one of the Govt. stores in 
performance of A.’s contract, by the terms of 
which the Deputy Commissary-General had a 
right to reject it on its arrival it of inferior quality : 
—Held: the waggon in which B. conveyed the 
hay was within the exemption in Turnpike Roads 
Act; 1822 (c. 126), s. 32.—LONDON & SOUTH 
WESTERN Ry. Co. v. REEVES (1866), L. R. 1 C. P. 
580; Har. & Ruth. 815; 35 I. J. M. C. 23903 14 
lL. T. 662; 30 J. P. 585; 12 Jur. N. 8. 7865 14 
W. ht. 967. 
mination -—Folld. Toomer v. Reeves (1867), L. R. 38 C. 2. 

62. 


258. -—- -J|—T., a contractor for the 
supply of forage for the use of Her Majesty’s 
forces at A., was bound by his agreement to keep 
at A. a supply of forage sufficient for at least 
thirteen days’ consumption. The Deputy Com- 
missary-General had a right to inspect the forage 
at the store, & reject all that was of inferior 
quality. A waggon belonging to T. was conveying 
forage to the store at A. bond fide intended to be 
there delivered in performance of the agreement, 
& for the use of Iler Majesty’s forces :—Held: the 
waggon was exempt from toll under Turnpike 
Roads Act, 1822 (c. 126), 8. 32.—TOOMER v. 
REEVES (1867), L. R. 8 C. P. 62; 37 L. J. M. ©. 
49; 17L. 7.1493; 313. P. 774; 16 W. BR. 33. 

259. Private carriage of officer.|—The exemp- 
tion from payment of toll in passing along a turn- 
pike road or over a bridge contained in Army Act, 
1881 (c. 58), s. 143, in favour of carriages c em- 
ployed’ in the military service of the Crown & 
conveying officers or soldiers of the regular forces 
on duty docs not extend to the private carriage of 
an. officer used by him for his own convenience 
while on duty.—CnraiG vy. NICHOLAS, [1900] 2 QQ. B. 


what deccased intended to do & not 
what he had already done, & therefore 
could not be admitted to probate.— 
Re MoCuInrock, (1919) N. Z L. 
520.—-N.Z. 

m. Recall of probate — Procedure.] 
neo Muir, (1919] N. Z Le. RK. 632.— 


_ nh. Letter to deceased’s wife inform- 
ing her of deceased’s new will—W hether 


letter admitted to probate when pay-book 
lost.}—- GOODWIN v. GOODWIN, [1921] 
N. Z. L. R. 565.—N.Z. 


PART IX. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 2. 
0. Application of Army Act, 1881 
(c. 58), 9. 144 ge Pe aera v. POWLEY 
2W.L. R. 65; 24D. L. R. 


p. Whether committal order made 


against army offiecr.J—A committal 
order for defawt in payment of an 
instalment of a judgment debt ordered 
to be paid by the judgment debtor 
by instalments will be granted against 
the debtor, though he is an officer in 
the army, & the only income of which 
he is proved to be in receipt is his pay 
as such officer.— HAMILTON Vv. CONING- 
HAM, (1903] 2 I. R. 564, 569.—IR. 


Zz 2 
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Sect. 2.—Privileges and exemptions: Sub-sects. 3 & 
Sects. 3,4 & 5: Sub-sects.1 & 2. Part X. 
Sects. 1 & 2: Sub-sects. 1 & 2.] 


444; 69 L. J. Q. B. 608; 82 L. T. 765; 64 J. P. 
569; 49 W. R. 48; 167. L. R. 382; 19 Cox, C. C. 
526, D. C. 


Annotation :—Distd. A.-G. 
(1921]3 K. B. 31. 


260. Private motor car used on military service 
—Allowance made by authorities for use.|—-(1) The 
exemption from payment of toll in passing along 
a road or over a bridge contained in Army Act, 
1881 (c. 58), 8. 143, in favour of carriages ‘‘ em- 
ployed in the military service of the Crown when 
conveying officers & soldiers of the regular forces 
on duty extends to the private motor car of an 
officer which he is authorised to use for journeys 
on duty at the public expense. 

(2) The exemption from payment of toll in 
passing along a road or over a bridge contained in 
that sect. in favour of carriages belonging to the 
Crown when conveying ‘‘ officers & soldiers’”’ of 
the regular forces on duty extends to a motor car 
belonging to the Crown, which contains, besides 
a non-commissioned officer & soldiers of the regular 
forces, a civilian employed as clerk of the works 
in certain Govt. works who is authorised to be 
conveyed in the car for the purposes of the Crown, 
& has a works pass from the military authorities.— 
A.-G. v. SELBY BRIDGE PROPRIETORS, [1921] 3 
K. B.31; 90 L. J. K. B. 8913; 125 L. 'T. 621; 37 
T. . R. 758, C. A. 

261. Military car conveying civilian in employ- 
ment of military authorities.|—A.-G. v. SELBY 
BRIDGE PROPRIETORS, No. 260, inte. 


v. Selby Bridge Proprictors, 


SuB-SECT. 4.—OTHER PRIVILEGES AND 
EXEMPTIONS. 

Exemption from jury service.|—See Jurics Act, 
1870 (c. 77), s. 9, sched. XII.; Territorial Army 
& Militia Act, 1921 (c. 37), 8s. 4, sched. II. 

Exemption from rates—-Property in military occu- 
pation.]—See RaTEsS & RATING, Vol. XXXVIII., 
pp. 486, 487, Nos. 438-448. 

Privilege from production of reports to superiors.] 
—See Discovery, Vol. XVIII., p. 167, Nos. 1203, 
1204, 1207. 


SEcT.' 3.— OFFENCES. 

Incitement to mutiny.]—See CRIMINAL Law, Vol. 
XV.. p. 688, Nos. 6795-6798. 

Wearing of naval & military uniforms by un- 
authorised persons.|—-See Uniforms Act, 1894 
(c. 45), ss. 2, 3, 4. 

False statements or certificates on enlistment 
é& discharge.|—See Seamen’s & Soldiers’ False 
Characters Act, 1906 (c. 5), ss. 1, 2. 


Secr. 4.—DISCIPLINARY TRIBUNALS. 
See Part X., post. 


PART IX. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 4, 


q. Liability to rates—House in posses- 
sion of military person.J—A private 
house in the city, under lease to His 
Majesty’s Principal Secretary of State 
for the War epartment, for the 
purpose of being used as a place of 
residence by a military person, for 


& that 
such buildin 


Crry OF HaLirax 
373.—CAN, 


whom there was no suitable accom- 
modation in any barracks in Halifax, 
is a “‘ government building” within 
Halifax City Charter Act, 1891 (c. 58), 
ersonal property contained in 
g was exempt from taxa- 
tion for civic purpo : 

(1902) 35 N. 8. 1 


RoyaL ForRcEs. 


Secr. 5.—ACQUISITION AND USER OF LANDS. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—MILiTaRy LANDS ACTS. 


See, generally, Military Lands Act, 1892 (c. 43), 
1900 (c. 56), 1903 (c. 47) ; CONSTITUTIONAL LAw, 
Vol. XI., pp. 546 et seq, 

262. Use to which land vested in Secretary of State 
may be put—Reasonable user for military purposes. | 
—Semble: where under the powers of Defence 
Act, 1842 (c. 94), & the subsequent Defence Acts 
land has been vested in the Secretary of State for 
War upon trust for the Crown such land & every 
part thereof may be used for all reasonable bond 
fide military purposes that the Govt. may require 
& such user cannot be controlled by the ct. 

In an action to restrain deft. a General in her 
Majesty’s Army & the officers under his command 
from causing or permitting rifle practice on a 
common, forming part of the land thus vested, in 
close proximity to pltf.’s house which as he alleged 
was a serious nuisance & occasioned damage to his 
property. On motion for injunction :—Held: 
(1) to such an action if sustainable the Secretary 
of State for War was a necessary party; (2) the 
allegations in the statement of claim being in- 
sufficient no interlocutory injuncton could be 
granted.—HAWLEY v. STEELE (1877), 6 Ch. D. 
521; 46 L. J. Ch. 782; 37 L. T. 625. 

Annotation :—-.4s to (2) Reid. Hill v. Metropolitan Asylum 

District Managers (1879), 4 Q. B. D. 433. 

263. User of commons—Action by commoners 
—To restrain exercise of troops on commons— 
Attempt to restrain military officers from obeying 
orders.|—CoWING v. SECRETARY OF STATE FOR 
WAR (1877), Times, Jan. 23. 

264. Acquisition of property in common land— 
By Volunteers—Power of commanding officer to 
acquire land as trustee for the corps.|—-WIMBLEDON 
& PUTNEY COMMONS CONSERVATORS v. NICOL 
(1894), 10 T. L. R. 247. 

265. Acquisition of trust property— By Ad- 
miralty—Objection of trustees to compulsory pur- 
chase — Liability of Lords Commissioners of 
Admiralty to be sued in official capacity.}—An 
action being brought by pltfs., owners of certain 
trust property at Dartmouth, for the purpose of 
establishing as against the Lords Comrs. of the 
Admlty. & the Director-General of Naval Works 
that they were not entitled to enter upon, or take 
possession of, or to acquire by way of compulsory 
purchase the land of pltfs., for the purpose of 
establishing there a training college for cadets, & 
the statement of claim containing allegations of 
certain acts of trespass by defts., their servants, & 
agents, for which damages & an injunction were 
claimed, defts. made the preliminary submission 
that the ct. had no jurisdiction to entertain the 
action for tort brought against them in their 
official capacity. 

Pitfs. had also taken out a summons to amend 
the action by suing defts. in their individual as 
well as in their official capacity, & by adding the 
names of two marines & a civil engineer, who had 
committed the alleged trespass, as co-defts. :— 
Held: without prejudicing any just claims of 
pltfs., the action was misconceived & would not 
lie, & no leave to amend should be given to pltfs.. 
as it would be changing one action into another of 
a substantially different character.—RALEIGH v. 


r. Exemption from civil procesa,j}— 
MCoOLELLAN v. HASELDEN, [1917] N. Z. 
L. R, 238,.—N.Z. 


PART IX, SECT. 3. 


t. Assisting sailor to desert.}—R. v. 


8€8.—SMITH WV 
Fa een (1867), 27 U. O. R. 142, 


Part X.—DISCIPLINARY TRIBUNALS. 


GOSCHEN, [1898] 1 Ch. 73; 67 Ju. J. Ch. 593; 77 
lL. T. 420; 46 W. R. 90; 14 7. 1. R. 36; 42 
Sol. Jo. 46. 

Annotations :-—Consd. China Mutual Steam Navigation Co. 
v panos [1918] 1 K. B. 33; Hutton v. Secretary of 
Stato for War (1926), 43 T. L. RR. 106. Apld. Mackenzie- 
Kennedy v. Air Council, [1927] 2 K. 8. 517. Refd. 
Honer o. Pablle Worle Come (GT esa 
land v. Air Council (1923), 67 Sol. Ja. 5 ae ence 
Compensation.|—See CoNstTiruTionat LAW, Vol, 

XI., pp. 546-548, Nos. 498, 499, 501-505, 508. 
266. Lands ordered to be kept free from 

buildings—-Payment of compensation delayed— 

Interest on compensation.|—Notice was given 

under Defence Act, 1860 (c. 112), requiring certain 

lands to be kept free from buildings; & an agree- 
ment was entered into, fixing the amount of the 
compensation. After a considerable interval the 





34] 


agreed sum, with £30 for expenses, as provided 
by Defence Act, 1860 (c. 112), but without interest, 
was paid into the bank :—Held: the owner could 
not claim interest, & the payment was sufficient.— 
SUFFOLK (EARL) v. LEWIS (1863), 1 Hem. & M. 
369; 1 New Rep. 518; 32 L. J. Ch. 232; 8 L. T. 
350; 11 W. R. 521; 71 E.R. 161. 

Liability of Crown to pay expenses of paving 
streets—Adjoining property acquired for military 
purposes.|—See HtaHways, Vol. XXVI., p. 522, 


No. 2230, 


SuB-SECT. 2.—MILITARY MANG:UVRES ACTS. 
See, generally, Military Manceuvres Acts, 1897 
(c. 43), & 1911 (c. 44). 


Part X.—Disciplinary Tribunals. 


SrEctT. 1.—COURTS OF MARTIAL LAW. 

267. Not a court of record.} —-A.-G. FOR CAPE 
OF Goon HorE v. VAN REENEN, A.-G. FOR CAPE 
OF Goop HOPE v. Smit, No. 283, post. 

268. Distinguished from court martial.] — Cts. 
administering martial law in time of war bear no 
analogy to courts martial administering military 
Jaw under the Mutiny Act. The right to administer 
martial law depends upon whether a state of war 
in fact exists, & not upon the fact of a proclama- 
tion of martial law having been made, but where 
a Colonial Legislature had passed an Act of 
Parliament which enacted that all sentences 
passed by such cts. were to be deemed sentences 
passed in the regular & ordinary course of criminal 
jurisdiction :—Heli: the Judicial Committee 
had no power to inguire into the propriety or 
impropricty of passing such an Act, & could not 
give leave to appeal from the sentence passed by 
such ct.—TILONKO v. A.-G. OF Nata, [1907] 
A.C. 93: 761. J. P. C. 293; 95 1. BP. 8585 23 
De oy Ks ZEP we. 

Annotations :—Apld. Re Clifford & O’Sullivan, [1921] 2 A.C. 
570. Refd. kt. v. General of forees of Provisional Govern- 
ment, Commanding Officer, Vortobella Barracks & 
Adjutant (1922), 67 Sol. Jo. 125. 

269. -|}—The so-called ‘“‘ military ct.” 
whose proceedings were in question . . . was not 
& did not claim to be a ct. or judicial tribunal in 
any legal sense of those terms. It was not a court 
martial, that is to say, a tribunal regularly consti- 
tuted under military law, but a body of military 
officers entrusted by the commanding officer with 
the duty of inquiring into certain alleged breaches 
of his commands contained in the proclamation, 
& of advising him as to the manner in which he 
should deal with the offence; & its ‘‘ sentences ”’ 
if confirmed, will derive their force not from the 
decision of the military ct., but from the authority 
of the officer commanding His Majesty’s forces 
in the field (VISCOUNT CAVE).—/te CLIFFORD & 
O’SULLIVAN, [1921] 2 A. C. 570; 90 L. J. P. C. 
244; 126 L. T. 97; 37 T. 1. R. 9883; 65 Sol. Jo. 
792 ; 27 Cox, C. C. 120, H. LL. 

Annotations :-—Mentd. KR. v._ Electricity Comrs., fxr P: 
London Electricity Joint Committee Co. (1920), Ltd., 
[1924]1 K. B.171; R.v. Maidstone Prison, Ax p. Maquire 
(1925), 95 L. J. K. B. 55. 








PART X. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 2. 

a. Jurisdiction.] — A_ court-martial 
does not exceed or abuse its juris- 
diction merely because it incidentally 
misconstrues a statute, admits illegal 


evidence, or rejects legal evidence.— 
Ae v. MurpHy, [1921] 2 I. R. 190.— 


b. Offence punishable by death— 
Trial by court-martial.J—An _ offence 


Relation to civil courts.|—See Sect. 4, sub-sect. 
1, post. 


SEcT. 2.—COURTS MARTIAL. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—NAVAL. 

See Naval Discipline Acts, 1866 (c. 109), 1884 
(c. 39), 1909 (c. 41), 1915 (c. 30), (No. 2) 1915 
(c. 73), 1922 (c. 37). 

270. Admissibility of evidence — Rejection of 
evidence for accused — Conviction quashed.] — 
Bounty Sure MUTINEERS CASE (1791), cited in 
1 East, at p. 312; 102 E. R. 121. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—ARMY AND ATR FORCE. 

See Army & Air Force (Annual) Act, 1927 (c. 7), 
& King’s Regulations. 

271. Jurisdiction—After dismissal from service 
—Offence committed before dismissal./—SAck- 
VILLE’S (LORD) CourT MARTIAL (1760), 2 Eden, 
App. 371; 28 I. R. 940. 

Annotation :—Mentd. A.-G. for the Province of Ontario v. 

A.-G. for the Dominion of CanaJa (1911), 81 L. J. P. C. 


272. ——-- Suspension of civil courts by pro- 
clamation—Offence before proclamation.|—(]) A 
British subject was charged with having on 
Apr. 24, 1916, taken part in an armed rebellion 
& in the waging of war against I1lis Majesty the 
King, such act being of such a nature as to be 
calculated to be prejudicial to the defence of the 
realm, & being done with the intention & for the 
purpose of assisting the enemy. On May 5, 
1916, he was tried before a field general court 
martial convened in Dublin & was convicted. 
On Apr. 26, 1916, His Majesty, by Proclamation 
issued under Defence of the Realm (Amendment) 
Act, 1915 (c. 34), s. 1 (7), suspended the operation 
of that sect. in Ireland :—Held: by virtue of the 
Proclamation the prisoner became triable by court 
martial notwithstanding that the offence with 
which he was charged had been committed before 
the date of publication of the Proclamation. 


punishable by death can be tried by 
no other military tribunal than a 
court-martial.—EGAN v. MACREADY, 
(1921) 1 I. R. 265.—IR. 

oc. Constitution—Inclusion of person 
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Sect. 2.—-Courts martial: Sub-sect. 2. 
Sub-sects. 1 & 2.] 


(2) A field general court martial is only a 
particular form of a general court martial. 

(3) The prisoner after his conviction was 
committed to prison, the commitment being in 
Form A. in the Third Appendix to the Rules of 
Procedure, 1907, made under Army Act. 1881 
(c. 58):—Held: under Army Act, 1881 (c. 58), 
4. 172 (2) & (4), coupled with Rule 133a of Rules 
of Procedure, 1907, no defect in the form would 
render the detention in custody of the person under 
the commitment illegal ; there was nothing on the 
face of the commitment which showed want of 
jurisdiction to act under it. 

(4) The words ‘“‘ open court,’’ in clause (c) of 
Rule 119 of Rules of Procedure, 1907, mean a ct. 
to which the public have a right to be admitted, 
but they do not include a ct. where the public are 
excluded although the accused & his representatives 
are allowed to be present. 

There is inherent jurisdiction in every ct., 
including a field general court martial, to exclude 
the public from a trial if it) is necessary for the 
administration of justice.—R. v. LEwEsS PRISON 
(GOVERNOR), Ex p. Doyen, [1917] 2 K. B. 254; 
86L. J. KK. B. 1514; 116 L. T. 407; 813. P.173; 
33 T. L. R. 222 ; 25 Cox, C. C. 635. 

273. Duty to conform with rules of common 


Sects. 3 & 4: 








law.|—-STRATFORD’S CASE (1800), cited in 1 Hast, 
at p. 312. 
274. Inordinate punishment—Death result- 


ing—Murder.|—WaALL’s CasE, No. 176, ante. 

275. General & fleld genera] court martial— 
Whether distinguishable.|—-R. «. L&EwEs PRISON 
(GOVERNOR), Ex p. DOYLE, No. 272, ante. 

276. Commitment — Validity—Alleged defect in 
form.|—-R. v. LEWES PRISON (GOVERNOR), [7x p. 
DoyLE, No. 272, ante. 

277. Power to sit in camera.] — R. v. LEwrs 
PRISON (GOVERNOR), Ea p. DOYLE, No. 272, ante. 





Sect. 3.—COURTS OF INQUIRY. 


278. Military court of inquiry — Legality.]— 
Semble: Military cts. of inquiry, constituted & 
held as in this case, are not illegal, nor contrary 
to the provisions of Mutiny Act.—Home v. 
BENTINCK (1820), 8 Price, 225; 2 Brod. & Bing. 
130; 4 Moore, C. P; 563; 146 lk. R. 1185, Ex. Ch. 
Annotations :—Apld. Dawkins v. Rokeby (1873), L. R. 8 

Q. B. 255. Reid. Dawkins v. Paulet (1869), 9 B. & 8. 

768 ; Chatterton v. Secretary of State for India in Council, 

[1895] 2 Q. B. 189. Mentd. Blake v. Pilfold (1832), 1 

Mood. & I. 198: Hennessy v. Wright (1888), 21 Q. BL. D. 

509 ; Isaacs v. Cook, [1925] 2 kK. B. 391. 

279. -|—(1) A ct. of inquiry, insti- 
tuted by the Commander-in-Chief of the army 
under the Articles of War to inquire into a com- 
plaint made by an officer in the army, though not 
a ct. of record, nor a ct. of law, nor coming within 
the ordinary definition of a ct. of justice, is never- 
theless a ct. duly & legally constituted & recognised 
in the Articles of War & the Mutiny Acts. 

_ (2) Lhe whole question involved in this cause 
is a military question, to be determined, as we 








of Icgal knowledge & exnerience.}]— 
Rape v. R., [1921] 2 1. R. 310.— 


d. Compliance with statutory regu- 
lations—Duri existence of state of 
war.}—Notwithstanding that a state 
of war is actually existing the military 


authority is subject to statutory regu- 
lations as to the trial of subjects of 
the Crown, & a subject charged with 
an offence can only be tried by a court- 
martial constituted under & subject, 
as to the punishment which may be 
imposed, to Restoration of Order in 


FORCES. 


think by a military tribunal & not cognisable in a 
ct. of law (KELLY, C.B.).—DAWKINS v. ROKEBY 
(LorD) (1873), L. R. 8 Q. B. 255; 42 L. J. Q. B. 
63; 28 L. T. 184; 21 W. R. 544, Ex. Che; on 
appeal (1875), L. R. 7 I. L. 744, . Le 
Annotations :—As to (1) Refd. Co-partnership Farms v. 
Harvey-Smith, [1918] 2 K. B. 405. As to (2) Consd. Re 
Tufnell (1876), 3 Ch. D. 164; Fraser v. Balfour (1918), 
87 L. J. K. B. 1116; Heddon v. Evans (1919), 35 T. L. ht. 
642. Refd. Fraser v. Hamilton (1917), 33 T. L. RR. 431. 
Generally, Refd. Dawkins v. Saxe Weimar (Prince Edward), 
Dawkins v. Wynyard, Dawkins v. Stephenson (1876), 
1 Q. B. D. 499; Barratt v. Kearns, [1905] 1 K. B 504. 
Cenerally, Mentd. Henwood »v. Harrison (1872), L. R. 7 
Cc. Pk. 606; Dickeson vw. Hilliard (1874), L. R. 9 
: Robinson v. Hilliard & Hare, Dickeson 
vy. Same (1874), 22 W. R. 372; Seaman v. Netherclift 
(1876), 2C. P. D. 53; R. v. Harington (1879), 48 L. J. 
Q. B. 300: Goffin v. Donnelly (1881), 6 Q. B. D. 307; 
Munster v. Lamb (1883), 11 Q. B. D. 588; Hennossy v. 
Wright (1888), 21 Q. 2B. D. 509; Royal Aquarium & 
Summer & Winter Garden Soc. v. Parkinson, [1892] 1 
Q. B. 431; Chatterton v. Secretary of State for India in 
Council, [1895] 2 Q. B. 189 ; Attwood v. Chapman, [1914] 
3K. B. 2745; Slack v. Barr (1918), 82 J. P. 913; Everett v. 
eae 3 Kk. B. 163; Collins v. Whiteway, [1927] 


280. ‘‘ Confession statement or answer to 
question ’?-—Admissibility in evidence—Criminal 
trial in civil court.|—Rule 124 (L) of the Rules of 
Procedure made under Army Act, 1881 (c. 58), 
s. 70, which provides that ‘any confession, state- 
ment or answer to a question made or given at a 
ct. of inquiry shall not be admissible in evidence 
against an officer or soldier . . .’’ applies only to 
military tribunals & does not make a statement 
made at a ct. of inquiry inadmissible in evidence 
at a criminal trial in a civil ct.—R. v. Co.pus & 
BoorMAn, R. v. WuHITR, [1917] 1 K. B. 5745 86 
L. J. K. B. 459; 116 L. T. 703; 81 J. P. 185; 
33 T. L. R. 184; 61 Sol. Jo. 2695; 25 Cox, C. C. 
7163; 12 Cr. App. Rep. 198, C. C. A. 

281. —-— Not strictly judicial tribunal.|— A 
military ct. of inquiry may not be strictly a 
judicial tribunal, but where such ct. has been 
assembled under the orders of the General Com- 
manding-in-Chief in conformity with the Queen’s 
Regulations for the government of the Army, a 
witness who gives evidence thereat, stands in the 
came situation as a witness giving evidence before 
@ judicial tribunal.—DAWkKINS v. ROKEBY (LORD) 
(1875), L. RR. 7 A. 744; 45 1. J. Q. B. 83 33 
L. T. 196; 40 J. P. 20; 23 W. R. 931, H. L.; 
affg. (18738), L. R. 8 Q. B. 255, Ex. Ch. 


Annotations :—Consd. Barratt. v. Kearns, [1905] 1 K. B. 
504; Heddon v. Evans (1919), 35 T. L. R. 642. Refd. 
Dawkins v. Saxe Weimar (Prince Hdward), Dawkins v. 
Wynyard, Dawkins v. Stephenson (1876), 1 Q@. B. D. 499 ; 
Re Tufnell (1876), 3 Ch. ). 164; Fraser v. Hamilton 
(1917), 33 T. L. R. 431; Copartnership Farms v. Harvey- 
Smith, [1918] 2 K. B. 405; Fraser v. Balfour (1918), 87 
L. J. K. B. 1116. Mentd. Henwood v. Harrison (1872), 
L. Rk. 7 C. P. 606; Dickeson v. Hilllard (1874), L. RR. 9 
Exch. 79; Robinson v. Hilliard & Hare, Dickeson v. 
Same (1874), 22 W. R. 372; Seaman v. Netherclift 
(1876),20.P.D. 53; R.v. Harrington (1879), 48 L. J. Q. B. 
300; Goffin v. Donnelly (1881), 6 Q. B. D. 307; Munster 
vy. Lamb (1883), 11 Q. B. D. 588; Hennessy v. Wright 
(1888), 21 Q. B. D. 609; Royal Aquarium & Summer & 
Winter Garden Soc. v. Parkinson, [1892] 1 Q. B. 431 ; 
Chatterton v. Secretary of State for India in Council, 
[1895] 2 Q. B. 189 ; Attwood v. Chapman, [1914] 3 K. B. 
275; Slack v. Barr (1918), 82 J. P. 91; Everett v. 
Griffiths, [1920] 3 K. B. 163; Collins v. Whiteway, 
[1927] 2 Kk. 13. 378. 


282. Position of witness giving evidence. |— 
DAWKINS v. ROKEBY (LORD), No. 281, ante. 
Whether reports privileged.|—Sce LIBEL & 
SLANDER, Vol. XXXII., p. 111, Nos. 1430-1432. 








Ireland Act, 1920.—EGAN v. MACREADY, 
[1921] 1 I. R. 265; sub nom. R. »v. 
EGAN, R. v.. Hiacins, 65 Sol. Jo. 


782.—1IR, 

e. Qualification of members.) 
—FITZGERALD U0. MACDONALD, [1918] 
N. ZL. Ju. R, 769.—N.Z. 





Part X.-—DISCIPLINARY TRIBUNALS. 


Srcr. 4.—RELATION TO CIVIL COURTS. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 

283. Courts of martial law — Jurisdiction to 
review sentence or judgment—Civil magistrate as 
administrator of court.|—There is no jurisdiction 
in a civil ct. to review a sentence or judgment of 
a ct. of martial law. <A martial law ct. is not a ct. 
of record, & the administrator, even though he 
happen to be also a civil magistrate, & describe 
himself in a memorandum as acting in the double 
capacity, must be taken to have acted solely in 
the administration of martial law.—A.-G. FoR 
CAPE OF GOOD HoOvE v. VAN REENEN, A.-G. FOR 
CAPE OF Goopv IIopPE v. Smit, [1904] A. GC. 114; 
8 a J.P.0.13; 89 L. T. 591; 20 T. L. BR. 90, 

284, ——- Judicial Committee of Privy 
Council.]—TILonko v. A.-G. or Naran, No. 268, 
ante. 

285. -|—MGomINI MZINELWA & 
WANDA v. NATAL GOVERNOR & A.-G. (1906), 22 
T. 1. Rh. 413; 70 7. P. Jo. 172, P. C. 

Protection of court martial from contempt— 
Jurisdiction of King’s Bench Division.|—See Con- 
TEMPT OF Court, Vol. XVI., p. 12, No. 54. 

Sentence by court martial—Subsequent action in 
civil court—Estoppel.|—See EstoprEen, Vol. XXI., 
p. 238, No. 675. 

















SUB-SECYT. 2.—IIABEAS CORPUS. 

Habeas corpus generally, see CROWN PRACTICE, 
Vol. XVI., pp. 248 et seq. 

286. For whom granted—Civilian sentenced by 
court martial.|—-WoLrk ToNr’s TRIAL (1798), 27 
State Tr. 613. 

Annotation :--—~Refd. Meomini Mzinclwa & Wanda v. Natal 

Governor & A.-QG. (1906), 22 IT. L. R. 413. 

—— Alien enemy.}—See Anus, Vol. IT., p. 157, 
Nos. 274-276. 

287. In what cases granted—lIllegal detention-— 
Without trial.|—-WanpFr’s Casrm (1784), 2 M. & S. 
429,n.3; 105 li. R. 441. 

288. -|—The ct. granted a rule 
nisi for a habeus corpus on behalf of an officer under 
military arrest for charges of misconduct, on an 
affidavit complaining that he had not been brought 
to trial pursuant to the 23rd Article of War, as 
soon as a court martial could be conveniently 
assembled ; but it being stated, upon the affidavit 
of the Judge Advocate General, in answer, that 
proceedings were instituted as soon as could 
conveniently be, & according to the course of 
office, & that the trial had been postponed partly 
on account of the absence of the prisoner’s wit- 
nesses, the ct. discharged the rule.—BLAKE’s 
CASE (1814),2 M. & S. 428; 105 E.R. 440. 
Annotation :—Reld. Re Wilson (1845), 4h. T. O. 8S. 311. 


PART X. SECT. 4, SUB-SECT. 1. 

f. Courts of martial law — Jurisdic- 
tion to review sentence or judgment, j— 
LINDSAY v. LOVELL, [1917] V. L. R. 
734.—AUS. 

















Pease Tae ( 


g. : 
46 N. B. R. 370; 48 D. L. RR. 194. 
CAN. 





. ——.]— Statutory courts- 
martial are subject to the controlling 
authority of the K. B. Div. by pro- 








orders made by military tribunals in 
excess of their statutory powers.-— 
UNION GOVERNMENT v. WEST, [1918] —S§ 
App. D. 556.—S. AF. 

; During existence of state 
Yo) el a v. ALLEN, [1921] 2 I. R. 


m, —— — ——.]—R. ». STRICK- 
LAND, [1921] 21. kt. 317.—IR. 


n. ——.]—Where a state 
of war is actually existing, the civil 
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289. No valid detention order.|— 
By the 131st of the Articles of War drawn up in 
pursuance of The Mutiny Act for 1857, 20 Vict. 
c. 13, s. 1, jurisdiction was conferred on general 
Courts-martial in India to try and sentence certain 
military offenders accused there of civil offences. 
By sect. 38 of that Act, the place of imprisonment 
under the sentences of general Courts-martial is 
to be appointed by the officer commanding the 
district. By sect. 40, every governor or keeper of 
any public prison in any part of Her Majesty’s 
dominions is required to receive into and keep in 
his custody any military offender under sentence 
of imprisonment by a Court-martial, upon delivery 
to him of an order in writing in that behalf from 
the officer commanding the regiment to which the 
offender belongs, containing certain specified 
particulars. By sect. 41, in the case of a prisoner 
undergoing imprisonment under the sentence of a 
Court-martial in any public prison other than the 
military prisons set apart by the authority of the 
Act, the officer commanding the district is 
empowered to give an order in writing, directing 
that the prisoner be delivered over to military 
custody, for the purpose of being removed to 
some other prison or place, there to undergo the 
remainder of his sentence. <A., a military offender 
amenable to the jurisdiction, was tried in India, 
under 20 Vict. c. 13, by a general Court martial, 
for a civil offence, of which the ct. found him guilty, 
& for which they sentenced him to four years’ 
imprisonment. The officer commanding the 
district in which he was tried appointed the Fort 
of Agra as the place of his imprisonment. It did 
not appear whether this fort was or was not a 
public prison, or was or was not a military prison 
set apart by the authority of 20 Vict. c. 13. It 
was, however, under military command. <A. was 
imprisoned there for about nine months; at the 
end of which the same officer who had appointed 
it as the place of imprisonment gave an order in 
writing, directing that he should be removed 
therefrom to England, to undergo there the remain- 
der of his sentence; but not mentioning any 
prison in England to which he was to be removed. 
A., having been brought to England under this 
order, was there confined in several prisons in 
succession, &, ultimately, in the Queen’s Prison ; 
an order from the Commandcr-in-Chief of the 
army in England, directing the keeper of that 
prison to receive him into custody for the remainder 
of his sentence, being sent there with him. Making 
absolute a rule for a habeas corpus obtained by A. : 
Held: A. was entitled to his discharge: for his 
detention in custody, which could not be justified 
at common law, was not warranted by 20 Vict. 
c. 133 inasmuch as, assuming, a point which the 
ct. did not determine, that the case fell within 
20 Vict. c. 13, as to the removal of prisoners, no 











LINKS OF COMMUNICATION & A.-G. 
Se S.C. 301; 110 T. R. 467. 


q. Abortive trial by civil court — 
Removal of prisoner for trial by court- 
martial.|—After disagreement of a 
jury upon a charge of murder & order 
inade sending the prisoner for trial 
at the next Assizes, the competent 
military authority may, subsequently 
to such order, remove the case & trial 
of the prisoner to a military court- 


hibition, certiorari or habcas corpus, if 
they act without or in excess of juris- 
diction; but a decision of a court- 
martial made infra vires, though 
erroneous in point of law, does not 
entitle an accused to such relief.—R. 
v. MURPHY, [1921] 2 I. Rt. 190.—IR. 

k, .]—Courts of justice 
have, in times of peace, an inherent 
jurisdiction to correct & sct aside any 








ct. has no jurisdiction to interfere 
to prevent tho carrying out of a 
gentence imposed by a@ military ct.— 
ERSKINE CHILDERS’ Cask (1922), 67 
Sol, Jo. 125, 172.—IR. 

oO. eG ree GAUDIN 
(1915), 34 N. Z. L. R. 01.—N.Z. 








Dp. | MARAIS v. 
GENERAL OFFICER COMMANDING THE 


martial.—R. (RODGERS) v. CAMPBELL 
(1921), 551. L. T. 192.—IR. 


PART X. SECT. 4, SUB-SECT. 2. 


289i. In what cases granted—lIlegal 
detention—No valid detention order.]— 
R, v. JONES, [1917] 2 1. R. 7.—IR. 

r. —— Court martial held 
without authority.}—C. obtained a writ 
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Sect. 4.— Relation to civil courts: Sub-sects. 2,3 & 4. 
Part XI.] 


valid order for his detention in the Queen’s Prison 
had been made under either 20 Vict. c. 13, 8. 40 
or s. 41.—Re ALLEN (1860), 3 EK. & E. 338; 30 
L. J. Q. B. 388; 7 Jur. N.S. 234; 121 EB. R. 469 ; 
sub nom. Ex p. ALLEN, 3 L. T. 468; 9 W. RB. 99. 

Annotations :—Distd. 2e Mansergh (1861), 1 B. & S. 400; 


R. v. Mount (1875), L. R. 6 P. C. 283. Refd. R. v. Heane 
(1864), 4 B. & S. 947. 


290. To charge in execution debtor in 
military custody.|—The ct. cannot grant a habeas 
corpus to bring up deft. for the purpose of charging 
him in execution, who is in eastodg under military 
arrest.—JONES v. DANVERS (1839), 5 M. & W. 
234; 7 Dow]. 394; 2 Horn & H. 84; 8L. J. Ex. 
216; 3 Jur. 582; 151 E.R. 100. 

291. Return to writ — Necessity for.|—-The ct. 
will not make absolute a rule for an attachment 
against a person to whom a writ of habeas corpus 
has been directed, simply because no return has 
been made to the writ ; when it appears that the 
whole object of the writ has been satisfied by the 
discharge of the prisoner, & the omission to make a 
return is not attributable to any improper motive. 
—KK. v. GAVIN (1848), 3 New Pract. Cas. 198; 11 
soar QO. S. 239; 15 Jur. 329,n.; 12 J. P. Jo. 

292. Sufficiency of.|—It seems a sufficient 
return to a habeas corpus that deft. is in custody 
under the sentence of a ct. of competent juris- 
diction [court martial] to inquire of the offence, 
& to pass such a sentence; without setting forth 
the particular circumstances necessary to warrant 
such a sentence.—-R. v. Suppis (1801), 1 East, 
306; 102 E. R. 119. 

Annotation :—Apld, Watson’s Case (1839), 9 Ad. & El. 731. 

293. .]—On return to a hubeus corpus, 
alleging that the prisoner is detained as a deserter 
under 5 & 6 Vict. c. 12, s. 22, if must be expressly 
shown that the party is a soldier & ought to be 
with his corps; &, if this do not appear by the 
return, the party must be  discharged.—Ie 
DOUGLAS (1842), 3 Q. B. 825; 3 Gal. & Dav. 509 ; 
12L.J.Q.B.49; 114 BK. R. 724; sub nom. R. v. 
DovatLas, 7 Jur. 39. 

294. .|—R. v. GAVIN, No. 291, ante. 


RoyvaL 




















SUB-SECT. 3.— CERTIORARI. 


Cerliorart generally, see CROWN PRACTICE, Vol. 
XVI., pp. 398 ef seq. 

295. Whether writ issues to court martial— 
Civil rights affected.|—Where the civil rights of a 
person in military service are affected by the 
judgment of a military tribunal, in which that 
tribunal has acted without jurisdiction, or has 
exceeded its jurisdiction, this ct. will interfere; 
aluer where nothing but the military status of the 
party is affected by the judgment. A captain in 
the Queen’s service, when stationed with his 
regiment in India, was gazetted to a majority ; 
& the appointment was notified in the general 





of habeas corpus to bring up the body Man. L. 
of P., who had been sent down from S. CAN. 
under sentence of a court martial held a 

by the Governor of S. The return did yznon), 


not set out under what authority the 
Governor held the court martial :— 
Held: the imprisonment was illegal, 
& P. was discharged.—PORRET’S CASE 
at ~ Perry’s Oriental Cases, 414.— 


es fee 


5@ N.S. R365: 
CAN. 
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wr it 


-—~J]—.1 Harris (1909), 19 c. Whether 


XR. 117; 10 W. L. R. 706.— 


.J—R. v. Crry PRISON (Gov- 
Ex p. GREEN 
N.S. R. 2143; 19 D. L. R. 246.—CAN. 
v. GRAVES 
43 D. L. R. 696.— 
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orders of the Commander-in-Chief in India at 
head quarters, & in the regimental orders. Subse- 
quently, the captain having written to the colonel 
of that regiment an insubordinate letter, was tried 
by court martial in India, was dismissed the 
service, & the proceedings of the court martial 
transmitted to the Judge Advocate-General in 

London; three years afterwards, application 

being made to this ct. for a certiorari to bring up 

the judgment of the court martial, in order that 
it might be quashed, the ct. refused to interfere. 

Re MANSERGH (1861), 1 B. & S. 400; 30 lL. J. 

Q. B. 296; 121 E. R. 7643; sub nom. Hx p. MAN- 

sErnon, 4 L. T. 469; 26 J. P. 22; 7 Jur. N.S. 

825; 9 W. R. 703. 

Annotations :—Folld. xp. Roberts (1879), Z'imes, June 11. 
Refd. Dawkins v. Rokeby (1873), L. R. 8 Q. B. 255; 
Fraser v. Balfour (1918), 87 L. J. Q. B. 1116; Heddon v. 
Evans (1919), 35 T. L. R. 642. 

296. Military status affected.] —- Re Man- 

SERGH, No. 295, ante. 














297. ——.|—-Ex p. RoBERTs (1879), Times, 
June 11, D. C. 
298. Offender tried by court martial— 





After exercise of summary jurisdiction by com- 
manding officer.|— Lx p. BRowN (1892), 37 Sol. Jo. 
21g Do: 


SUB-SECT. 4.—)PROHIBITION, 

Prohibition generally, see CROWN PRACTICE, 
Vol. XVI., pp. 372 et seq. 

299. Whether writ issues to court martial— 
Proceedings erroneous.|—The receiving pay as a 
soldier subjects the receiver to military juris- 
diction. This ct. will not grant a prohibition to 
prevent the execution of the sentence of a court 
martial passed against A., who has received pay 
as a soldier, but has assumed the military character 
merely for the purpose of recruiting, in the usual 
course of that service, though the proceedings of 
the court martial appear to be in some instances 
erroneous.— GRANT v. GOULD (1792), 2 Hy. & BL 
69; 126 I. R. 434. 

Annotations :-—Consd. Re Poe (1833), 5 B. & Ad. 6813 
Dawkins v. Rokeby (1866), 4 F. & IF’. 806; Dawkins vr. 
Paulet (1869), L. R. 5 Q. B. 94. Refd. Ie Mansergh 
(1861), 1 B. & 8. 400; R.v. McCarthy (1866), 14 W. R. 
918; Dawkins v. Rokeby (1873), L. Kk. 8 Q. B. 2553 
R. v. Army Council, “rp. Ravenscroft, [1917] 2 K. BB. 
504; Fraser v. Balfour (1918), 87 L. J. K. B. 1116; 


Heddon v. Evans (1919), 35 T. L. Lt. 642. Mentd. R. v. 
Herford (1860), 24 J. bP. 628. 


300. After sentence confirmed—Followed 
by dismissal.]|—A writ of prohibition cannot issue 
to a court martial after sentence pronounced by 
the ct. & ratified by His Majesty, & execution by 
dismissal from the Army, in pursuance of such 
sentence.—fRe Por (1833), 5 B. & Ad. 6813; 2 
Nev. & M. K. B. 636; 110 KF. R. 9423; sub nom. 
ke p. Pok, 3 L. J. K. B. 33. 

Annotations :—Consd. Re Mansergh (1861), 1 B. & S. 400; 
Re Tufnell (1876), 3 Ch. D. 164; Grant. v. Secretary of 
State for India (1877), 2 C. P. D. 445. Apld. Re Clifford 
& O’Sullivan, {1921] 2 A. C. 570. Mentd. J?e York 
(Archbp.) (184]), 2 Q. B. 1; outa eee v. Willey (1850), 
14 J. P. 386; Heyworth v. London Corpn. & Rhodes 

(1884), Cab. & El. 312. 





martial—Facts disclosing offence greater 
than military offence charged—Military 
offence clear upon evidence.|—The ct. 
will not direct a writ of prohibition to 
a court martial merely because the 
facts which establish the military 
offonce disclose, at the same time, a 
greater offence, cognisable by the civil 
cts., provided a military offence is 
clear upon the evidence.—R. v. 
POC ATHY (1866), 14 W. FR. 918,.— 


(1914), 48 


(1919), 


issues to court 


Part XI.--Booty oF War. 


Part X!l.--Booty of War. 


801. Absolute discretion of Crown as to dis- 
posal.|—(1) The Crown has absolute discretion in 
the disposal of booty of war, & can revoke or 
modify at will any scheme for distribution. 

(2) No trust which can be enforced by a ct. of 
equity is created by Treasury minutes or warrants 
providing for distribution.—ALEXANDER v. WEL- 
LINGTON (DUKE) (1831), 2 Russ. & M. 35; 2 
State Tr. N. 8S. 763; 39 E. R. 308; subsequent 
proceedings, sub nom. Re DECCAN ARMY (1833), 
2 Knapp, 103. 

Annotations :—-As to (1) Refd. The Parlement Belge (1879), 
4 P. D, 129. Generally, Refd. Banda & Kirwcee Booty 
(1866), L. R. 1 A. & BE. 109; Kinlock v. Seerctary of State 
for India (1882), 7 App. Cas. 619: Andersen v. Marten, 
{(1907] 2 K. B. 248. Mentd. Metcalfe ». York (Archbp.) 
(1836), 1 My. & Cr. 547. 
302. -|}—(1) The Ct. of Admlty. had no 

jurisdiction with respect to booty until the passing 
of Admiralty Court Act, 1840 (c. 65), s. 22, enacting 
that the ct. ‘‘ shall proceed as in cases of prize of 
war,’ must be understood to mean, not that in all 
respects the distribution of booty should be 
assimilated to that of prize, but that the ordinary 
course of proceeding in prize should be adopted. 

(2) No person will be entitled to share in booty 
on the sole ground of meritorious service, unless 
his claim is supported on the principle of joint 
capture ; nor will the ct. relax the principles of 
joint capture on the ground that part of the pro- 
perty captured was not strictly booty, or that the 
sum was of unusual magnitude. 

(3) All prize belongs absolutely to the Crown, 
Which for the last 150 years has been in the habit 
of granting it to ‘ the takers’? who are of two 
classes, actual captors & joint or constructive 
captors. 

(4) Joint captors are those who have assisted, 
or are taken to have assisted, the actual captors, 
by conveying encouragement to them, or intimida- 
tion to the enemy. 

The union of the joint captor with the actual 
captor under the command of the same officer 
alone constitutes the bond of association which 
the law recognises as a title to joint sharing. Com- 
munity of enterprise does not constitute associa- 
tion, & is equally insufficient as a ground for joint 
sharing, if the bond of union, though originally 
well constituted, has ceased to be in force at the 
time of the capture. 

Such co-operation as will confer a title to a joint. 
share of prize is also strictly limited to encourage- 
ment to the friend & intimidation to the enemy. 

(5) The distinctions between captures on land 
& captures at sea tend to show, that in considering 
joint capture of booty, a wider application than 
is recognised in prize cases must be allowed to the 
term ‘‘ co-operation,’’ concerted action on a vaster 
scale than is feasible at sea being indispensable 
to a campaign. The rule of sight, too, which pre- 
vails at sea, is inapplicable on land. 

(6) The general rule for the distribution of 
booty, to be adhered to as far as possible, is the 
rule of actual capture. In the case of an army 
consisting of several divisions, the line of dis- 
tribution will be drawn between division & 
division; that division to be regarded as the 
actual captor, any portion of which has captured 
the prize. 

(7) The association entitling to joint sharing 
must be military, & not political, & must be under 
the immediate command of the same commander. 





(8) The co-operation which is necessary as a 
title to joint sharing is a co-operation directly 
tending to produce the capture in question. What 
tends to produce the capture cannot be once for 
all defined, but strict limits must be observed of 
time, place, & relation. Services rendered at a 
great distance from the place of capture, acts done 
long before the capture was contemplated, even 
though they affect the whole scheme of operations, 
cannot be deemed such co-operation as will give 
a title to share in booty. Indirect services will be 
insufficient. 

(9) To entitle the Commander-in-Chief to share 
in booty, he must himself be in the field ; but ‘‘ to 
be in the field ’’ it is not necessary that he should 
be actually present with the division that makes 
the capture ; being in the field with one division, 
he is in the field with all. 

But, if troops have been placed under the 
independent command of another, the Commander- 
in-Chicf, though actually in the field, does not 
share in booty taken by those troops. 

(10) No distinction should be made in the right 
of the general & personal staff to share in the 
booty ; in principle, the right of both stands or 
falls with the Commander-in-Chief ; therefore all 
his staff who are in the field with him are entitled 
to share. 

(11) Under the circumstances of the case, the 
costs of rejected claimants ordered to be paid out 
of the fund.—BaAanpba & KIRWEE Booty (1866), 


Tr. ROL A. & 1.109; 385 Lb. J. Adm. 17; 12 Jur. 


N.S. 819. 


Annotations :-—As to (1) Refd. Banda & Kirwee Booty (1875), 
33 L. T. 332. As to (4) Consd. The Feldinarschall, [1920] 
PP. 289. Generally, Mentd. 7?e Banda & Kirwee Booty, 
Kinloch v. R., Kinloch wo HR. & Secretary of State for 
India in Council, [1882] W. N. 164. 

303. No trust created by Royal warrant pro- 
viding for distribution.| ALEXANDER v. WELLING- 

TON (DUKE), No. 301, ante. 


304. -|}—The Queen by Royal warrant 
granted ”’ booty of war to the Secretary of State 
for India in Council ‘in trust ”’ for the officers & 
men of certain forces, to be distributed by the 
Secretary of State or by any other person he 
might appoint, according to certain scales & pro- 
portions; any doubts arising to be determined 
finally by the Secretary of State or by such persons 
to whom he might refer them unless the Queen 
should otherwise order. An action having been 
brought against the Secretary of State for India 
in Council by applt., on behalf of himself & all the 
other persons entitled under the royal grant to 
share in the booty alleging a distribution of part 
& possession by the Secretary of State of the 
residue, & claiming an account & distribution of 
the residue :—Held: the warrant did not transfer 
the property or create a trust enforceable by the 
High Ct. of Justice, & the Secretary of State 
being merely the agent of the Crown to distribute 
the fund, the action could not be maintained.— 
KINLOCK v. SECRETARY OF STATE FOR INDIA (1882), 
7 App. Cas. 619; 51 L. J. Ch. 885; 47 L. T. 138 ; 
30 W. R. 845, i. L. 


Annotations :—Consd. R. v. Scerctary of State for War, 
([1891] 2 Q. B. 326; Dunn v. Macdonald (1897), 76 L._T. 
444. Refd. Re Banda & Kirwee Booty, Kinloch v. N., 

Kinloch v. R. & Secretary of State for India in Council. 

[1882] W. N. 164. Mentd. Bowie v. Ailsa (1887), i3 

App. Cas. 371; Faulds v. Vere, [1888] W. N. 162; Te 

Teira Te Paea v. Te Roera Tareha, (1902) A. C. 56; 

Hollinshead v. Hazleton, [1916] 1 A. C, 428. 
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305. Jurisdiction of Court of Admiralty — 
Admiralty Court Act, 1840 (c. 65), s. 22..—BANpDA 
& KIRWEE Boory, No. 302, ante. 

308. ———- As to booty remaining after partial 
distribution—-Under judgment of court.|—When 
the Crown grants to captors booty of war & by 
Order in Council made under Admiralty Court. 
Act, 1840 (c. 65), s. 2, refers the claims of all 
parties whomsoever to the property captured to 
the judge of the High Ct. of Admity., who is to 
take into consideration any capture that may have 
been made of any property during the operations 
by any claimants & is to make such order as to 
him shall seem right both in regard to the persons 
who are, & the proportions in which such persons 
are, entitled to share them ... reserving, however, 
to His Majesty the right to direct the rates or 
scale of distribution according to which the pro- 
perty or the proceeds thereof is to be repaid to the 
several ranks of the force or forces to which such 
property may be adjudged, & the ct. proceeds to 
adjudge certain claimants entitled to share, & in 
pursuance thereof sums of money on account of 
the booty are distributed among the successful 
claimants; the High Ct. has no jurisdiction, on 
the application of the successful claimants, com- 
plaining that the Govt. have refused to pay over 
& distribute the remainder of the booty, to order 
that such remainder be brought into the registry 
of the High Ct., & abide the event of the suit ; 
under such an order of reference the High Ct. has 
no power of distribution.—BANDA & KIRWEE 
Booty (1875), L. R. 4 A. & E. 486; 44 L. J. Adm. 
41; 83.L. T. 332; 3 Asp. M. L. C. 66, 

307. Distribution follows ordinary course of 
proceedings in prize.|—BaNnpDa & K:nWEE Boory, 
No. 302, ante. 

308. Who entitled to share — Actual captors — 
One of several divisions forming army—Part only 
of division effecting capture.|—BANDA & KIRWEE 
Booty, No. 3802, ante. 

309. Joint captors —- Detachment forming 
rearguard of main body.|-—-THE MOULTAN CasE 
(1849), cited L. R. 1 A. & F174. 

Annotation :—Consd. Banda & Kirwee Booty (1866), L. ™. 

1A.& i. 109. 

310. ————.| — BHURTPORE 
(1826), cited L. R. 1 A. & HE. at p. 165. 
Annotation :—Consd. Banda & Kirwee Booty (1866), L. lt. 

1A. & HK. 109. 


ROYAL 











CASE 


311. ——- ——~ Commander-in-Chief — Neces- 
sity for action of presence ‘‘ on the fleld.’’]|—KuT- 
TORE CASE (1827), cited in L. Rt. 1 A. & KK. at p. 
251; 35L. J. P.M. & A. at p. 102. 

Annotation :—-Apld. Banda & Kirwee Booty (1866), L. R. 1 

A. & Hi. 109. 





312. —— —— -——— What amounts to 
‘‘ presence on the field.”"|—BanpDA & KIRWEE 
Booty, No. 302, ante. 

313. Troops making capture 
under independent command of another.|—-BANDA 
& KIRWEE Boory, No. 302, ante. 











FORCES. 


314. Troops arriving after fall of 
town.|—DHar CASE (1857), cited in L. R.1 A. & E. 
at p.178; 35L. J. P.M. & A. at p. 69 


Annotation :—Consd. Banda & Kirwoe Booty (1866), L. lt. 
1A. & E. 109. 
315. ——~— ——— Troops far distant from scene of 


action.|—UMBALLA & KuturNauL CasE (1857), 
cited in L. R.1 A. & EB. at p.176; 35 L. J. Adm. at 
p. 87. 


Annotation :—Consd. Banda & Kirwee Booty (1866), I. R. 
1A. & K. 109. 

















316. |}—Banna & KIRWEE 
Boory, No. 302, ante. 

317. Where meritorious service not 
ee -Banpa & Kinwke Boory, No. 3802, 
ante. 

318. — Part of property not strictly 


booty.|—- BANDA & Kirwer Booty, No. 302, 
ante. 

319. —— Sum involved of unusual 
magnitude.|—Banpa & KIRWEE Boory, No. 302, 
anle. 

820. —_— ——— Assisting actual takers—By en- 
couragement.|—BanpA & Kirnwrrt Boory, No. 
302, ante. 

321. ——- —— By intimidation of enemy.] 
—BANDA & KIRWEE Boory, No. 302, ante. 

322. —-— Under command of same officers 
with actual takers—-Community of enterprise not 
sufficient.) —- BANDA & KIRWEE Boory, No. 302, 
ante. 

323. ——_— -—— Joint capture on land & sea 











compared.| BANDA & KIrwEE Booty, No. 302, 
ante. 
324. Association must be military.]— 


BANDA & KIRWEE Booty, No. 302, ante. 

325. ——— ——— Degree of co-operation neces-~ 
sary—Must directly tend to produce capture.|— 
BANDA & KiRWEB Boory, No. 302; ante. 

326. —--— - Services rendered at great 
distance from place of capture.|—-BANDA & KIR- 
WEE Boory, No. 302, ante. 

















327. Acts done long before 
capture contemplated.) —- Banna & KiIRWiEK 
Booty, No. 302, ante. 

328. Staff of Commander-in-Chief.] — 





BANDA & KIRWEE Booty, No. 302, ante. 

329. Costs of claimants—Discretion of court.|— 
BANDA & KtrwEeE Boory, No. 302, ante. 

830. Salvage by army of British Army of ships 
& goods.|—-Question respecting salvage on ships 
recaptured from the French at Oporto by the 
allied British & Portuguese Army under W. 
Salvage not given on Portuguese property; on 
British without distinction as to those cargoes 
which had been relanded & warehoused by the 
enemy; valuc to be estimated at the port of 
restitution ; on freight, where it is already in the 
course of being carried.—THE PROGRESS (1810), 1 
Edw. 210; 165 E. RR. 1085. 

Annotations :—Refd. The Roumanian, [1916] 1 A. C. 124. 


Mentd. S.S. Carisbrook Co. v. London & Provincial Marine 
& General Insurance Co., {1902] 2 K. B. 681. 
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ROYAL MARRIAGES. 


See CONSTITUTIONAL Law. 


ROYAL PREROGATIVE. 


See CONSTITUTIONAL LAW. 


ROYALTIES. 


See CopyricHt AND LitERARY Property; Mines, MINERALS, AND QUARRIES; PATENTS AND 
INVENTIONS. 


RUBRIC. 


See ECCLESIASTICAL LAw. 


RURAL DISTRICT COUNCIL. 


See LOCAL GOVERNMENT. 


RURAL PARISH. 


See Loca GOVERNMENT. 


RURAL SANITARY DISTRICT. 


See Local GOVERNMENT. 


SACCHARINE. 


See REVENUE. 


( 348 ) 


SACRILEGE. 


See CRIMINAL LAW AND PROCEDURE. 


' SAILORS AND SEAMEN. 


See Rovau Forces; SHIPPING AND NAVIGATION. 


SALE BY AUCTION. 


See AUCTION AND AUCTIONEERS. 


SALE BY ORDER OF COURT. 


See ADMIRALTY ; INTERPLEADER; PRACTICE AND PROCEDURE; SALe oF LAND. 
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SALE OF GOODS. 


PART I. THE CONTRACT OF SALE GENERALLY 
SECT. 1. NATURE OF CONTRACT ., 


Sect. 2. WHAT AMOUNTS TO CONTRACT 
SECT. 3. FORMATION OF CONTRACY 
SEcT. 4. CONSIDERATION ; 
SEcT. 5. ASSIGNMENT OF CONTRACT 
SEcT. 6. WHAT ARE ‘ GooDs ” 

SEcT. 7. CONDITIONAL SALE 

SEcT. 8. QUASI-CONTRACT 


PART IJ. FORMATION OF CONTRACT 
SEcT. 1. CAPACITY OF PARTIES 
SeEcT. 2. IDENTITY OF PARTIES 
SecT. 3. FORMALITIES OF CONTRACT 
SUB-SECT, 1. IN GENERAL : 
SuB-SECT. 2. CONTRACTS FOR £10 OR wins 
SrEcT. 4. CONTRACTS FoR £10 on Upwarps 
SUB-SECT. 1. IN GENERAL 
SUB-SECT. 2. WHAT CONTRACTS ineteney ' 
SUB-SECT, 3. EFFECT OF STATUTE OF FRAUDs, 8S. 4 
SUB-SECT. 4. ACCEPTANCE 
A. In General . : 
B. What may amount to . 
(a) In General . 
(6) Acceptance of Samisis 
(c) Inspection : 
(qd) Acts of Ownership in Pinta tou Geode 
(ec) Acceptance of Part 
(f) Retention by Buyer 
(g) Retention by Seller 
C. Time for Acceptance 
SuB-sSEcT, 5. ACTUAL RECEIPT 
A. In General . , 
B. What may atiouut to . 
(a) In General . 
(6) Goods Rewimine in Seller’ Ss VoRseerOn 
(c) Delivery to Servant or Agent 
SuB-SECT. 6. EARNEST OR PART PAYMENT 
A. Earnest ‘ : , é 
B. Part Payment 
SuUB-SECcT. 7. THE NOTE OR MuMONAND UI 
A. In General . 
B. Form of P 
(a) In General . . 
(b) Document containing Repudiation of Contract, 
(c) Connected Documents . 
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C. Contents of ‘ ; ; a 
(a2) Parties 
(6) Terms 
i. In General 
i. Agreement of Parties 
iii. Goods Sold 
iv. Time for Payment . 
v. Price 
D. Signature ; 
(a) Necessity for 
(6) Sufficiency of 
SUB-SECT. 8. AGENCY FOR SIGNATURE 
A. In General . 
B. Auctioneers 
C. Brokers : 
(a) In General . 
(b) Agency for Wither Party 
(c) When Personally Liable 
(d) Korm of Contract ; . 
SUB-SECT. 9, ADMISSIBILITY OF PAROL eased 
SUB-SECT. 10. EFFECT OF STATUTORY PROVISIONS 
A. In General . 
B. Effect on Property 
SECT. 5. SUBJECT-MATTER OF THE CONTRACT 
SUB-SECT. 1. EXISTING AND FUTURE GOODS ; 
SUB-SECT. 2, GOODS TO BE ACQUIRED BY SELLER UPON Geitinwiiney 
A. In General . ; 
B. Particular Instanccs 
SUB-SECT. 3. SALE OF CHANCE 
SUB-SECT. 4. PRESENT SALE OF FUTURE ‘doens 
Secr. 6. PERISHING OF SPECIFIC GOODS 
SUB-SECT. 1. BEFORE CONTRACT 
SUB-SECT. 2. AFTER CONTRACT 
SECT. 7. THE PRICE 
SUB-SECT. 1. IN GENERAL ‘ : ; 
SuB-secr. 2. ‘To BE FIXED IN MANNER AGREED ” : , 
A. In General . . : ‘ ‘ , ‘ ; j 


pads 


B, Wager Involved . d P , , , ; ‘ : 
C. Alternative Price . ‘ : ; ; 5 : ? ‘ 


SUB-SECT. 3. COURSE OF DEALING . 
SUB-SECT. 4. REASONABLE PRICE . : 
SUB-SECT. 5. CHANGE OF CUSTOMS OR EXCISE DUTY 
SUB-SECT. 6. VALUATION BY THIRD PARTY 
A. In General . : 
B. Valuer’s Failure to Act : 
C. Valuation Prevented by Party 
SEcT. 8 CONDITIONS AND WARRANTIES 


SEcT. Y. STAMPS . 


PART Il. CONDITIONS AND WARRANTIES 
Sect. 1. CONDITIONS AND WARRANTIES GENERALLY 
SUB-SECT. 1. CONDITIONS 
SUB-sSECT. 2. WARRANTIES 
A. In General . : 
B. Whether Repr cucntation Amounts to Warranty 
C. Approval by Third Person of Warranted Goods 
D. General Warranty and Patent Defects . 
E. Authority to Warrant . ‘ : 


SusB-sEcT. 8. BREACH OF CONDITIONS AND W arian : 
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SALE OF GooDs. 


SECT. 2. STIPULATIONS AS ‘ro "TIME 
SUB-sEcr. 1. IN GENERAL 
SUB-SECT. 2. PAYMENT 
SUB-SECT. 3. SHIPMENT . 
SUB-SECT. 4. DELIVERY 
SUB-sECT. 5. CLEARANCE : ‘ : ‘ . . . ; ; 

Sect. 3. IMPLIED UNDERTAKINGS AS TO TITLE AND QUIET POSSESSION . 
SUB-SECT. 1. TITLE ; : é ; ‘ ; ‘ ‘ . 
SUB-SECT. 2. QUIET POSSESSION 


® e 3. e e e e a e e ° 


SUB-SECT. 3. FREEDOM FROM INCUMBRANCES . ; . ; . ; , ; 
Secr. 4. SALES BY DESCRIPTION . : . : ; ; : : 
SUB-SECT. 1. WHAT CONSTITUTES SALE BY DESCRIPTION . 3 ; : 


SUB-SECT. 2. IMPLIED CONDITION THAT GooDS CORRESPOND WITH iD eeeniBteN 
A. In General . : 


B. Effect of Clause iehting Seller’ r’s Laability 
C. Meaning of Words of Description . : , 
(a) In General : ‘ ; ; : : 
(6) Admissibility of Tividence d : ; 
D. What Constitutes Corresponding with ineacti peek : : ; 
SUB-SECT. 3. IMPLIED CONDITION AS TO MERCHANTABLE Gusiey : 5 
SeEcT. 5. IMPLIED TERMS AS TO QUALITY OR FITNESS 
SUB-SECT. 1. GENERAL RULE—CAVEAT EMPTOR 
Susp-sEcT, 2. FitNESS FOR PARTICULAR PURPOSE 
A. In General . . ; ‘ : : : . : : ; ‘ 
B. When Condition In ‘lied : : ; ; : : : ; : . 
(a) Purpose Made Known to Seller ‘ 
(b) Reliance on Seller’s Skill or Judgment 


(c) Goods Supplied in course of Seller’s Business. : , : : ; 
(d) oe of Specific Article . ‘ ; ‘ ‘ 
. In General. : : : : . ; ; : 
iif Under Patent or Trade Ni ame . ; : : . 


C. What Constitutes Fitness : 
SUB-SECT, 3. MERCHANTABLE QUALIFY. 

A. In General . ; : 

B. Lffect of Examination by Bayer ‘ ‘ 

C. What Constitutes Merchantable Quality. 
SuB-SECT. 4. IXCLUSION BY EXPRESS WARRANTY . 


Stott. 6 SALI BY SAMPLE. : : : ; 
SUB-SECT, 1. WHAT CONSTITUTES SALE BY SAM-LE. : , . : . : 
SuB-SECT. 2. IMPLIED CONDITIONS . : . ; ; ; ; : : . 
A. Bulk Corresponding with Sample . : : : ; ; : ‘ ‘ 
a Inspection of Bulk by Buyer : ; ‘ : ; ; : 
. Freedom from Defect Rendering Goods Wamereiantable ; : . ‘ : 
rn 3. FAILURE TO CORRESPOND WITH SAMPLE : ; P . : : 
A. In General . . ‘ ; : : ; , : 
B. Allowance in respect of Inferiority : ‘ : ; ; ; ‘ : 
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Shops : ; »» FACTORIES. 
Stocks and Shares, Sale 
of : ; ; 5, STOCK EXCHANGE. 
Tobacco, Sale of ; », REVENUE. 
Trade ; : ; » TRADE AND ‘TRADE 
UNIONS. 
Trade Marks ; ,, TRADE MARKS, TRADE 
NAMES, AND DE- 
SIGNS. 
Trade Usages . 45, CUSTOM AND USAGES. 
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Part I——The Contract of Sale Generally. 


Skcr. 1.—NATURE OF CONTRACT. 

Sec, now, Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), ss. 1 
(1) (3) (4), 4 (1), 62 (1). 

1. Distinguished from guarantee—-Transfer of 
goods from purchaser unable to pay—To pur- 
chaser promising payment.|—A. sells goods to B., 
who being unable to pay transfers them to C., 
who promises A., to pay for them. This is a new 
sale to C. & nof a mere promise by C., to pay the 
debt of B.—BROWNING v. STALLARD (1814), 5 
Taunt. 450; 128 E.R. 764. 

Distinguished from contract for sale of lands— 
Sale of growing crops—Statute of Frauds, ss. 4, 17.| 
EP a Vol. IJ., pp. 52-55, Nos. 
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& completed by them after her death, 


2. ——- Sale of slag on land of third party— 
Licence to vendor to remove-—Sale of Goods Act, 
1893 (c. 71), ss. 51, 62.j|—In a counterclaim by 
purchasers against a vendor it appeared that the 
vendor was the lessee of certain land part of which 
was composed of slag & cinders. On adjoining 
lands occupied by other persons were two disused 
cinder tips. The vendor had obtained from these 
persons licences to remove from the tips slag & 
cinders adhering to & forming part of their lands. 
He then agreed with the purchasers to sell to them 
all the slag on the demised premises & from the 
tips on the lands adjoining, or so much thereof as 
the purchasers should desire to remove, & for 
that purpose to give the purchasers access to the 


Labourer’s own materials 


a. General rule.) -—The essence of 
sale is transfer of property from one 
persou to another for money or money’s 
worth. — R. v. LANGLEY (1899), 20 
C.L. TT. 23; 31:0. 1. 295.—CAN. 

b. Distinguished from contract for 
work ad: labhour—Making of tombstone— 
Sale of chattel.}--W. during her lifetime 
orally ordered from pltfs. a tombstone, 
to be put up by them at the grave of 
her late husband. It was begun before 


& they sued her administrator, on the 
common counts, for the price :—V//eld : 
pltfs.’ claim was for the sale of a chattel, 
not one for work & labour, &, there 
being no contract within Stat. Frauds, 
pltfs. could not recover.—WOLFENDEN 
an ILSON (1873), 33 U. C. R. 442.— 





c. Agreement to erect building.) 
—ltoss v. DOYLE (1887), 4 Man. L. RR. 
434.—CAN., 


employed.j—Whero labourer converts 
materials of his own into a chattel, it 
can after delivery be sued on only as 
for goods sold & delivered.—FERGUSON 
v. REED (1896), 33 N. B. It. 580.—CAN. 


e. Contract to print special 
form of debentures.J—A contract to 
print debentures in a special form on 
paper supplied by the printers is a 
contract for the sale of goods & 
chattels, & not a contract for work, 
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demised premises & the cinder tips on the adjoining 
lands. After certain slag had been removed by the 
purchasers & sold at a profit the lessor & licencors 
of the vendor intervened & prevented the further 
removal of slag by the purchasers. The purchasers 
sucd for damages for the vendor’s default in deliver- 
ing or giving access to the slag sold :—Held: the 
agreement was not a contract for the sale of goods 
within above Act, s. 62, so as to entitle the pur- 
chasers to recover as damages the difference 
between the contract & the market price of the 
slag under above Act, s. 51; but the agreement 
was a contract to grant an interest in land, &, as 
the vendor’s failure to perform his contract was 
due solely to a defect in his title, the purchasers 
could not recover any damages for the Joss of 
their bargain.— MORGAN v. RUSSELL & Sons, [1909] 
1K. B. 357; 78 L. J. K. B. 187; 100 1. I. 118; 
25 T. la. R. 1203; 53 Sol. Jo. 186, D.C. 

8. Distinguished from contract for work & 
labour—Agreement to erect machinery.]|—An cxe- 
cutory agreement for the making & putting up of 
certain machines in the party’s house is required 
to be stamped like any other agreement, not: being 
within the exception in Stamp Acts in favour of 
agreements, ctc., for or relating to the sale of 
goods.— BUXTON v. BEDALL (1803), 3 East, 303 ; 
102 I. R. 618. 

Annotations : —Overd. Pinner v. Arnold (1835), 2 Cr. M. & Ry 

613. btd. De Fries v. Littlewood (1815), 9 Jur. OS®, 

Refd. Marson v. Sbort (1835), 2 Bing. N. CG. 118. 


4, ——- —A. contracted with B. ‘ to 
build an engine of 100 horse power for the sum of 
£2,500, to be completed & fixed’’ by a certain 
time. The engine was intended for the purpose 
of puinping a mine, & was composed of various 
parts, which were made at A. s factory, & conveyed 
thence & set up at different times at B.’s collicry, 
until the engine was completed. A. sued B. for 
the price, & in an <indebitatus count claimed 
£3,000 for the price & value of a main engine, & 
other goods sold & delivered by him to B.:-—~— 
Held: the price agreed on could not be recovered 
under this count, but the proper form of the count 
would have been, either for work, labour & 
materials, or for erecting & constructing an engine. 
—CLARK v. BULMER (1543), 11 M. & W. 243: 1 
Dow. & L. 367; 12 L. J. Mx. 4635; 152 1. R. 798. 
ro -—-Refd. Boaumont v. Brengeri (1817), 5 C. 3B. 


De —.Jj--Defts. contracted with pltfs. 
to make & supply new boilers & certain new 
machinery for a steam ship of pltfs., & to alter the 
engines of such steam ship into compound surface 
condensing engines, according to a specification. 
The engines, boilers, & connections were, by the 
contract, to be completed in every way ready for 
sea so far as specified, & tried under steam by the 
engineers, defts., previous to being handed over 
to the co.; the result of such trial to be to the 
satisfaction of the co.’s inspector. The price of 
the work was to be £5,800, & was to be paid as 
the work progressed, in the following manner, viz. 
£2,000 when the boilers were plated, and £2,000 
when the whole of the work was ready for fixing 
on board, & the balance. £1,800, when the work 
was fully completed & tried under steam. These 
payments were only to be made on the certificate 











labour & matcrials, & is within Stat. 
Frauds.—CANADA BANK NOTE HINGRAV- 


Council to be brought within the 
building for £355 :—H 
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of pltfs.’ inspector. The old materials removed 
from the ship were to become the property of 
defts. The specification contained elaborate pro- 
visions as to the fitting & fixing the new boilers & 
machinery on board the ship, & the adaptation of 
the old machinery to the new. The boilers & other 
new machinery contracted for were completed, & 
ready to be fixed on board, & one instalment of 
£2,000 had been paid under the contract, when the 
ship was lost by perils of the sea. The value of the 
work actually done by defts. under the contract 
amounted to £4,118. The second instalment of 
£2,000 was subsequently paid, at the time of which 
payment pltfs. knew of the loss of the ship, but 
defts. did not. Pltfs. claimed delivery of the 
boilers & other machinery completed under the 
contract, & this being refused, brought an action 
for the detention of same, or to recover back the 
£1,000 paid by them to defts. :—-Held: the con- 
tract was an entire & indivisible contract for work 
to be done upon pltfs.’ ship for a certain price, 
from further performance of which both parties 
were released by the loss of the ship : the property 
in the articles manufactured was not intended to 
pass until they were fixed on board the ship; & 
consequently pltfs. were not entitled to the boilers 

& machinery nor could they recover the £4,000 

already paid as upon a failure of consideration.— 

ANGLO-HGYPTIAN NAVIGATION (Co, v. RENNIE 

(1875), L. R210 C. P. 27) 3 441. 5.0. P. 180; 32 

I. T. 4673 23 W. R. 6263; on anpeal, T. R. 10 

On? 691, WexeCh. 

Annotations :—Refd. Seath 7. Moore (1881), 11 App. Cas. 
358.n.; Lloyd Royal Belge Soc. Anon. v. Stathatos (1917), 
33 T. L. hk. 390. 

6. ------ Agreement to erect fixture.| 
v. ARNOLD, No. 367, post. 

7. -——- Agreement to finish goods.) LIUGHES 
vu. Breeps, No. 1, post. 

8. ----~ Contract to build hotel--Agreement to 
take possession of work done-—-On bankruptcy of 
builder.|—-B., a builder, undertook for a certain 
sum to build an hotel for a co. of which defts. 
were the trustees, & to do all the work, except the 
plumbing & ironmongery, which were to be done 
by deft.’s workmen. It was agreed that if B. 
became bkpt.. it should be lawful for defts. to 
take possession of the work already done, & put 
an end to the agreement, & that they should pay 
B. so much money only as should be adjudged 
to be the value of the work already done & fixed 
by him. Defts. enmployed a clerk of the works, 
whose dutv it was to inspect the materials supplied 
by bkpt.. & none were used upon the building but 
such as had been approved by him. Before the 
hotel was completed, B. became bkpt. Shortly 
before the bkpey., some deal sash frames, the 
subject among other things of the present action, 
were lying at bkpt.’s premises ; to these the iron- 
mongers of defts. had supplied pulleys, & in this 
state they had been seen & approved by the clerk 
of the works. After the bkpcy., the sash frames 
were brought to deft.’s premises: the assignees 
then made a demand of the sash frames & upon 
deft.’s refusal to deliver them, brought an action 
of trover :—Held: this was a contract for the 
performance of certain work, & not for the sale 
of goods, & the sash frames did not become the 


-PINNER 





companty.]— DONALDSON —v. ScorTr 


eld: this was an Frurr Co. (1914). 28 W. lL. R. 609; 18 


ING & PRINTING Co. v. TORONTO Ry. 
Co. (1895), 22 A. R. 462.—CAN. 

f. Contract for sale or delivery of 
jovds-—-W ork done & materials supplied. } 
—Dltfs. agreed to supply a patent 
electric goods lift, to erect same in a 
certain building in Sydney & connect 
it with the supply cables of the City 


agreement to do certain work & to 
supply certain materials, & not an 
agreement for the sale or deliver 
of goods. —SYDNEY HYDRAULIO 

GENERAL ENGINEERING Co, v. BLACK- 
woon & 50N (1908), &8 S. Rh. N.S. W. 
10; 25 N.S. W. W. N. 26.—AUS. 


g. Shipments of apples to fruit 


D. lL. R. 18.—CAN. 

h. Contract te erect building.) —A 
written tender by a builder offering to 
erect a building at a stated price, 
though not signed by the builder or by 
his authority, becomes a binding & 
enforceable contract on {ts acceptance, 
such a contract not being for the supply 
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Sect. 1.—Nature of contract. Sect. 2.] 


propery of defts. until they were fixed to the 
uilding.—TrRIPP v. ARMITAGE (1839), 4 M. & W. 
687; 1 Horn & H. 442; 8L. J. Ex. 107; 3 Jur. 


249; 150 BE. RR. 1597. 

Annotations : -—Apld. Rouch 2. G. W. Ry. (1840), 1 Q. B. 51; 
Clark v. Bulmer (1843), 11 M. & W. 243. Distd. Janbury 
& Cheltenham Direct Ry. v. Daniel (1884), 54 I. J. Ch. 
265. Apprvd. Seath v,. Toore (1886), 11 ‘DD. Cas. 350 ; 
Re Blyth Shipbuilding & Dry Docks Co., Forster v. Blyth 
Shipbuilding & Dry Docks Co., [1926] Ch. 494. Refd. 
Young v. Cooper ee 6 Exch. 259; Turley v. Bates 
(1863), 2H. & C. 200. 


9. ——- Contract for set of artificial teeth— 
Statute of Frauds,s.17.|—A contract: to make a set 
of artificial teeth is a contract for the sale of goods, 
wares or merchandises, within above sect. A. 
ordered of B. a set of artificial teeth, which were 
by the terms of the contract to be fitted to her 
mouth; before they were so fitted A. died :— 
Held: B. could not sue A.’s exor. in an action for 
work & labour done, & materials provided for his 
testatrix. 

As soon as the teeth were ready, B. wrote to A., 
requesting her to appoint a day when he could 
see her for the purpose of fitting them, to which 
she replied as follows: ‘‘ Mv dear Sir,—I regret, 
after your kind effort to oblige me, my health 
will prevent my taking advantage of the early day. 
I fear I may not be able for some days.—Yours 
etc.”’? :—Held: here was no sufficient memorandum 
of a contract within above sect. In order to 
decide whether a contract be for work & labour, 
or for the sale of a chattel, the value of the skill 
& labour, as compared with that of the material 
supplied, is not a criterion.—LEE v. GRIFFIN (1861), 
1B. &S. 272: 3015. Q. BR. 252: 4 1. T. 546; 
7 Jur. N.S. 1802; 9 W. KR. 702; 121 FE. R. 716. 


Annotations :—Apld. Copland v. Miller (1903), Times, Nov 28; 
It. v. Wood Green Profitecring en Fue p. Boots 
Cash Chemists (Southern) (1919), 89 L. J. K. B. 55. 


10. Contract to paint picture.|—A con- 
tract by an artist with a picture dealer to paint a 
picture of a given subject at an agreed price, is a 
contract for the sale of a chattcl—Isaacs v. 


Harpy (1884), Cab. & El. 287. 

Annotation :—-Apld. R. v. Wood Green Profiteering Com- 

ee hic pe p. Boots Cash Chemists (Southern) (1919), 89 
ow 


11. Distinguished from mortgage.|]—Re EASTERN 
& Miptanps Ry. Co. (1891), 65 L. T. 668; 8 
T. L. RR. 84. 

12. — Conditional sale.]—In a_ conditional 
sale there is usually a period at which the pur- 
chaser, having paid the price & received the goods, 
has no further rights against the vendor, although 
the vendor, on the other hand, has a right, if he 
thinks fit to exercise it, to repurchase the goods 
subject to the terms of the condition. ... Ina 
mtge., on the other hand, there is no sale of the 
goods & there is a debt always due from the mtgor. 
to the mtgee. until it has been satisfied by pay- 
ment or foreclosure (CAVE, J.).—BECKETT v. 
TOWER AssETS Co., Lrp., [1891] 1 Q. B. 1; 60 
L. J. Q. B. 56; 77. L. R. 215; on appeal, [1891] 
1 Q. B. 638, C. A. 

‘Annotations :-—Refd. Re Eastern & Midlands Ry. (1891), 

65 a. 'T. G68 ; Mellor’s Trustee v. Peta [1903] 1K. 


2296: Johnson v. Rees (191! 5), 841.3. K. B. 1276. Monta: 
Saunders v. White, [1902] 1 K. B. 47 2. 








of materials, but for services, & thero- 
fore not within either Sale of Goods 


made 


ayments on account in money 
afterwards sold the 


SALE OF GOODS. 


Distinguished from bill of sale.|—See BILLs OF 
SALR, Vol. VII., pp. 5, 6, Nos. 10-15. 

Distinguished. from hire-purchase agreement. ]— 
See BAILMENT, Vol. III., pp. 92-94, Nos. 241-250, 

Distinguished from bailment ]—See No. 25, post. 


Sect. 2.—WHAT AMOUNTS TO CONTRACT. 


See, generally, CoNTRAcT, Vol. XII., pp. 20 
et seq. 

13. Mutual agreement—To sell & to buy.|— 
When two persons mutually agree that one of 
them shall purchase the goods of the other that 
amounts to a contract that the one shall sell & 
that the other shall buy (WILDE, C.J.).—WoobD v. 
CoprER MINERS’ Co. (1849), 7 C. B. 906; 18 L. J. 
©. P. 293; 187 Ih. BR. 3593 subsequent proceedings 
(1854), 14 C. B. 428. 
Annotations :—Consd. Bealey »v. 

753. Refd. Harrison v. G. N. 

Barnes v. City of London LKeal Property Co., 


Same, Sollas v. Same, Kersey v. Saine, Oakley, 
Same, (1918) 2 Ch. 18. 


14. Necessity for.|—Pltfs. instructed an 
auctioneer to sell by auction a number of bales 
of “hemp & of tow. The goods were described in 
the auctioneer’s catalogue as so many bales in 
different lots wilh the same shipping marks, & 
without disclosing the difference in the com- 
moditws. Before the sale samples of the hemp & 
tow were on view in a showroom on the fioor of 
which the catalogue numbers of the lots of hemp 
& tow were marked in chalk opposite the respective 
samples, & defts.? manager examined the hemp 
but not the tow, as he was not intending to bid 
for tow. When the lots representing the tow were 
put up for sale in the auction room, defts.’ buyer 
made a bid which was an extravagant price for 
tow, & the lots were at once knocked down to him. 

In an action against defts. for the price of the 
tow the jury found that the auctioneer intended 
to sell tow; that defts.’? buyer intended to bid for 
hemp; that the auctioneer believed that the bid 
was made under a mistake, but that he had reason- 
able grounds for believing that the mistake was 
merely as to value ; that the form of the catalogue 
& the negligence of defts.’ manager in not more 
closely examuning the samples at the showroom 
& identifying them with the lots in the catalogue 
contributed to cause the mistake :—Held: on 
these findings, the parties were never aud idem as 
to the subject-matter of the proposed sale, & there 
was, therefore, no contract of sale.-—ScrIvEN 
BROTHERS & Co. v. HINDLEY & Co., [1913] 3 K. B. 
564; 831. J. K. B. 40; 109 L. T. 526 

15. Whether delivery of See Daley in 
consideration of price.|— Delivery, in consideration 
of being paid the value, is a sale.—-IIERBERT v. 
BorstTow (1703), 1 Salk. 25; 2 Ld. Raym. 895 ; 
91 E. R. 25. 

16. Deliveree to be paid commission on 
i by A. to B., 
will not support an action at the suit of A. for 
goods sold & delivered, where it appears that A. 
was to pay B. a commission upon the sale of the 


a uary (1862), I. & N. 

Ry. (1852), 11 bs th. 815; 
Webster v. 
Sollas v 











notes for goods to be delivered ee 


Act or Stat. Frauds.—WEBB & Sons 
v. WILLIAMS (1907), 27 N. Z L. R. 
456.—-N.Z. 


PART I. SECT. 2. 

k. Payment for land in goods.)— 
Where plitf. had agreed ora wile 
deft. to purchase land from him 
having been let into possession had 


& cattle, & deft. 
Jand to another, promising to repay 
what he had received from pltf. :— 
Held: on his refusing to do so, pitt. 
could recover the amount from him 
in an action for goods sold & delivered. 
age ann (1846), 2 U. GC. lh. 


l. Bought & sold notes—For future 
delivery of goods.}—Bought & sold 


be treated as an actual sale, thoug 
the one party has not at. the time 
a specific lot of the article in his 
abate & actually set apart for 
he particular vendee.—BRUNBKILL Vv. 
CHoUMASCRO & KEATING (1849), 6 
U.C. i. 474.—CAN., 

m. Deposit of wheat by farmer with 
miller.J—Pltf., a farmer, on loaving 
wheat with defts., who were millers, 


Part J.—Tue Contract oF SALE GENERALLY. 


goods by B.—MILurR v. NEwMAN (1842), 4 Man. 
& G. 646; 11 L.5.C. P. 265; 134 B. R. 266. 

17. Property transferred pursuant to award— 
Tender of price—Refusal to accept.]—Under a 
submission to an arbitrator of all matters in 
difference between landlord & tenant, the arbitrator 
awarded (inter alia) that a stack of hay, left upon 
the premises by the tenant, should be delivered 
up by him to the landlord by a certain day, upon 
the tenant being paid or allowed a certain sum in 
satisfaction for it:—Held: the property in the 
hay did not pags to the landlord on his tender of 
the money, by the mere force of the award, 
against the consent of the tenant who refused to 
accept the money, or deliver up the hay; &, 
therefore, the landlord could not maintain trover 
for it; but his remedy was upon the award.— 
Ue v. RICE (1812), 15 East, 100; 104 BE. R. 

18. Agreement by master of vessel to carry & 
deliver corn—Bringing back cargo of coal at fixed 
price.]—Where the master of a vessel entered into 
a parol agreement to carry pltf.’s corn from A. to B., 
& that after having delivered it there, he would 
proceed to C. & fetch a cargo of coals, which he 
would bring back & deliver to pltf. at A., at a 
certain price per chaldron :—Held: this was not 
a contract or agreement for the sale of goods, 
within Stat. I’rauds, s. 17.—CoBBoLbD v. CASTON 
(1824), 1 Bing. 399; 8 Moore, C. P. 456; 21. J. 
0.8. C. P. 388; 130 E.R. 161. 

19. Agreement to finish goods in tradesman- 
like manner.|—If a written paper contain a specifi- 
cation of goods, & the vendor by it agree ‘to 
finish the goods in a tradesmanlike manner,’ this 
agreement does not require any stamp, as it is an 
agreement for the sale of goods, & not for the 
doing of work, & it need not be specially declared 
on.—FHTuGueEes v. Brerens (1826), 2 C. & P. 159; 
172 I. R. 72, N. VP. 
eon :—Apld. Pinner v. Arnold (1835), 2 Cr. M. & R. 


20. Real nature of transaction regarded—- 
Supply of goods-—Discount of bills of exchange.|— 
In an action on a guarantee for the price of gold 
to be supplied to a working goldsmith in the 
course of his business, where the goldsmith had been 
in the habit of indorsing bills of exchange to pltf. 
& obtaining from him their amount partly in gold 
at the usual credit price, & partly in money 
deducting the usual discount :—Held: it was a 
question for the Jury, whether these transactions 
were in substance a sale of the gold, or whether that 
was only colourable & the real transaction a mere 
discount of the bills.—IEvVANsS v. WityLtr (1829), 
Mood. & M. 468, N. VP. 

Annotation : —Mentd. Bonar v. Macdonald (1850), 3 Th. L. 

Cas, 226. 

21. Transfer of invoice by broker— Second pur- 
chaser’s name _ substituted —Second purchaser 





took the following receipt signed by 


them: ‘ Received from W. I. in store 
296 Bush., 5 Ibs., No. % Treadwell 


wheat, tire accepted ; price to be set terms that 


on or before Ist Aug. next.’? It was 


merchandise is received in a warchouse 
or olevator nominally on storage for 
the person delivering it, but on such 
the identical 
so mixed up with others that they can 
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informed.|—If brokers alter an invoice of the 
owner of goods from the name of one purchaser 
to another, & send it to the latter with a letter 
saying, that, to simplify the transaction, they had 
transferred the seller’s invoice to him, such invoice 
will amount to a contract) of sale.-—-PAUTI v. 


Sims (1834), 6 C. & P. 506; 172 ©. R. 1340, N. P. 


22. Article lent—To be paid for if damaged— 
Price fixed.]——Pitf{. agrced to “lend or let’”’ deft. 
@ musical snuff-box, on the understanding, that if 
it were damaged deft. was to pay for it, & £3 10s. Od. 
was fixed upon as its value. The box having been 
damaged while in deft.’s possession, pltf. refused 
to take it back, & brought an action for goods 
sold & delivered, to recover the £3 10s. Od. :— 
Held: the action might be maintainecd.—BIANCHI 
v. NASH (1836), 1 M. & W. 545; Tyr. & Gr. 916 ; 
5 I. J. Wx. 252; 150 KE. R. 551. 

Annotations :—Apld. Beverley v. Lincoln Gas Light & Coke 


Co. (1837), 6 Ad. & El. 829. Distd. lley v Frankenstein 
(1844), 8 Scott, N. BR. 839. 


23. Sale by person having general property— 
Pawner.|—The pawner of a chattel still retains 
his property in it, though qualified by the right 
existing in the pawnee, which he has a right to 
sell, & by the sale to transfer that property to the 
buyer; &, if the pawnece, on the buyer’s tendering 
him the amount due, refuses to deliver it up, the 
buyer may maintain trover to recover it.-— 
FRANKLIN v. NEATE (1841), 13 M. & W. 4813 14 
LL. J. Ex. 59; 41L.T. O.S. 2143; 153 E.R. 200. 


Annotations :—Refd. Flory v. Denpy (1853), 7 Exch. 581; 
Re Attenborough & I. R. Comrs. (1855), 11 Jexch. 461; 
Martin v. Reid (1862), 11 C. B. N.S. 730. 


24. Appropriation of goods delivered by mis- 
take.|—A. bought goods of B., which were 
delivered to ©. a carrier, to be by him conveyed 





‘to A.’s shop. C. by mistake delivered to A. goods 


of the like description, but of greater value, which 
had been entrusted to him to deliver to a third 
person. <A. having in ignorance of the mistake, 
appropriated the goods so delivered to him, after- 
wards agreed to pay C., who had paid their value 
to the owner, for the goods at the same rate that 
he was to have paid for those he had ordered :--- 
Held: this was some evidence for the jury in 
support of a count for goods sold & delivered. 
CoLkEs »v. BULMAN (18148), 6 C. B. 18f£; 17 L. J. 
CG. P. 3023; 11 L. T. 0. 8S. 2025 12 Jur. 586; 156 
i, R. 1220. 

25. Deposit of corn with miller by farmer--— 
Right to claim return of equal quantity—-Or market 
price.]-——Wherever there is a delivery of property 
on a contract for an equivalent in money, or some 
other valuable commodity, & not for the return 
of the identical subject-matter in its original or an 
altered form, this is a transfer of property for 
value, it is a sale & noi a bailment, where, there- 
fore, corn was deposited by farmers with a miller, 
to be stored & used as part of the current con- 
sumable stock or capital of the miller’s trade, & 


to liking of purchaser—<Acceptance in 
words “ I will do my best.’ }—ANGLO- 
NEWFOUNDLAND Fist Co. v. SMITH 
(1902), 35 N.S. IR. 267.—CAN. 


p. Purchase price consisting of 


FOOdS are 


proved that the word ‘ accepted *° was 
intended for ‘‘excepted ”’; that the 
wheat was placed in o separate bin, 
& kept ie ale from defts.’ wheat: & 
that nothing further occurred between 
the parties until Aug. 28, when it, 
with the mill. was destroyed by fire :--- 
ITeld; the agreement did not by itself 
import a sale; & as there was nothing 
in the evidence to show that a sale was 
intended ; pltf. could not recover.— 
ery ANDREWS (1877), 28 C. P. 40. 


n. Sale of goods distinguished from 
vailment.J—When wheat or other 


not be returned, & the well understood 
course of the business is that, unless a 
price is agreed on, the party delivering 
the goods can only require an equiva- 
Jent amount of the same kind & quality 
to be accounted for to him, the contract 
between the parties is really one of 
sale & not of bailment, whether the 
vendor is to receive the price in money 
or an cqual quantity of goods or has 
an option to do either, as the property 
in the goods has passed to the ware- 
housemai.—LAWLOR v. Nicor (1898), 
12 Man. L. lt. 224.—CAN. 


o. Offer to purchase fish — Cleaned 


cash ad: other goods,)--Where the pur- 
chase price of goods consists of cash & 
other goods, the transaction is a sale, 
not a barter.—OLYMPIC STONE CON- 
ATRUCTION Co., LTD. - OME EN & 
RowkE (1915), 30 W. I. KR. ; 

Ww. W. te 79; 21D. L. R. 271.-—CAN. 


q. Sale & purchase of grain by 
broker.] --A contract between client & 
his broker on the Montreal Corn 
Exchange is one of mandate & can be 
proven by parol evidence, & the sale 
& purchase of grain by the broker 
under that mandate is not a sale of 
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Sect. eae hat amounts to contract. 


was by him mixed with other corn deposited for 
the like purpose, subject to the right of the 
farmers to claim at any time an cqual quantity 
of corn of the like quality, without reference to any 
specific bulk from which it was to be taken, or in 
lieu thereof the market: price of any equal geen 
on the day on which he made his demand, with a 
small charge for general purposes :—Held: such 
a transaction amounted to a sale by the farmer 
to the miller, & was not a bailment of the corn, 
& entitled the miller to claim in respect thereof 
upon uw policy of insurance against fire as for his 
own property, notwithstanding that such corn 
was not specifically insured, or described, as 
required by the conditions of the policy, as ‘ goods 
held in trust & on commission,’’ upon which 
condition the claim was resisted by the insurers.— 
SOUTH AUSTRALIAN INSURANCE Co. v. RANDELL 
(1869), L. R. 3 P. C. 1013; 6 Moo. P. C. C. N.S. 
341; 22 L. T. 843; 16 EB. R. 755, P. C. 

26. Delivery of property for equivalent in 
money—Or other valuable commodity.|—SouTH 
AUSTRATIAN INSURANCE Co. v. RANDELL, No. 
25, ante, 

27. Delivery of goods to agent to be sold for 
benefit of deliveror.|—Pltfs. let a piano by a hiring 
agreement, the piano on payment of all the instal- 
ments to become the property of the hirer. The 
hirer delivered the piano to deft., an auctioncer, 
to be sold by auction, some instalments being 
then unpaid. Deft. received the piano in good 
faith. without notice of pltfs.’ rithts, sold it, & 
paid the proceeds to the hirer. in an action for 
conversion of the piano :-—-Held: the hirer had 
agreed to buy, & had obtained, with the consent 
of pltfs., possession of, the piano, the delivery 
by the hirer to deft. had the same effect: as if the 
hirer were a mercantile agent. that the words 
‘delivery under any agreement for sale”? were 
not confined to delivery to the person receiving 
the goods pursuant to a sale by the person deliver- 
ing them, the words ‘‘ azreement: for sale, pledge, 
or other disposition ” included a delivery of goods 
to be sold, by the person receiving, for the benefit 
of the person delivering, & therefore deft. was 
protected frown liability by Factor’s Act, 1889 
(c. a Ss. 9.—SHENSTONE & Co. v. HiItron, [1894] 
2Q. 8B 452 3 63 L. J. Q. B. 5813 71 L. T. 3393 10 
T. L. R. 5 573 10 R. 390. 

28. Sale of power. }—BEN TLEY BROTIERS v. 
MrTcaLFE & Co., No. 722, post. 

Purchase or retention of goods by landlord under 
distress.|—Sce Distress, Vol. XVIII., p. 352, Nos. 
898-900. 


Sects. 3, 4, 5 





SECT. 3.—FORMATION OF CONTRACT. 
See. generally, Contract, Vol. XII., pp. 51-118. 


Sect. 4.—CONSIDERATION. 
See, generally, CONTRACT, Vol. XII., pp. 172- 
234, 


goods within Art. 1235 C. C.3 it is 

commercial matter within Art. 1235 
C. & may be established by parol t. 

evidence.--CARRUTHERS v. SCHMIDT 


(1916), 27 O. W. R. 360; 548.C. RR. Buch. A, 


131.—CAN. 
r. Agreement to haul  timber— 
Purchase of hauler’s horses d& plant a. 


by merchant.)}—GAVIN'S TRUSTEE 1. 


FRASER, cae S.C. 674; 
595.—SC 


Hi a ey services. |—MANAVIS 0. 
RHODESIA Ogos Co., LTp. (1909), 
. 31.—S. AF. 


PART IJ. SECT. 6. 


barn 


hier at i 
defendant’s land.J—Brstv, 


SALE OF GoopDs. 


SEcT. 5.—ASSIGNMENT OF CONTRACT. 
See, generally, CONTRACT, Vol. XII., pp. 596- 
607 ; CHOSES IN ACTION, Vol. VIII, p. 431, No. 82. 


Sect. 6.—WHAT ARE “GOODS.” 


See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 62 (1). 
29. Under Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71)— 
Current coin as curiosity J—Current coin may be 
sold as a curiosity, instead of being transferred as 
current coin of the realm.—Moss v. HANCOCK, 
[1899] 2 Q. B. 111; 68 L. J. Q. B. 657; 80 L. T. 
693; 63 J. P. 517; 47 W. Rh. 698; 15 T. L. R. 

353 ; 43 Sol. Jo 479; 19 Cox, C. C. 324, D.C. 


Annotations :—Refd. R. ». Dickinson, 1920) 3 K. B. 
Banque Belge v. Hambrouck, [1921] 1K. B. 321. 


30. All chattels personal Oise than 
things in action & money.|—BEHNKE v. BEDE 
SHIPPING Co., No. 31, van 

31. Ships J—( 1A ship comes within the 
definition of ‘ goods’ in Sale of Goods Act, 1893 
(c. 71), s. 62, & therefore a contract for the sale of 
a ship must, in order to be valid, comply with 
the requirements of s. 4 of the Act. 

(2) Under Sale of Goods Act, 1813 (c. 71), 
s. 62, the ect. may, if it thinks fit, order specific 
performance of a contract for the sale of a ship. 

(3) The Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 62, 
defines “ goods’”’ as “ all chattels personal other 
than things in action & money” (WRIGHT, J.). 

(1) To constitute part payment not only must 
the money be sent by the buyer, but it must also 
be either accepted or in some way acknowledged 
by the sellers so as to constitute a recognition by 
the sellers that there is a contract. The contract 
here provided that the deposit was to be held by 
the brokers pending completion of the contract ; 
hence the brokers received it, not as agents for 
defts., but as stakcholders, '& dcefts. expressly 
declined to give any instructions with reference 
to it. T hold there was no part payment within 
the sect. [Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 4] 
(WricHtr, J.). 

(5) The mere delivery of the pro forma contract, 
created or recognised by defts. in the way I have 
indicated, would constitute delivery of a note or 
memorandum in writing signed by defts. (WRIGHT, 
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(6) The signature may be constituted by a 
written or printed heading if adopted or recognised 
by the party to be charged (Wriatnr, J.).— 
BEHNKE v. BEDE hace Co., [1927] 1 K. B. 
649; 96 L. J. K. B. 325; 136 L. T. 667: 43 
T. L. RR. 170; 71 Sol. To, 105; 17 Asp. M. Il. C. 
2223; 32 Com. Cas. 134. 

See, generally, SHIPPING. 

—See Part IT., Sect. 4, post. 

32. Under Statute of Frauds — Fixtures.|— 
Fixtures not separated from the freehold cannot 
be recovered under a count for goods sold.—NwurTr 
v. BUTLER (1804), 5 een 176: 170 KH. RR. 777. 
Annotation :—Apld. Lee v. Risdon (1816), 7 Taunt. 188. 

33. .|}—An action for goods sold & 
delivered will not lic for fixtures.—LEE v. RISDON 
(1816), 7 Taunt. 188; 2 Marsh. 495; 120 I. R. 76. 


Annotntions :—Apld. Salmon v. ate i 4 Moore, 
P. 73; Hallen v. Lunder (1834), 1 . & R. 266. 


———————— 
° 








47 8c. L. R. (1863), 22 U. C. Rt. 439,.—CAN. 

b. oe, wild hay.}] — Growing 
wild hay, en sold to a person who 
is to cut & remove it the same season 
is ‘* goods ”* within Sale o Goods Act 
R. 8S. M., 1902 (c. 152), 8. 2, par. (h).— 
FREDKIN v. GLINES ation) 18 Man. 
J.. R. 249.—CAN. 


c. Flay to be 


removed to 


BoicK groun.)—-In Mar. 


Part J.—Tuer Contract oF SALE GENERALLY. 


Refd. Colegrave v. Dias § ’ 
Butterworth, Hx ». Wilton tt ce * Monte rs Naa ve 
Darby v. Harris (1841), 1 Q. B. 895; Gough v. Wood, 
[1894] 1 Q. B. 713. Mentd. Hr p. Loyd (1834), 3 Deac. & 
Ch. 7653; Minshall v. Lloyd (1837), 2 M. & W. 450; 
London Loan & Discount Co. v. Drake (1859), 6 C. B. 
NOS. 798; KR. v Townley (1871) Leite 1G. G. Tk, 315, 

34. —J—A. having occupicd a house 
as tenant to B. in which there were certain fixtures 
which A. had purchased on entcring the house & 
which he had a right to remove during his tenancy, 
agreed, at B.’s request, a few days before the 
expiration of his tenancy, to forbear to remove the 
fixtures, B. agreeing to take them at a valuation 
to be made by two brokers, A. at the expiration 
of his tenancy, delivered up possession of the house 
to B. leaving the fixtures on the premises. On the 
following day the fixtures were valued by two 
brokers at the sum of £40 108. & the valuation 
was signed by them accordingly. <A. having 
brought) indebitatus assumpsit for the price & 
value of fixtures, ete., bargained & sold, & for 
fixtures sold & delivered :—Held: the action was 
maintainable, & this was not a sale of an interest 
in land within Stat. Frauds, s. 4.—HALlEn v. 
RUNDER (1834), 1 Cr. M. & R. 266; 3 Tyr. 959 ; 
OL. J. Wx. 260; 149 I. R. 1080. 

Annotations :--Folld. Lee v. Gaskell (1876), 1 Q. B. 1D. 700. 
Consd. Thomas v. Jennings (1896), 66 L. J. Q. B. 5. Refd. 
Darby v. Harris (1841), 1 Q. B. 895; Kelly v. Webster 
(1852), 12 C. B. 283; Kiiott ». Bishop (1854), 10 Exch, 
496. London Loan & Discount Co. v. Drake (1859), 
6C. B. N.&. 798; Re De Falbe, Ward vr, Taylor, $1901] 1 
Ch. 523. Mentd. Minshal) ». Lioyd (1837), 2 M. & W. 
450; Mather wv. Fraser (1855), 4 W. Tt. 387; Moor v. 
Roberts (1858), 3 C. T. N.S. 830. 

35. }—-The tenant of premises 
having become bkpt., the trustee sold the tenant’s 
fixtures on the premises to pltf. & he sold them to 
deft., the landlord. Therc was no agreement in 
writing, & the value of the fixtures was above £10. 
An action having been brought for the price :— 
Jleld: the sale was not within Stat. Frauds, s. 4, 
as the sale of an interest in land nor within Stat. 
Frauds, s. 17, as the sale of goods & chattels; & 
the action was therefore maintainable.—LEn v. 
GASKELL (1876), 1 Q. B. D. 700; 45 I. J. Q. B. 
540; 34 L. T. 759; 40 J. P. 725; 24 W. RR. 824. 
Annotations :- Consd. Thomas v. Jennings (1896), 66 L. J. 

YW. B. 5. Refd. Jarvis +. Jarvis (1893), 63 L. J. Ch. 103 

Underwood v. Burgh Castle Brick & Cement Syndicate 

(1921), 91 L. J. K. B. 355. Mentd. 7c Allen, Samuel, 

11907] 1 Ch. 575. 

36. -}-~—Such a contract cannot be 
properly described as a contract for the sale of 
goods or chattcls under Stat. Frauds, s. 173 nor 
eould it be correctly described as a contract or 
sale of an interest) concerning land, within the 
meaning of Stat. Frauds, s. 4; for tenants remov- 
able fixtures while annexed to the frechold are not 
goods & chattels, & the right to sever & remove 
them from the freehold to which they are attached 
does not. give the tenant an interest in the freehold 
itself (LLAWKINs, J.).—-THOMAS v. JENNINGS (1896), 
661. 7.Q.B.5; 75 L. T. 274; 45 W.R. 935 12 
T. L. R. 637; 40 Sol. Jo. 731. 

37. Foreign stock.] —Qu.: whether a 
contract made by a stockbroker for foreign stock 
is a contract for goods, wares, & merchandiscs, 
within Stat. Frauds, s. 17 & consequently requires 
a note or memoranduw in writing of the bargain 
made & signed by the parties to be charged by 
such contract, or their agents thereunto lawfully 























1910, deft. sold to pltf. the crop of hay 
to be grown during the ensuing scason 
on a certain quarter section of Jand, & 
gave him a permit to enter & cut :— 
Held: as there was, at the time of the 
sale, no grass or hay growing on the 
land & to be sovered, the subject- 
matter of the sale did not come under 
the definition of the word ‘ goods ” 


in Sule of Goods 
PunpDaAs (1911), 18 W. L. R. 86; 21 
Man. lu. . 194.—-CAN. 


d. Sale of trees growing upon land 
—* Cullings.”)}—In an action claiming 
damages for enterin 
cutting & removing timber therefrom, 
it appeared that, prior to the date of 
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authorised.—PAWLE v. GUNN (1838), 4 Bing. N. C. 
445; 1 Arn. 200; 6 Scott, 286; 7L. J. C. P. 
206; 132 KH. R. 859. 

38. Shares in company.!—A railway Act 
provided that all shares in the undertaking 
should, to all intents & purposes, be deemed per- 
sonal property, & be transmissible as such, & 
should not be deemed to be of the nature of real 
property :—Held: such shares might be sold 
without a note in writing. Semble: this would 
also be so, though the Act contained no such clause. 
—BRADLEY v. Ho~pswortuy (1838), 3 M. & W. 











422; 1 Horn & H. 156; 71. J. Ex. 153; 150 
i. R. 1210. 
39. .|)-—Shares in a joint stock 


banking co. are not goods, wares, or merchandises, 

within Stat. Frauds, s. 17.—IluMBLE v. MITCHELL 

(1889), 11 Ad. & El. 205; 2 Ry. & Can. Cas. 70; 

3 Per, & Dav. 141; 91.5. Q. B. 29; 3 Jur. 1188 ; 

113 1. R. 392. 

Annotations :—-Apld. Knight v. Barber (1846), 16 M. & W. 
6G. Refd. Bowlby v. Bell (1846), 3 C. B. 284; Walker v. 
Bartlett (1856), 18 C. B. 845; Colonial Bank v. Whinney 
(1886), 11 App. Cas. 426. Mentd. Phene v. Gillon (1845), 
15 L. J. Ch. 65. 


40. ——.J—-The ct. will decree a specific 
performance of an agreement for the sale of a 
certain number of shares in a railway co. A 
parol agreement for the sale of such shares, is 
binding ; for they are neither an interest in or 
concerning lands, within Stat. Frauds, s. 43 nor 
goods, wares or merchandises, within sect. 17.--~ 
Duncurr v. ALBRECHT (1841), 12 Sim. 189 ; 59 
KE. . 1104. 

Annotations :-—Consd. Watson v. Spratley (1854), 10 Mxch. 
299 Refd. Cheale v. Kenward (1858), 3 De G. & J. 27 5 
Bennett v. Blain (1863), 15 GC. B. N.S. 5185 Colonial Bank 
vo. Whinney (1885), 30 Ch. D. 269. 


41, ——— .| — Certificates of sharcs in a 
railway co. may be declared on as goods sold.— 
LAWTON v. TIICKMAN (1846), 9 Q. B. 563; 4 Ry. & 
Can. Cas. 336; 161. J. Q. B. 203 7 L. T. O. S. 
430; 10 Jur. 543; 115 HW. R. 1480. 

Annotations -—Refd. Muttylol Seal x. Dent. 4853), 5 Moo, 








Ind. App. 328. Mentd. Van Boven’s Case (1846), 9 
Q. KB. 669. 
42. --—-.] — A contract. for the sale of 





railway shares is not a contract for the sale of 

goods, wares, or merchandise, within Stat. Frauds, 

s. 17.—-BowLby 7. BELL (1846), 3 C. B. 284; 4 

Ry. & Can. Cas. 692; 16 L. J.C. P.18; 71. T. 

O. S. 300; 10 Jur. 669; 136 KH, R. 114. 

Annotation -—Mentd. Bayley c. Wilkins (1849), 7 C. B. 886. 
43. «| A share in a joint stock 

mining co. is not goods, wares, or merchandise 

within Siat. Frauds, s. 17.—WATSON v. SPRAT- 

LEY (1851), 10 Exch, 22253 2 C. L. R. 14843 24 

L. J. Ex. 53; 241. T. 0. 8. 79; 2 W. BR. 627; 

J56 Ie. Rk. 424. 

Annotations :—-Reid. Walker v. Bartlett (1856), 18 C. B. 
845, Mentd. Toppin v Lomas (1855), 16 C. B. 145; 
Powell v. Jessop (1856), 18 C. B. 336 ; Hayter v. Tucker 
(1858), 4 K. & J. 2435 Bulmer v. Norris (1860), 9 C. B. 
N. §. 19; Bennett ». Blain (1863), 15 C. B. N. S. 5183 
Entwistle «. Davis (1867), L. R. 4 Fq, 272; Webbor v, 
Lee (1882), 9 Q. B. D. 315; Watson v. Black (1885), 16 
Q. B. D. 270; Ie Hollon, Forbes v. Hurdcastle (1893), 68 
L. T. 160. 

44, —— Copies of treatise ordered to be 
printed.|—Pitf., a printer, verbally agreed Lo 
print for deft. five hundred copies of a treatise, to 
which a dedication was to be prefixed, at a certain 
price per sheet, including paper. The treatise was 











Act.—-SHARPE 2. ytf.’s deed pltf.’3 grantor had sold to 

i oft. the whole of the ‘‘ cullings ”’ on 
tho land, 7.¢c. such timber as wis left 
on the land fit for cutting & sawin into 
luniber, & that a portion of the cullings 
had been cut & removed prior to the 
date of pitf.’s deed :—Held: the sale 
was one of “ goods ” within the Sale 
of Goods Act.—HINGLEY vt. LYNDS 


Itf.’s land & 
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Sect. 6.—What are “‘qoods.”’ Sects. 7 & 8.] 


printed, & after the proof shect of the dedication 
was revised by deft. & returned to pltf., he, for 
the first time, discovered that it contained libellous 
matter, & refused to complete the printing of it :— 
Held: this was not a contract for the sale of goods, 
within Stat. Frauds, s. 17, as extended by Statute 
of Frauds Amendment Act, 1828 (c. 14), 8s. 7.— 
CLAY v. YATES (1856), 1 TI. & N. 73; 251. J. Ex. 
237; 27 L. T. O. S. 126: 2 Jur. N. S. 908; 4 
W.R. 557; 156 E. R. 1123. 

Annotations :-—Consd. Lee v. Griffin (1861), 1 B. & S. 272. 


Refd. Appleby v. Meyers (1867), 36L. J.C. P.331. Mentd. 
Stubbs v. Holywell Ry. (1867), 15 W. hi. 869. 


Growing crops.|—See AGRICULTURE, Vol. 
IT., pp. 52 et seq. 
Existing & future goods.|} —Sce Part IT., Sect. 5, 
sub-sect. 1, post. 


Srecr. 7.—CONDITIONAL SALE. 

See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 1 (2). 

45. What amounts to conditional sale—Agree- 
ment to purchase from pledgee—-If pledge not 
redeemed.|—-CorPER v. DICKENSON (1615), 3 Bulst. 
70; 81 BE. R. 60; sub nom. CAPPER v. DICKINGSON, 
1 Roll. Rep. 215. 

Annotation :-—Refd. Legge v. Evans (1840), 8 Dowl. 177. 

46, Sale of mare subject to return — On 
payment of specificd sum—If proving to be in foal.] 
—WHILLIAMS v. BURGEsS, No, 162, post. 

47. ———- Goods sold by aucticn—Condition for 
resale if purchase-money not paid.)—Where goods 
are sold by auction. subject to a condition that, 
if the purchase-mmoncy be not paid on the following 
day, they may be resold, & the loss recovered from 
the bidder making default, & the right of resale 
is accordingly exercised, the deficiency cannot be 
recovered in an action for goods bargained & sold, 
as the effect of the reservation of the power of 
resale is to make the original sale conditional. & 
not absolute.—LAMOND v. DAVALL (1847), 9 Q. B. 
tea ; 16L. J. Q. B. 13863 11 Jur. 266; 115 HW. 1. 
Annotations :—Refd. Pott v. Flather (1817), 11 Jur. 735; 

Chinery ». Viall (1860), 5 I. & N. 288%; Hogers v. Hadley 

(1863), 2H. & C. 297. 

48. Sale subject to approval of purchaser.| 
—A. having applied to B., a coach-makcr, to build 
for him a carriage of a particular description, the 
latter at, his request, sent him a drawing, which 
A. returned with objections. B. thereupon wrote 
to A., expressing his regret that the drawing 
sent did not mect his approbation, adding, 
“if you order, every attention shall be paid 
to any particulars you may think proper.” 








(1919), 52 N.S. RR. 422; 44 D.4zL. m. k. Effect 
743.—CAN. resale. J— Deft. so 


Id pltfs. some tea, & 


SALE OF GOODS. 


A. in answer wrote, ‘‘I have duly received your 
reply to my Jast, & can only continue to wonder 
at A hie disinclination to furnish me with so simple 
a drawing as I then requested, with the view of 
obviating as far as possible the chance of any 
misconception which might otherwise arise in 
respect to my order, which I can now of course 
give in gencral terms only, & on the assumption 
that you undertake to execute it in a manner 
which shall meet my approval, not only on the 
score Of workmanship, but also that of convenience 
& taste.’ The carriage was thereupon built & 
forwarded to A., who found many faults in it, & 
rejected it :—Held: the order having been given 
& accepted on the express condition that the 
carriage should meet the approval of A. “‘ on the 
score of convenience & taste,’’ the latter was 
entitled, acting bond fide, & not from mere caprice, 
to reject it.—ANDREWS v. BELFIELD (1857), 2 
C. B. N.S. 779; 140 F. R. 622. 
49. ——-.|—REPETTO v. FRIARY 8.5. Co., 
Lrp. (1901), 17 T. L. R. 265. 
eenalgron :—Mentd. Diggle v. Ogston Motor Co. (1915), 84 


K. B. 2165. 

50. .}— An agreement for the sale 
of a steamer provided that the price should be 
“‘ paid as follows: 10 per cent. on approval of the 
steamer as far as can be seen without opening 
up...” & on the purchaser so approving & paving 
deposit, “the vendors agree to open up engines 
boilers water-ballast tanks for purchascr’s inspec- 
tion & approval... . If steamer not approved of 
deposit to be returnedimmediately.”?>. Onapproval 
of engines, boilers, etc., the vendors were to dry- 
dock the vessel for inspection of ship’s bottom, 
etc. The purchaser’s inspectors inspected that 
portion of the vessel which did not require opening 
up, paid the deposit, & subsequently inspected 
the opened up portions & disapproved of her :-- 
Held: a bond fide exercise of judgment on in- 
spection cntitled the purchaser to disapprove, & 
the deposit was recoverable back by him, whether 
the disapproval of his inspectors was based upon 
reasonable grounds or not.-—IJAEGERSTRAND v. 
ANNE TITOMAS 8.S. Co., Lyrp. (1905), 10 Com. Cas. 
67.C. A. 

51. —-—-- Agreement for sale of chattel —- In 
consideration of agreement to purchase land—-- 
Subject to title.|—-PItf. & one T. entered into an 
agreement in writing by which T. agreed to sell & 
pitf. to buy a plot of land for the sum of £385 
‘‘ subject to purchaser’s solrs.” approval of title 
& restrictions ’’; & in consideration of the above 
transaction pltf. agreed to sell & T. agreed to buy 
a motor car for the sum of £300, ‘‘ completion of 
such sale & purchase to be carried out simultane- 
ously with above transaction.’’ Shortly after- 














of agreement for n. Order given by defendant 
to another company should be accepted. | 


e. Share in partnership.}— A share 
in a partnership constitutes an equit- 
able chose in action, & Sale of Goods 
Act, 1908, do not apply to a sale of 
such a share.—McGrrecor v. NELSON 
(1915), 34 N. ZL. BR. 375.—N.Z. 


PART I. SECT. 7. 


Il. What amounts to conditional sale 
-—~ Agreement for delivery & accent- 
ance of seever ss} TINGE RIVER 
TIMBER Co., LTD. v. JOHNSON (1922), 
25 W. A. L. Rk. 106 —AUS, 


g.—— Manufacturing wheat into 
flour— Flour to pase inspection as super- 
Jine.}—STEPHENSON Uv. RANNEY (1851), 
2 C. P. 196.—CAN. 


h. Notes given for urchase- 
money-——Undertaking not to put another 
cab on route.|}—GLEASON v. KNAPP 
(1876), 26 C. P. 553.—CAN. 





orally agreed that he would take back, 
at an advance of ten cents a pound, 
such part thereof as plitfs. should have 
in stock unsold at a certain date :— 
Iield: there was but one entire con- 
ditional contract—not one contract to 
sell the tea to pltfs., & another to buy 
it back—& therefore the delivery of the 
tea by deft. satisfied Stat. Frauds, & 
pltfs. were entitled to recover for deft.’s 
refusal to take back the unsold tea.— 
LUMSDEN v. DAVIES (1885), 11 A. R. 
585.—CAN, 





1. Timber & logs to be removed 
before stipulated date.J—JOHNSTON v. 
Pa (1886), 12 O. R. 633.— 





m. Supplementary agreement to 
exchange horses for another team— 
If horses found unsuwitable.}~McLEop 
v. McCurucukon (Man.) (1907), 5 
W. lL. It. 159.—CAN. 


—JOHN DEERE PLOW Co, v. SHANNON 
Nal ae L. R. 192; 3 DL. R. 


oO. Timber to be removed by 
apectfied time.J—DEMPSTER v RUSSKLL 
(1912), 21 O. W. RR. 449; 3 O. WL N. 
719; 2D.L. R. 14.—CAN. 


Pp. Jondition that bank. 
fied of buyer’s financial standing.)— 
McCoo. v. GRANT & DUNN (1920), 48 
O. L. R. 630; 58 D. L. lk 38733 20 
O. W.N. 34.—CAN. 


q. Krecutory contract.j—In the 
case of an agreement to sell goods, 
under which the property therein is to 
remain in the seller until the goods are 
fully paid for, the contract is an 
executory one, & the default of either 
party give the other good cause for 
rescinding it. When on default of the 
buyer the seller seizes the goods & 
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wards pltfs. gave possession of the motor car to 
LT. “on loan” none of the purchase-money for it 
having been paid, & T. sold it to deft. who bought 
in good faith & without notice of any right of 
pltf. in respect thereof. Subsequently the pltf.’s 
solrs. refused to approve of the restrictions in con- 
nection with the land. In an action to recover 
possession of the car :—ZTeld: assuming that the 
two parts of the document were dependent on each 
other, the agreement as to the land did not confer 
a mere option on pltf. to buy, but was an agreement 
by him to buy conditional upon his solrs. approving 
of the restrictions ; consequently the agreement 
as to the sale of the motor car to T’. was con- 
ditional ; a conditional agreement came within 
Sale of Goods Act, 189% (c. 71), s. 25 (2), & there- 
fore T. had “ agreed to buy” the car within the 
sect. & deft. had acquired a good title therelo.— 
MARTEN v. WHALE, [1917] 2 K. B. 480; $6 L. J. 
K. B. 1305; 117 L. 1.13873; 33:1. L. R. 330, C. A. 


SECT, 8.—QUASI-CONTRACT. 

52. Wrongful possession or dealing with goods 
—Right of owner to waive tort é& sue in contract— 
Goods obtained from bankrupt after act of bank- 
ruptcy.|—A., after committing an act of bkpcy. in 
order to procure his discharge from an arrest at 
the suit of B., draws & indorses to B. a bill of 
exchange, which C. accepts in expectation of 
receiving goods of A.’sinto his hands. C. receives 
the goods, sells them, & pays the amount of the 
bill to B., the assignees of A. cannot maintain an 
action against B. for this money as money had 
& received to their use. 

At this time A. being a bkpt. could exercise 
no disposing power over the goods in the hands of 
C. They were the property of the assignees, & the 
assignees may, if they think proper, bring an action 
of trover for the conversion of these goods, or 
they may ratify the act by bringing an action for 
goods sold & delivered ; but they cannot consider 
the property as changed by the act of a party who 
held them under no contract or authority (LORD 
ELLENBOROUGH).—WALLER v. DRAKEFORD (1516), 
1 Stark, 481; 171 KE. WR. 586, N. P. 

53. ——.| — After bkpey., $85 
bundles of yarn, of the value of £114, had been 
delivered by the bkpt. to defts., as they alleged, 
to meet an accommodation bill which they were 
about to give the bkpt. The goods were accom- 





offers them for sale he thereby elects 
to terminate the agreement, &, there- 
fore, cannot when his offer of sale to 
the public proves abortive change his 
mind & sue the buyer for the unpaid 


the contract 


MAYNE (Sask.), 


amount, of the nurchase price, unless r. 
contains a 
giving him that power.-- TTAYKS v. 
(W927) 4 D. 
10703 [1927] 3 W. W. Wt. 524. - CAN 
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Pee by an invoice, which stated them to be 

ought by defts. of the bkpt.:—Held: the 

assignees might waive the tort, & bring assumpsit 
for goods sold & delivered.—RUSSELL v. BELL 

(1842), 10 M. & W. 340; 152 W. R. 500. 

54. Removal of goods — Plaintiff 
must prove title.|—-Where pltf. in an action for 
goods sold & delivered, proved the possession of 
the goods by himself, & their removal by defts. ; 
& it appeared that the goods consisted of spar 
lying on the lands of A., & that pltf. claimed under 
A. by a written agreement not produced :-—Held : 
this was not sufficient proof of title to the goods, 
from which a contract between the parties could be 
implied.—-LEF v. SHORE (1822), 1 B. & C. 943; 2 
Dow. & Ry. K. B. 198; 1L. J. O. 8S. K. B. 48; 
107 K. ht. 36. 

Annotations :---Refd. Nicol v. Hennessey (1896), 44 W. KR. 
nee Menta. Hodgson v. Forster (1822), 2 Dow. & Ry. 
55, -—-— --— Goods wrongfully sold by servant 

—Purchaser refusing to deliver up.|—The servant 

of A., a farmer, having becn ordered by his master 

to sell some sheep for ready money, sold them on 
trust to a person to whom he was indebted, & who 
refused to deliver them back to the real owner, or 
to pay for them, without deducting the money due 
to himself from the servant. The master brought 
an action for goods sold & delivered :—Held: 
pltf. had a right to waive the tort & sue in assump- 

sift.— JONES v. BATCH (1823), 1 L. J. O.S. K.B. 106. 

: Wrongful sale by co-owner of 
shares in ship-—Presumption of agreement to pay 
reasonable price.|—PHf. was the owner of certain 
shares in a ship. Deft., who was the managing 
owner of the ship. being desirous of selling the 

ship, in a letter addressed to pitf. asked her for a 

bill of sale of her shares. This she refused to give, 

but subsequently she offered to sell her shares for 
£100. Deft., without further communication 
with her, sold the ship with the consent of all the 
other co-owners at a price which would have 
viclded to pltf. in respect of her shares a less sum 
than £100 :—Held: there was an implied contract 
on the part of deft. to pay for the shares as upon 

a contract of sale, &, though there was no pre- 

sumption of law that deft. agreed to pay any price 

asked, yet it being found that the price asked was 

a reasonable one, a presumption arose from the 

facts of the case that deft. agreed to pay that 

price.—NIcoL v. ThenNessey (1896), 44 W. lh. 

581; 12 T. L. 1. 485; 40 Sol. Jo. GOL; 1 Com. 

Cas. 410. 
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SALE OF GOODS. 


Part {I].-—Formation of Contract; 


SEcT. 1.—CAPACITY OF PARTIES. 

See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), 8.2; & 
generally, CONTRACT, Vol, XII., pp. 22 ef seq. 

Administrator of property of convict.]|—See 
CRIMINAL LAW, Vol. XIV., p. 495, No. 5459. 

Agents—Capacity to contract with principal.] 
See, generally, AGENCY, Vol. I., pp. 467 et seq. 
Capacity to bind principal.|— Sce, generally, 
AGENCY, Vol. I., pp. 319-324, 346-384, 396-428, 
Nos. 393-412, 571-885. 

Aliens.|—See ALIENS, Vol. II., pp. 132, 133, 
Nos. 83-85. 
Trading with enemy.|—See ALIENS, Vol. 
II., pp. 162 et seq. 

Clergy.|—See ECCLESIASTICAL LAw, Vol. XIX., 
p. 365, Nos. 1824-1826. 

Clubs.]—See, generally, CLuBs, Vol. VIII., pp. 
515 et seq. 

Committee of lunatic.|—See Lunatics, Vol. 
XXXIII., p. 212, Nos. 1186-1188. 

Companies.|—See, generally, COMPANIES, Vol. 
IX., pp. 628 et seg.; Vol. X., pp. 1171 et seq. 

Corporations.|—See, generally, CORPORATIONS, 
Vol. XIII., pp. 378 et seq. 

Executors.|—See, generally, ExrcutTors, Vol. 
XXIV., pp. 564 et seq. 

Hawkers & pedlars.|—See, generally, MARKETS 
& Farrs, Vol. XX XIIL, pp. 564 et seq. 

















Infants.|—See, INFANTS, Vol. XXVIII., pp. 
1538-175, Nos. 131-359. 
Local authorities.}] — See, generally, Wocat. 


GOVERNMENT, Vol. XXXIIJ., pp. 36 et seq.; 
CORPORATIONS, Vol. XIL1., pp. 378 et seq. 

Lunatics.]|—See, generally, Lunatics, Vol. 
XX XIII, pp. 128 et seq. 

Married women.|—See, generally, HusBAND & 
WiFH, Vol. XXVII., pp. 178 et seq. 

Partners.|—See PARTNERSHIv~, Vol. XXXVIL., 
pp. 362, 363, Nos. 388-396. 

Receivers.|-—See, generally, RECEIVERS. 

Servants.|—See MasTER & SERVANT, Vol. 
AXAXIV., pp. 124 et seg.; AGENCY, Vol. 1., pp. 
305, 381, 382, Nos. 628-641, 847, 864. 

Ship’s officers.)—See, generally, SHIPPING. 


SEcr. 2.--IDENTITY OF PARTIES. 
See ConTRACT, Vol. XII., pp. 22 et seq. ; Mis- 
TAKE, Vo]. XX XV., pp. 97 et seq. 


SECT. J.—FORMALITIES OF CONTRACT. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—IN GENERAI.. 

Sce Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), ss. 8, 43 
&, generally, CONTRACT, Vol. XII, pp. 51 et seq. 

57. When contract implied—Retainer of goods 
---Goods supplied under voidable contract.]|—To an 
action by indorsee against indorser of a bill of 
exchange, deft. pleaded, that, when he indorsed 
the bill, he was so intoxicated, & thereby so entirely 
deprived of sense, understanding, & the use of 
his reason, as to be unable to comprehend the 


PART Il. SECT. 3, SUB-SECT. 1. 


t. Foreign  contract— Valid where 
made.}+—A contract for the sale of 


Co. from Toronto. 
goods to pltfs. at a certain price, pay- ‘ 


able in Toronto, was mado by deft. 
at Chicago, through his agent there, 
the goods to be shipped by the G. T. Ry. 


signed by the broker until after action 


meaning, nature, or effect of the indorsement. or 
to contract thereby; of which pltf., at the time 
of the indorsement, had notice :—Held: to be a 
good answer to the action, & not to amount to an 
argumentative traverse of the indorsement. 

In many cases the law does not require an actual 
agreement between the parties, but implies a 
contract from the circumstances ; in fact, the law 
itself makes the contract for the parties. Thus, 
in actions for money had & received to pltf.’s use, 
or money paid by him to deft.’s use, the action 
may lie against deft., even though he may have 
protested against such a contract. So, a trades- 
man who supplies a drunken man with necessaries 
may recover the price of them if the party keeps 
them when he becomes sober, although a count 
for goods bargained & sold would fail (POLLOCK, 
C.B.).—GorRE v. GIBSON (1845), 18 M. & W. 623 ; 
141. J. Ex. 151; 4. 7. 0.8. 319; 9 Jur. 140; 
153 K. R. 260. 


Annotations :—Consd. Matthews v. Baxter (1873), L. R 8 
Exch. 132. Refd. Molton v. Camroux (1848), 2 Mxch. 
ca Imperial Loan Co. v. Stone (1892), 61 L. J. Q B. 


58. —-—,|-- Deft. ordered of pltt. 
two dozen of port & two dozen of sherry, with the 
understanding, that, if it were not approved, he 
should return it. Pltf. sent him four dozen of 
port & four dozen of sherry. Deft. was not 
satisfied with its quality, & returned the whole, 
except one bottle of the port & one dozen of the 
sherry, with a letter to pltf., in which he stated 
that his order was for two dozen of each kind of 
wine ; that he should not have refused to keep the 
four dozen if the quality had suited him, but that, 
as it did not, he returned the four dozen of port, 
minus one bottle, which he had tasted, & three 
dozen of the sherry :—Held: deft. was liable only 
for the price of the wine he actually kept.—-Harr 
v. Miu.s (1846), 15 M. & W. 85; 15%. J. Fx. 200 ; 
153 E.R. 771. 

Annotation :—Relfd. Levy v. Green (1857), 8 BE. & B. 575. 

59. ——— Conduct of parties—- Acting in accord- 
ance with unexecuted draft—Onus of proof.|— 
B. had for some years supplied the M. Kailway Co. 
with coals. At last it was suggested by BK. that 
a contract should be entered into between them. 
After their agents had met together the terms of 
agreement were drawn up by the agent of the M. 
Co. & sent to LB. B. filled up certain parts of it 
which had been left in blank, & introduced the 
name of the gentleman who was to act as arbitrator 
in case of differences between the parties, wrote 
‘‘ approved ”’ at the end of the paper, & signed his 
own name. B.’s agent sent back the paper to the 
agent of the M. Co., who put it in his desk, & 
nothing further was done in the way of a formal 
execution of it. Both parties for some time acted 
in accordance with the arrangements mentioned 
in the paper, coals were supplied & payments 
made as therein stated, & when some complaints 
of inexactness in the supply of coals, according 
to the terms stated in the paper, were made by the 
M. Co., there were explanations & excuses given 
by B., & the ‘‘contract’”’ was mentioned in the 
correspondence, & matters went on as before. 
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brought for the non-delivery ; but it 
was proved that Stat. Frauds, s. 17, 
was not in force in Jllinois :-—J/eld: 
the contract, being valid where it was 
made, could be cnforced here, though 


No sold note was 


Parr JJ.—ForRMATION oF CoNnTRACT. 


linally disagreements arose, & B. denied that there 
was any contract which bound him in the matter : 
—H eld : these facts, & the actual conduct of the 
parties, established the existence of such a con- 
tract, & there having been a clear breach of it B. 
must be held liable upon it. 

The onus of showing that both parties had 
acted on the terms of an agreement which had 
not becn, in due form, executed by either, lies 
upon the party who rests his case on that circum- 
stance (LORD BLACKBURN).—BROGDEN v. METRO- 
POLITAN Ry. Co. (1877), 2 App. Cas. 666, LL. L. 
Annotations :—Consd. Carlill v. Carbolic Sinoke Ball Co., 

(1893) 1 Q. B. 256; Keighley, Maxsted v. Durant, [1901] 

A. ©. . Refd. Household Fire Insce. v. Grant (1879), 

4 Kx. 1). 216; Henthorn v. Fraser, [1892] 2 Ch. 27: 

Wartng & Gillow v. Thompson (1912), 29 TT. L. R. 154: 

Coope v. Ridout, [1920} 2 Ch. 411. 

-|-—See, generally, CONTRACT, Vol. XII., 
pp. 112 et seq. 





SUB-SECT, 2.—CONTRACTS FoR £10 oR 


UPrwaRrRDs. 





See Sect. 4, post. 


Sect. 4.—CONTRACTS FOR £10 OR UPWARDS. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 
See Sale of Goods Act, 1898 (c. 71), s. 4. 
Pleading statute.|-—See Contract, Vol. XII, 
pp. 171, 172, Nos. 1256-1269. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—WHAT CONTRACTS INCLUDED. 

60. Executory contract.|-—Hxecutory contracts 
for goods, not within Stat. Frauds.—-ToOwERs v. 
OSBORNE (1722), 1 Stra. 506; 93 1. R. 664. 
Annotations :—Apld. Simon v. Metivier (1766), 1 Wm. BI. 

599; Clayton v. Andrews (1767), 4 Burr. 2101.  Distd. 

Rondeau +» Wyatt (1792), 2 Hy. Bl. 63; Cooper v. 

HMIston (1796), 7 Term Rep. 14. Apld. Buxton v. Bedall 

(1803), 3 Hast, 303%. Distd. Garbutt v. Watson (1822), 5 

3B. & Ald. 613. Consd. Smith v. Surman (1829), 4 Man. 

& Ry. K. 2B. 455. Dbtd. Pinner v. Arnold (1835), 2 Cr. M. 

& 2. 613. Refd. Emmerson v. Heelis (1809), 2 Taunt. 

383; Head v. Baldrey (1837), 6 Ad. & IL. 459: Lee v. 

Griffin (1861), 7 Bo. & S. 272, 

61. o[--—Hxecutory contracts for goods not 
within Stat. Frauds. —- CLAYTON uv. ANDREWS 
(1767), 4 Burr. 2101; 95 EK. hi. 96. 

Annotations -— Distd. Rondeau «. Wyatt (1792), 2 Ely. Bl. 
13.3) Cooper v. Elston (1796), 7 Term Rep. Jt. NLP, 
Garbut.t ». Watson (1822), 5 B. & Ald. 613. 

62. ~ Goods for future delivery.|—A. & bh. 
enter into a verbal agreement for the sale of goods, 
to be delivered to A. at a future period ; there is 
neither earnest paid, a note or mnemorandum in 
writing signed, nor any part. of the goods delivered ; 
this contract is void, being within Stat. Frauds, 
though it is executory, & though if has been 
admitted by B. in his answer to a bill in Chancery 
filed by A.—-RONDEAU v. WYATT (1792), 2 lly. BI. 
63; 126 EF. 1. 430. 

Annotations :—Apld. Cooper v. Elston (1796), 7 Terur Rep. 
14. Distd. Groves ». Buck (1811), 3M. & 8.178. Consd. 
Garbutt v. Watson (1822), 5 B. & Ald. 613. Distd. 
Balley vo. Sweeting (1861), 9 C. B. N. S. 843. Refd. 
Cooth v. Jackson (1801), 6 Ves. 12; Hmuiucrson v. Heelis 
(1809), 2 Taunt. 38. 











not in writing.— GREEN tv. LEWIS 


(1867), 26 U. C. R. 618.—-CAN. 


PART II. SECT. 4, SUB-SECT. 1. 


a. Statute of Krauds, s. 17—Whether 
in foree in Cunada.|—By 25 Geo. 3, 
c. 2, the above sect. is in foree in 


Canada in commercial cusos, & there- 
fore a sale of goods to any greater 
value than #10 sterling cannot be 
proved, where no part of the goods 
have been delivered, no earnest riven. 
& no memorandum in writing made of 
the contract.—HunrT v. Brucst (1901), 
8 Q. P. RR. 1235.—CAN. 
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63. Sale of goods at one place to be 
afterwards delivered at another.|—A sale of goods 
for £10 by sample in one place to be afterwards 
delivered at another, is within Stat. Frauds, s. 17, 
if no part of the goods contracted for were delivered 
nor any thing given by the buyer to bind the bar- 
gain, nor any memorandum thereof in writing.— 
COOPER v. ELSTON (1796), 7 Term Rep. 14; 101 
i, R. 830. 

64. —-—-.]—A contract for the purchase 
of a quantity of oak pins, for the price of upwards 
of £10, which were not then nade, but were to be 
cut out of slabs & delivered to the buyer :—Held: 
not to be within Stat. Frauds, s. 17.—QGROvES v. 
Buck (1814), 3 M. & S. 178; 105 Ih. R. 577. 
Aron :—Consd. Smith v. Surman (1829), 9 B. & C. 

uv . 

65. - ——--.|—A parol contract for the sale 
of 300 sacks of flour ‘to be prepared & shipped 
by a certain day ”’ is within Stat. Frauds, s 17.— 
GARBUTT v. WATSON (1822), 5 B. & Ald. 613; 1 
Dow. & Ry. K. B. 219; 106 KE. R. 1315. 
Annotations :——Distd. Cobbold v. Gaston (1823), 1 C. 

51. Apld. Smith »v. Surman (1829), 9 B. & C. 561. 

Pinner «. Arnold (1835), 2 Cr. M. & Lt. 613. 

66. — —-~.]—- Where A. agreed to supply 
B. with a quantity of turnip seed, & B. agreed to 
sow it on his own land, & sell the crop of seed 
produced therefrom to A. at £1 1s. the Winchester 
bushel; & the seed so produced at the price agreed 
upon exceeded in value the sum of £10 :—Held: 
this contract was within Stat. Frauds, s. 17, & 
void for want of meniorandum in writing.—-WATTS 
v. FRIEND (1830), 10 B. & C. 446; L. & Welsb. 
193; 5 Man. & Ry. K. B. 4893; 8h. 5.0.8. K. B. 
181; 109 BK. R. 516. 

Sarr made -—Distd. Williams v. Burgess (1839), 10 Ad. & El, 

67. 








& Pp. 
Refd. 








—— .|— LEE v. GRIFFIN, No. 9, ante. 
Goods to be acquired by seller upon a 
contingency.|---See Sect. 5, sub-sect.. 2, post. 
|\—See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), 
§. 4 (2). 

68. Contract for sale of goods & other objects-— 
Entire contract.|—L.., a cornfactor at N., agreed to 
sell barley of pltf. to deft., to be delivered at-L.’s 
warehouse at D., to go by the first boat of L. which 
went from N. to D., at 38s. per quarter, which was 
a higher price on account of its being to be delivered 
at L.'s expense; & the barley being then in the 
hands of 'T., deft. desired him to see it delivered 
& measured & put up properly, & the barley was 
sent by [..’s first boat, & the invoice delivered to 
deft., who requested time to pay, but afterwards 
refused to accept the barley: In essumpsit for 
the price: —Held: this was a contract for the 
sale of goods within Stat. Frauds, s. 17, & not a 
mixed contract for the carriage as well as sale, 
though the price was enhanced by the carriage ; 
& deft.’s having appointed the particular boat, & 
having desired T. to inspect the loading, did not 
amount to an acceptance on his part.—ASTLEY v. 
EMERY (1815),4 M. & S. 2625 105 i. R. 831. 

69. -.|—Declaration stated that deft., 
on July 22, 1834, was indebted to pltf. in £703 for 
goods sold, & that, in consideration thereof, & 
that pltf. would buy wool of him, to the value of 
£531, & would give him time for payment of 
the £703 till Oct. 25, 1804, deft., on July 22, 
promised to pay pltf. for the wool & for the goods 














PART II. SECT. 4, SUB-SECT. 2. 


b. Felease of existing debt.) — An 
agreement to transfer goods above the 
value of £10 in return for the release 
of an existing deht is within Stat. 
Frauds. s. 17, & Lord Tenterden’s Act, 
& must therefore be evidenced by 
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Sect. 4.—Contracts for £10 or upwards: Sub sects. 2, 
previously sold, by accepting a bill at three 
months from July 22, when requested ; that pltf. 
sold deft. the wool on the above terms, consented 
to give time, etc., & drew a bill for the aggregate 
amount due; that he requested deft. to pay him 
the amount by accepting such bill, but that deft. 
would not pay same by accepting the bill, or 
otherwise. Pleas: Stating facts which rendered 
the contract as to the wool void under Stat. 
Frauds, s. 17. That pltf. sold the wool with a 
warranty, which he broke, & deft. returned the 
wool. General demurrer :—Held: the special 
contract failing as to the £531, the whole failed, 
& consequently the pleas were a complete answer 
to the action.—HEAD v. BALDREY (1837), 6 Ad. 
& El. 459; 2 Nev. & P. K. B. 217; Will. Woll, & 
Dav. 464; 7L.J.Q. B. 94; 112 E. R.175. 


Annotations :-—Mentd. Mechelen v. Wallace (1837), 7 Ad. & 
Il. 49; Lang v. Purves (1862), 15 Moo. P. C. C. 389. 


70, ——— -|-—-A contract for the sale of 
goods of the value of £10 or upwards is not the 
less within Stat. Frauds, s. 17, because it also 
embraces something to which Stat. l’rauds does 
not extend. 

Where it was agreed by parol, between A. & B., 
that A. should sell B. a mare & foal, & should 
at his own expense keep them until a certain 
day, & that A. should also for a given time keep 
& feed a mare & foal belonging to B., & that, in 
consideration of all this, B. should fetch away 
A.’s mare & foal on the day named, & pay him 
£30 :—JTeld: this, so far as it related to the sale 
of A.’s mare & foal, was a contract within Stat. 
Frauds, s. 17, & void for want of writing—no 
point having been made at the trial as to the 
value.—HARrMAN v. REEVE (1856), 18 C. B. 587; 
25 L. J.C. P. 257; 27 L. T. O. S. 1723 4 W. R. 
599; 139 Is. R. 1500. 

Anialon :—Consd. Savage v. Canning (1867), 16 W. JR. 


71. Severable contract.|-—-The traveller of 
A. & co. in London, having called upon BL. in the 
country for orders, B. gave an absolute order for a 
quantity of cream of tartar, & offered to take a 
quantity of lac dye at. a certain price ; the traveller 
said the price was too low, but that he would 
write to his principals, & if B. did not hear from 
them in one or two days, he might consider that 
his offer was accepted. A. & co. never wrote to 
B., but sent all the goods :—/Ield : this was not a 
joint order for them all so as to make the acceptance 
of the cream of tartar the acceptance of the lac 
dye also, within Stat. Frauds, s. 17.—PRIcE v. LEA 
(1823), 1 B. & C. 156; 2 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 295 ; 
107 HK. RR. 59. 
eee :—Refd. Elliott v. Thomas (1837), 3 M. & W. 


72. 
210, post. 

73. Entire contract for sale of quantity of 
goods— Each under ten pounds.|—-A. went to the 
shop of B. & co., linendrapers, & contracted for 
the purchase of various articles, cach of which was 














——.|—MAYFIELD v. WADSLEY, No. 


SALE OF GOODS. 


to £70. A separate price for each article was 
agreed upon; some A. marked with a pencil, 
others were measured in his presence, & others he 
assisted to cut from larger bulks. He then desired 
that an account of the whole might be sent to his 
house, & went away. A bill of parcels was 
accordingly sent, together with the goods, when 

A. refused to accept them :—Held: (1) this was 

all one contract, & within Stat. Frauds, s. 17; (2) 

there was no delivery & acceptance of any of the 

goods so as to take the case out of the operation 

of Stat. Frauds, s. 17.—BALDEY v. PARKER (1823), 

2B. &C.373; 3 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 220; 1.3.0.8. 

K. B. 229; 107 E. R. 297. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Apld. Bigg v. Whisking (1853), 14 
C. B. 195. Refd. Elliott v. Thomas (1837), 3 M- & W. 
170; Franklyn v. Lamond (1847), 4 ©. B. 637; 
Bourdillon (1856), 1 C. B. N. §. 188; Bailoy v. Swecting 
(1861), 9 C. B. N. S. 843. As to (2) Distd. Cusack v. 
Robinson (1861), 1 B. & S. 299. Refd. Maberley v. 
Sheppard (1833), 10 Bing. 99; Saunders v. Topp (1849), 
4 Exch. 390. 

74, ‘Bought in different places.]— A. & 
GB. went, in one day, to several places, distant a 
few miles from each other, whcre they agreed for 
the purchase & sale of several lots of timber; &, 
at the last place, a memorandum of the whole 
transaction was made & signed by A. Part of 
the timber was accepted by B.. but he refused to 
take the rest :—Held: the whole formed one joint 
contract.—BIGG v. WHISKING (1853), 14 C. B. 
195; 2C. L. R. 6173; 139 KE. R. 80. 
pe sion :—-Refd. Bailey v. Sweeting (1861), 9 C. B. N.S. 





75. Contract for redelivery on condition.] — 
WILLIAMS v. BURGESS, No. 162, post, 

76. Goods reduced below ten pounds by 
credit.|—Where a bill for £10 10s. was delivered to 
deft., & in the bill credit is given for £1 & deft. 
admits that it is correct, this admission is sufficient 
to take the case out of Stat. Frauds.—DANVERS v. 
KITCHINGMAN (1848), 10 lL. T. O. S. 348. 

77. Contract to paint picture.]-—CoPpLAND v. 
MILLER (1903), Times, Nov. 28. 





SUB-SECT. 5.—EFrrect OF STATUTE OF 
Fraups, s. 4. 

See Stat. Frauds, s. 4. 

78. Contract for sale of goods & interest in land.]| 
— Bill for specific performance of an agreement for 
the sale of lands & chattels. Plea, Stat. Frauds. 
Deft. during the negotiation, delivered a particular 
of the whole signed by him. The agreement was 
afterwards made at a less price. Both parties 
gave instructions to an attorney to prepare the 
conveyance ; & deft. dchvered to him the parti- 
cular, as instructions for the deed, which was 
prepared. This is not sufficient to take it out of 
the statute, & being void as to the lands, is void 
in toto.—CooKkE v. ToMBs (1794), 2 Anst. 420; 145 
E. I. 922. 


Annotations :-—Apld. Loa v. Barber (1794), 2 Anst. 425 a. 
Refd. Wood v. Benson (1831), 2 Cr. & J. 94. 


79. ——.|— Lea v. BarsBer (1794), 2 Anst. 
425,n.; 145 FB. RR. 924. 


under the value of £10, but the whole amounted | 





writing signed by the person to be 
charged.—SANDS tv. NORMAN (1903), 
48. R.N.S, W. 234; 21N.8S. W.W.N. 
89,—AUS. 

ce. Judicial sales.}— Judicial sales arc 
not within Stat. Frauds.— ite JONEs, 
Hacketr v. THE BLAKELEY (1903), 
8 Exch. C. hR. 327.—CAN. 
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718i. Contract for sale of goods 
& interest in land.)|—Pitf., tenant 


from year to year of deft. of a plot 
of ground & a cottage built on it, 
agreed to surrender the premises in 
consideration of being permitted to 
pull down the cottage & hold the 
inaterials for his own use, or of being 
paid the value of the materials; upon 
the faith of which pltf. surrendered the 
premises to doft. :—-Held: the agree- 
ment required to be in writing, under 
Stat. Frauds, although the interest in 
land moved, not to, but from pltf.— 
RONAYNE v. SHERRARD (1877), J. RR. 


Annotation :—Refd. Wood v. Benson (1831), 2 Cr. & J. 94. 


11 C. L. 146.—IR. 


d. Contract for sale not to be yper- 
formed within a year.J—BANKS Vv. 
WILLIAMS (1912), 12 S. R. N. 8S. W. 
382; 29 N. 8. W. W.N. 95.—AUS. 

e. ——-.]—-Pl]tf. agreed with deft. for 
the purchase of a plano at a certain 
price, & upon certain terms of payment, 
deft. agreeing to guarantee that the 
instrument was then free from defect, 
& should so continue for five years; 
& that in case of its becoming defective 


Part II.—ForMATION or ContTRACT. 





80. : ie Counts in indebitatus assumpsit 
for houses bargained & sold, & for carcases bar- 
gained & sold, can only be supported by proof of 
a written assignment to deft., within Stat. Frauds. 
—-PENNINGTON v. STATMAN (1825), 3 L. J. O. S. 
K. B. 220. 

81. J|—(1) In assumpsit, the first count 
recited an agreement that pltf. should grant, & 
deft. take, a lease of lands; & that all straw, 
etc., which should be on the lands when possession 
was given up to deft., should be valued to pltf. 
by persons named respectively by pltf. & deft., & 
the amount paid to pltf. by deft. ; that, on tho 
execution of the lease, deft. should accept it, & 
execute a counterpart; & that cither party, 
making default in performance, should forfeit 
£300 ; mutual promises to perform the agreement ; 
that deft. entered under the agreement, & took 
possession of the straw, etc. ; that afterwards deft. 
proposed that the straw, etc., should be valued to 
pltf. by D., on the respective behalves of pltf. & 
deft.; that pltf. assented; that the straw, etc., 
was valued to pltf. by D.; that pltf. was ready 
to grant the lease according to the agreement, but 
deft. did not pay the amount of the valuation. 
Second count for goods bargained & sold & taken 
by deft. under such bargain & sale. Plea to the 
first count, that the first agreement was in writing, 
signed by pltf. & deft.; & the proposal & assent 
that D. should value, only verbal. To the second 
count, that the goods consisted of straw, etc., 
which were bargained & sold under a written 
agreement between pltf. & deft., according to which 
they were to be valued by persons chosen re- 
spectively, by pltf. & deft.; & that no such 
valuation had been made, but only a valuation by 
D.; that deft. was ready, & had proposed, that 
they should be valued as in the agreeinent ;_ but 
pltf. refused. 

Replication, (a) to the plea to the first count, 
that, by the proposal & assent, & the valuation 
accordingly made, pltf., & deft. respectively 
waived performance of so much of the agreement 
as related to the valuation, & substituted the 
valuation by D.; (b) to the plea to the second 
count, that the straw, etc., was bargained & sold 
under the agreement in the first count mentioned ; 
that afterwards dcft. proposed, etc., as in first 
count, & pltf. assented, & D. valued accordingly ; 
by means of which pltf. & deft. waived, etc., as 
in the replication to the plea to the first count. 
Rejoinder, to replication (a) that the waiver & 
substitution were by word of mouth only. To 
replication (b) that the proposal & assent were by 
word of mouth only. On general demurrer to 
the rejoinder :—Held: the original was an entire 
agreement relating to an interest in lands, & 
necessarily in writing; even if the parties could 
waive the whole verbally, they appeared by the 
record not to have done so; & that a part of it 
could not be verbally waived, even supposing that 
part to have been, if standing by itself, an agree- 
ment not required to be in writing. 

(2) The plea commenced by a general allegation 
that pltf. ought not to have or maintain his afore- 





within that period deft. would upon 
pltfs. returning it within that time, 
refund tho purchase-money :—Held : 
a contract not to be performed within 
a yea ae v. NORDHEIMER 
(18 1), 22 C. P. 48.—-CAN. 


is void under 8S 


vendor—No 


approved 

f. Regiment to be supplied 
with groceries.J—A contract, not in 
writing, entered into on May 2€ for 
the supply of a regiment with groceries 
for a year from June 1, following, 
subject to be sooner determined in case 


Jo—-VOL. XXXIX. 





the regiment should leave the Province, 
tat. Frauds.—RkEID v. 

g. Approved notes re 
oper note le 
—The conditions of sale required 
notes for the purchase- 
money. The morning after the sale 
the purchaser called on the seller & 
drew a note signed b 
for the goods he said he 
A dispute arose as to the goods to 
which he was entitled, & he went away 
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said action thereof against deft.; then followed 
matter expressly confined to the first count, with 
a verification & prayer of judgment whether the 
pltf. ought to have or maintain his aforesaid 
action thereof. The record then went onthus: & 
as to the second count, etc., with matter expressly 
confined to the second count, & verification & 
prayer of judgment, as before :—Held: the first 
part was a plea pleaded to the first count only, 
though informally, & was good on demurrer to the 
rejoinder.—HARVEY v. GRABHAM (1836), 5 Ad. 
& El. 61; 2 Har. & W. 146; 6 Nev. & M. K. B. 
154; 5L. J. K. B. 285; 111 BH. R. 1089. 
Annotations :—As to (1) Refd. Sanderson v. Graves (1875), 
L. R. 10 Hxch. 234. Gene , Refd. Mechelen v. Wallace 


rall 
(1837), 7 Ad. & El. 49; tVames Haven Dock Co. vw. 
Brymer (1850), 5 Exch. 696. 


82. .|—Pltf. agreed to Ict a house to deft., 
& to sell him certain furniture & fixtures therein, 
& to make certain alterations & improvements 
in the house; & deft. agreed to take the house, & 
to pay for the furniture & fixtures & alterations : 
—Held: this was an agreement relating to an 
interest in land, within Stat. Frauds, s. 4.— 
VAUGHAN v. Hancock (1846), 3 C. B. 766; 16 
LJ.C.P.1; 8 LL. T. O. S. 118; 10 Jur. 926; 
136 KE. RR. 307. 

83 .|—In consideration that A., who was 
tenant of a messuage & premises under a parol 
agreement for a seven years’ lease, would give up 
the immediate possession thereof to B., in order 
that B. might enter thereon as tenant, & also as a 
compensation for certain improvements made by 
A. on the premises, & for the value of certain 
articles left thereon by A., B. agreed to pay A. 
£100. <A. accordingly relinquished & gave up 
possession of the premises to B., who was thereupon 
accepted as tenant from year to year, at a different 
rent from that formerly paid by A.; & B. after- 
wards, in part performance of the agreement on 
his part, paid A. £51. In an action brought by A., 
in the county ct., to recover the balance of the 
£100 the judge ruled that the contract in respect 
of which pltf. sued was not a contract for the sale 
of an interest in or concerning lands, within Stat. 
Frauds, s. 4. The ct. on appeal reversed his 
decision.—KELLY v. WEBSTER (1852), 12 C. B. 283 ; 
21L.5.C. P. 163; 19 lL, T. O. S. 298; 16 J. P. 
458; 16 Jur. 838; 138 H.R. 912. 
se aon :—Refd. Hodgson v. Johnson (1858), Kk. B. & FE. 

arth 











‘ 


As to what constitutes an “ interest in land,’’ 
see SALE OF LAND. 

Contract for sale of growing crops, etc.|]-—Sce 
AGRICULTURE, Vol. I1., pp. 52 et seq. 

Contract for sale not to be performed within a 
year.|—See Contract, Vol. XII., pp. 118-125, 
Nos. 768-828, 


SUB-SECT. 4.—ACCEPTANCE, 
A. In General. 
See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 4 (3). 
84. Necessity for.|—In assumpsit for goods 
sold & delivered, where the price is above £10 & 


leaving the note. Some days after he 
returned & offered another note with 
sureties, which was refused & the seller 
on the same day sent back the first 
note :—Held: clearly insufficient to 
take the case out of Stat. Frauds.— 
KAITLING v. PARKIN (1874), 23 C. P. 
569.—CAN. 


ired by the 
with vendor. ] 


himself on! 


ad purchasec . PART II. SECT. 4, SUB-SECT. 4.—A, 


841, peceseuy for.}—A_ mere de- 
livery of goods by the vendor, without 


BB 
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Sect, 4.—Contracts for £10 or upwards: Sub-sect. 4, 
A. & B. (a).] 
nothing was paid as earnest to bind the bargain, 
nor was there any memorandum in writing, signed 
by deft. or his agent ; two things must be proved 
to entitle pltf. to recover: (a) that deft. in fact 
ordered the goods; & (b) that he accepted them 
with an intent to take to them as owner.—SMITH 
v. Rout (1840), 9 C. & P. 696, N. P. 
85. -J—In order to satisfy Stat. Frauds, 
s. 17, there must be both an acceptance of the 
goods, or part of them, & an actual receipt of 
them. In order to satisfy the same enactment it 
_is not necessary that the acceptance of the goods 
should follow or be contemporaneous with the 
receipt of them ; an acceptance prior to the receipt 
will suffice. In an action for goods sold & 
delivered, it appeared that deft. went to pltfs. 
at Liverpool, & said he wanted to ‘buy from 150 
to 200 firkins of butter. He then went with one 
of them to their cellar, where he was shown a lot 
of 156 firkins, six of which he opened & inspected. 
Afterwards, on the same day, pltfs. & deft. made 
a verbal agreement, by which deft. agreed to buy 
that specific lot at 77s. per hundredweight. When 
the price had been agreed on, deft. took a card on 
which his name & address in London were written 
‘* Edmund Robinson, 1, Wellington Street, London 
Bridge, London,”’ & wrote on it ‘' 156 firkins butter 
to be delivered at Fenning’s Wharf, Tooley Street.” 
He gave this to pltfs., & at the same time said 
that his agents, Messrs. C., at Liverpool, would 
give directions how the goods were to be forwarded 
to :Fenning’s Wharf. Pltfs., by C.’s directions, 
delivered the butter to P.’s car‘s to be forwarded 
to deft. at Fenning’s Wharf. Pitf. sent an invoice, 
dated Oct. 25, 1860, to the address on deft.’s card. 
He received in answer a letter purporting to come 
from a clerk in deft.’s office, acknowledging the 
receipt of the invoice, & stating that, on deft.’s 
return, he would no doubt attend to it. <A clerk 
at Fenning’s Wharf proved that Messrs. Fennings 
stored goods for their customers, & had a butter 
warehouse; that deft. had used the warehouse 
for fifteen years, & was in the habit of keeping his 
butters there till he soldthem. On Oct. 26 P. & 
co. had delivered a part of the 156 firkins in 
question at the warehouse, & delivered the residue 
afterwards. The witness could not say whether 
any one came to inspect them or not, but he 
proved that they were delivered up by Fenning 
to P. & co. under a delivery order from deft., 
dated Oct. 27:—-Held: there was evidence of an 
acceptance & actual receipt sufficient to satisfy 
the statute.—CUSACK v. ROBINSON (1861), 1 B. & 
S. 2909; 30 L. J. Q. B. 261; 4 L. T. 506; 7 Jur. 
N.S. 542; 9 W.R. 7385; 121 H. R. 726. 
Annotations :-—Refd. Bog Lead Mining Co. v. Montague 
(1861), 10 C. B. N. 8.481; Williamson v. Barton (1862), 
7H. & N. 899; Smith v. Hudson ae ae B. & 8. 431 ; 
Bolton vw. L. & Y. Ry. (1866), L. R. 1 C. P. 431; Reuss v. 
Picksley (1866), L. R. 1 Exch. 342; Kibble v. Gough 


(1878), 38 L. 1. 204; Re Roberts, Evans v. Roberts 
(1887), 36 Ch. D. 196. 


86. ——.|—Inm order to satisfy Stat. Frauds 
there must be an acceptance & actual receipt of 
the goods, or part of them, with the consent of 
the vendor, & if before such acceptance the vendor 
rescinds the contract, the assignees of the buyer 
in the case of his bkpcy. cannot claim them. 

Semble: if the assignees do any act to accept 
the goods it will take the case out of the statute. 

Deft., on Nov. 3, 1863, entered into a verbal 
contract with W. to sell him 4843 quarters of 





an actual acceptance by the vendee of 
some part thereof, is not sufficient 84 ii 
within Stat. Frauds.— DALEY v. MARKS 


(1838), Ber. 524.—CAN., 
. ———~.+-JACKS 
Nova Scotia (1893), 9 Man. L. R. 


SALE OF GOODS. 


barley, at 35s. per quarter. The sale was by 
sample, & the bulk was taken, on Nov. 7, by deft. 
to the Swaffham railway station & Icft there, with 
a delivery note: ‘‘ Great Eastern Railway: To 
the station master, Swanham Station. Receive 
97 coombs of barley, consigned to the order of 
Mr. W., of D., from T. M. H., Castle Acre, charges.”’ 
It is the custom of the trade for the buyer to com- 
pare the sample with the bulk as delivered, & if 
the examination is not satisfactory to strike it, 
1.€. either refuse to accept it or allow it to remain 
as the property of the vendor; & it was in the 
power of W. to strike the corn if it had not proved 
according to sample. On Nov. 9 W. was adjudi- 
cated a bkpt., & on Nov. 11 deft. gave notice to 
the station master not to deliver the corn to bkpt. 
or his assignees, or al other person, without his 
written consent, which the station master promised. 
At the time of the notice bkpt. had given no order 
or direction respecting the corn, nor had he ex- 
amined it to see whether the bulk corresponded 
with the sample, nor had he given any notice to 
deft. that he accepted or declined it. On Dec. 1 
the assignees of W. claimed the corn; on Dec. 5 
the railway co., on an indemnity from deft., 
delivered it to him. In an action by the assignees 
to recover the value of the corn :—Held: there 
was no acceptance sufficient to satisfy Stat. 
Frauds.—SMITH v. HupsoN (1865), 6 B. & S. 431; 
6 New Rep. 103; 34 L. J. Q. B. 145; 12 L. T. 
377; 11 Jur. N.S. 622; 13 W. RK. 683; 122 H.R. 
1254. 
Annotations :—Refd. Ive Bell, Wz p. Clarke (1877), 47 L. J. 
Bey. 33; Taylor v. Smith, [1893] 2 Q. B. 65; Ne Watson, 
ee wu [1904] 2 K. LB. 753 ; Lamb v. Wright, [1924] 


87. Must be clear & unequivocal—cConstructive 
acceptance not sufficlent—In absence of express 
provision.|—-HANSON v. ARMITAGE, No. 185, post. 

88. -|—The acceptance of goods by 
the buyer, if they are above £10 value, & there 
has been no written memorandum of the contract, 
under Stat. Frauds, must be clear & unequivocal ; 
& the ct. will not allow a constructive acceptance 
to be sufficient.—NICHOLLE v. PLUME (1824), 1 
©. & P. 272; 171 BH. R. 1192. 


Annotations :-—Refd. Edan v. Dudfield (1841), 1 Q. B. 302 ; 
Bushel v. Wheeler (1844), 15 Q. B. 442, n. 


89. Terms need not be proved.|—-TOMKINSON v. 
STAIGHT, No. 157, post. 

90. Nature & effect of acceptance—Buyer not 
precluded from questioning quantity or quality.|— 
The acceptance & actual receipt of goods, which 
make a written memorandum unnecessary under 
Stat. Frauds, s. 17, are not such an acceptance & 
receipt as will preclude the purchaser from 
questioning the quantity or quality of the goods, 
or in any way disputing the fact of the performance 
of the contract by the vendor. The effect of such 
statutory acceptance & receipt is mercly to dis- 
pense with the necessity of a written memorandum 
of the contract. Deft. purchased wheat of pltf. 
by sample, & directed that the bulk should be 
delivered on the next morning to a carrier named 
by himself, who was to convey it to the market 
town of W.; & deft. himself took the sample away 
with him. On the following morning the bulk was 
delivered to the carrier; & deft. resold it at W. 
on that day by the same sample. The carrier 
conveyed the wheat, by order of deft., who had 
never seen it, to the sub-vendee, who rejected it 
as not corresponding with the sample; & deft., 
on notice of this, repudiated his contract with pltf. 
on the same ground :—Held :* there was evidence 











75.—CAN. 
ON ¥. BANK OF 84 iil, ———.}—WINGFIELD v. STRW- 
ART (1909), 7 * L. R. 511.—OCAN., 


Part I].—ForRMATION oF ConTRACT. 


to warrant a jury in finding acceptance & actual 
receipt by deft., within Stat. Frauds, s. 17. 

The acceptance to let in parol evidence of the 
contract appears to us to be a different acceptance 
from that which affords conclusive evidence of the 
contract having been fulfilled (Lornp CAMPBELL, 
C.J.).—MORTON v. TIBBETT (1850), 15 Q. B. 428; 
19 L. J. Q. B. 882; 15 L. T. O. S. 274; 14 Jur. 
669 dl Bot Hee 
Annotations :-—Consd. Hunt v. Hecht (185 ; : 

Expld. Coombs v. Bristol & Exeter uy ese * : EN ; 

510. _Apprvd. Currie v. Anderson (1860), 2 iy & K. 592. 
Consd. Castle v. Sworder (1861), 6 H. & N. 828: Watson 
v. Hodgson (1876), 40 J. P. 487, Apprvd. Kibble v. Gough 
(1878), 38 L. T. 204. Distd. Taylor v. Smith, [1893] 2 
Q. B. 65. Refd. Duncan v. Tindall (1853), 18 C. B. 258; 
Meredith v. ite une ae 2h. & B. 364; Holmes v. 
Hoskins (1854), . R. 376; Parker v. Wallis (1855), 5 
EK. & B. 21; Tomkinson v. Staight (1856), 17 CG. B. 697; 
Hart v. Bush (1858), E. B. & E. 494: Cusack v. Robinson 
(1861), 1 B. & S. 299; Smith v. Hudson (1865), 6 B. &S. 

431; Grimoldby v. Wells (1875), L. R. 10 Cc. P. 391; 

Page v. Morgan (1885), 15 Q. B. D. 228. 

91. Right of buyer to examine goods delivered.} 
——-BOwWES v. PoNTIFEX, No. 92, post. 

Admissibility of parol evidence after acceptance.| 
——See Sub-sect. 9, post. 


B. What may amount to. 
(a) In General. 

See Sale of Goods Act. 1893 (c. 71), s. 4 (3). 

92. General rule—-Any act recognising con- 
tract.|—On a contract for goods within Stat. 
Frauds, the acceptance, to satisfy the statute, must 
be by some act or conduct on the part of the buyer, 
indicating an intention to retain the goods, or such 
as reasonably would lead the seller to think they 
are accepted, & this may be by retention of them 
for such a time as reasonably might lead to that 
couclusion. 

There was a later case [Hunt v. Hecht, No. 119, 
post,] in which it was held that there was no 
acceptance unless there had been a reasonable 
opportunity to the buyer of seeing that the article 
delivered was such as had been ordered (BRAM- 
WELL, B.).-—-BOWES v. PONTIFEX (1863), 3 F. & F. 
739, N. 7, 

93. ——- — 
post. 





.! 





BARNETT v. Fariey, No. 122, 





94. ——-.|—It is not necessary in order 
to satisfy Stat. Frauds, s. 17, that there should be 
an absolute acceptance of goods ; there is sufficient 
evidence of an acceptance of goods within the 
sect. where upon delivery of the goods the pur- 
chaser has received them & done any act in relation 
thereto recognising the existence of a contract for 
the purchase of them by him, though he subse- 
quently refuses the goods. So, where there was a 
gale of wheat by sample, & the purchaser having 
received a number of sacks of wheat delivered 
under the contract into his premises, opened the 
sacks & examined their contents to see if they were 
equal to sample, but immediately after so doing 
gave notice to the seller that he refused the wheat 
as not being equal to sample :—Held: that there 
was evidence of an acceptance.—PAGE v. MORGAN 
(1885), 15 Q. B. D. 228; 54 L. J. Q. B. 4345; 53 
L. T. 126; 338 W. R. 793, C. A. 


Annotations :—Distd. Taylor v. Smith, [1893] 2 


Q. B. 65. 
Refd. Abbott v. Wolsey (1895), 64 L. J. Q. B. 587, 


PART II. cad * eae 4.— k. Machiner 
- (a). 


h. Receipt d: retention of goods.\— 
Where there is no sufficient memo- 
randum of the bargain for the sale of 

oods, the mere receipt & retention of 
he goods for a few days, by the pur- 
chaser, is evidence upon which a jury 
may find that the purchaser accepted 
them.—SERVICE v. WALKER (1877), 3 
Vv. Ih. R. (Law) 182.—AUS. 


it lay & part 


stopped in transitu.|— 
Where a purchase was made on be- 
half of a co. of certain machinery of 
which delivery was to be taken where 
was removed by a carrier 


an acceptance with 
as to render 4 note in writing 


V. L. BR, 449.—AUSs, 
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No. 116, post. 

96. Question for jury.]|—By the conditions of 
a sale by auction, the purchaser was to pay 30 per 
cent. upon the price, upon being declared the 
highest bidder, & the residue before the goods 
were removed. A lot was knocked down to A., as 
the highest bidder, & delivered to him immediately. 
After it had remained in his hands three or four 
minutes, he stated that he had been mistaken in 
the price, & refused to keep it. No part of the 
price had been paid :—Held: it was a question 
of fact for the Jury, whether there had been a 
delivery by the seller, & an actual acceptance by 
the buyer intended by both parties to have the 
effect of transferring the right of possession from 
one to the nithee Panes v. BISTOLLI (1824), 2 
B. & C. 511; 3 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 822; 2L. J. 
0.8. K. B. 1163; 107 E. R. 474. 

Annotations :—Distd. Tomkinson v. Staight (1856), 17 C. B. 


697. Refd. Maberley v. Sheppard (1833), 10 Bing. 99; 
Malins v. Freeman (1838), 6 Scott, 187. 


97. -}—In an action for the price of a 
fire engine sold by pltf. to deft., deft. pleaded Stat. 
Frauds, & plitf. replied, that deft. had accepted the 
goods. It appeared that deft., after the sale of 
the fire engine to him by pitf., had taken a person 
to look at it, & had mentioned who were likely to 
want to buy it, & that to another person deft. 
said, ‘‘ I know that I am going to do it,’”’ & that to 
a third he said, ‘‘ I have a concern in the engine ” : 
—Held: it was for the jury to consider on this 
evidence, whether deft. had treated the fire engine 
as his, & dealt with it as such, for, if so, pltf. was 
entitled to a verdict.—BAINES v. JEVONS (1836), 
70. & P. 288, N. P. 

98. .|— W., living at Hereford ordered 
goods, at a price above £10, of A., living at Bristol, 
& directed that they should be sent by the ‘‘ Here- 
ford ’ sloop to Hereford. They were sent accord- 
ingly; & a letter of advice was also sent to W., 
with an invoice, stating the credit to be three 
months. On their arrival at Hereford, they were 
placed in the warehouse of the owner of the sloop, 
where W. saw them; & he then said to the ware- 
houseman that he would not take them; but he 
made no communication to A. till the end of five 
months, when he repudiated the goods. In an 
action by A. against W. for the price :—Held: the 
judge ought not to have told the jury that there 
was no acceptance & actual receipt under Stat. 
Frauds. s. 17, but should have left them to find, 
upon these facts, whether or not there had been 
such acceptance & actual receipt.—BUSHEL v. 
WHEELER (1844), 15 Q. B. 442, n.; 38 L. T. O. S. 
125; 8 Jur. 582; 117 E. BR. 526. 

Annotations :—Distd. Norman v. ariyes (1845), 14 M. & W. 
-  Apld. Morton v. Tibbett (1850), 15 Q. B. 428. 

Consd. Meredith v. Meigh (1853), 2 KE. & B. 364; Castle v. 

Sworder en 6H. & N. 828. Refd. Taylor v. Smith, 

[1893] 2 Q. B. 65, 

99. -] — Acceptance a question for the 
jury upon the evidence.—HARRISON v. BISHTON 
(1855), 25 L. T. O. S. 257. 

100. .}—~ Action for goods bargained & 
sold, above the value of £10. The evidence was, 
that the contract was not in writing, that the goods 
were weighed by defts.’ servant subsequent to the 

















l. Qualified? acceplance,.}—CARTER 1° 
Paes (1872), 32 U. C. R. 615.— 


m. Correspondence showing definite 


on behalf of the co. but was stopped acceptance.) — MOGRATH v. BLACK 
in transitu :—Held : fet oe aber (N. 8.) (1909), 6 E. Tu. R. 601.—OAN. 
» Frauda so 
unneces- n. Goods & invoice sent together— 
—MoIvER v. DUKE Co, (1879), 5 Invoice returned not corr ang with 


agreement. }—Deft., an Irish tradesman, 
BB2 
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Sect. 4.—Contracits for £10 or upwards: Sub-sect. 4, 
B. (a), (b) & (c).] 


contract, & placed with defts.’ cart, but on arriving 
at defts.’ warehouse were refused :—Held: it was 
for the jury to decide in what character the goods 
were delivered to & accepted by defts.’ servant ; 
& there was evidence of an acceptance & delivery 
to satisfy Stat. Frauds.—KERSHAW v. OGDEN 
(1865), 3 H. & OC. 717; 6 New Rep. 125; 34 
L. J. Ex. 159; 12 L. T. 5753 11 Jur. N.S. 642 ; 
13 W. R. 755; 159 E. R. 713. 

101. Acceptance of delivery order.] — A hogs- 
head of wine in the warehouse of the London Dock 
co. was sold for £13, & a delivery order given to 
the vendee. There was no contract in writing :— 
Held: the acceptance of the delivery order by the 
vendee was not an actual acceptance of the wine 
within Stat. Frauds.—BENTALL v. BuRN (1824), 3 
B. & C. 423; 5 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 284; 3L. J. 
0.8. K. B. 42; 107 E. R. 791. 


Annotations :—Folld. Farina v. Home (1846), 16 M. & W. 
rare etd. Dublin City Distillery v. Doherty, [1914] 


102. ———.]—Goods were shipped by pltf. from 
abroad to this country, on the verbal order of 
deft., at a price exceeding £10. They were sent toa 
shipping agent of pltf.’s in London, who received 
them & warehoused them with a wharfinger, in- 
forming deft. of their arrival. The wharfinger 
handed to the shipping agent a delivery warrant, 
whereby the goods were made deliverable to him 
to his assignees by indorsement, on payment of 
rent & charges. The agent indorsed & delivered 
this warrant to deft., who kept it for several 
months, &, notwithstanding repeated applications, 
did not pay the price of or charges upon the goods, 
nor return the warrant, but said he had sent it to 
his solr., & that he intended to resist payment, for 
that he had never ordered the goods; & that they 
would remain for the present in bond :—Held: 
there was no such delivery to & acceptance by 
deft. of the goods, as to satisfy Stat. Frauds, s. 17. 
—FARINA v. HOME (1846), 16 M. & W. 119; 16 
L. J. Ex. 73; 8L. T. O.S. 277; 1538 BE. R. 1124. 
Annotations :—Consd. - c 

B00. Apld, Meredith o Meigh’ (18035, Soke eB see: 

Kaights vo. Witfen C810), La Tees Geb, COO Bemus ete 

Distillery v. Doherty, [1914] A.C. 823.) Un ity 

103. Acceptance by assignees in bankruptcy.]— 
Goods were sent to a trader on a contract of sale 
& return, within Stat. Frauds, & he having become 
bkpt. before the delivery of them, they were 
received & detained by his assignees; the vendor 
thereupon brought an action of trover, to which the 
assignees pleaded that the goods were bargained & 
sold before the bkpcy. :—Held: there was no 
acceptance to support a bargain & sale, & the 
property in the goods did not pass to the assignees. 
—SAaDLER v. WHITMORE (1840), 5 Jur. 8315. 

104. -|—SMITH v. Hupson, No. 86, ante. 

105. Receipt & retainer of invoice.] — Deft., a 
builder at Wallingford, gave pltf., a timber mer- 
chant in London, a verbal order for timber, 
directing it to be sent to the Paddington station 
of the G. W. Ry. co., to be forwarded to him at 
Wallingford, as had been the practice between the 
parties on previous dealings eraeee them. The 
timber was accordingly sent, & arrived at the 
Wallingford station on Apr. 19, & deft. was 
informed by the railway clerk of its arrival, upon 
which he said he would not take it. An invoice 





gave a verbal order for goods to pltf., 
who carried on business England’ 
& the goods were sent by the route 
agreed upon by the parties. The 
invoice was forwarded at the same time, 
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was sent a few days after, which deft. received & 
kept, without making any communication to 
pltf. himself until May 28, when he informed 
pitf. that he declined taking the timber :—Held : 
although there might be a scintilla of evidence for 
the jury of an acceptance of the timber within Stat. 
Frauds, yet there was not sufficient to warrant 
them jn finding that there was such an acceptance ; 
& the ct. set aside a verdict found for pltf. as not 
warranted by the evidence.—-NORMAN v. PHILLIPS 
(1845), 14 M. & W. 277; 14 L. J. Ex. 306; 9 Jur. 
832; 153 E.R. 481. 
Annotations :—Distd. Saunders v. Topp (1849), 4 Exch. 390. 
Consd. Morton v. Tibbett (1850), 15 q B. 428 ; Coombs 
*. Bristol & Exeter Ry. (1858), 3 H. & N. 510. Refd. Hunt 


v. Hecht (1853), 8 Exch. 814; Castle v. Sworder (1861), 
4L. T. 865; Taylor v. Smith, [1893] 2 Q. B. 65. 


106. ——.]—Hanrt v. Busn, No. 188, post. 


(b) Acceptance of Sample. 


107. Sample part of bulk.|—Sugars, which were 
in the King’s warehouse under the locks of the 
King & the owner, from whence they could not be 
removed till the duties were paid, were advertised 
for sale by auction on Sept. 20, when samples of 
half a pound weight from each hogshead, drawn 
after the sugars had been weighed & the duties 
ascertained at the King’s beam, were produced 
to the bidders assembled; & the auctioneer, 
having then before him the printed catalogue of 
sale, containing the lots, marks, & number of hogs- 
heads, & the gross weights of the sugars; & also 
another written paper containing the conditions 
of sale, which latter he read to the bidders, as the 
conditions on which the sugars mentioned in the 
catalogue were to be sold; but the two papers 
were neither externally annexed nor contained 
any internal reference to each other, wrote down 
on the catalogue the name of the highest bidder, & 
the sum bid for the particular lots: having first 
informed the bidders that the duties were not then 
paid, but would be paid on the morrow by the 
seller; & after the biddings closed, the samples 
were delivered to & accepted by the purchaser, 
according to the usual practice at such sales, as 
part of his purchase to make up the quantity 
marked as weighed at the King’s beam; & a fire 
having consumed the sugars on Sept. 22, before 
the duties could be paid, & without the default of 
the seller :—-Held : (1) at common law there was a 
sale to change the property at the time & place of 
auction ; though the goods could not be delivered 
till the duties were paid, which was known at the 
time; such being the manifest intent of the 
contracting parties; & consequently, the loss 
must fall upon the buyer; (2) assuming a sale of 
goods by acution to be within Stat. Frauds, s. 17, 
which whether it were or not was not now necessary 
to be decided, & therefore requiring to be evidenced. 
by a memorandum in writing of the bargain 
signed by the party to be charged, or his authorised 
mr except where the buyer shall receive part 
of the goods sold; yet here the delivery to & 
acceptance of the samples by,the buyer; which 
delivery was made as part of the thing purchased, 
& upon which the duties were paid; at any rate, 
took the case out of the statute; (3) semble: 
taking sales of goods by auction to be within 
Stat. Frauds, s. 17, the auctioneer or broker, who 
is a middJe man, must be taken to be the agent of 
both parties, so as to bind the purchaser by his 
signature. 


but was immediately returned by deft., 
with a letter stating that it 
correspond with th 
notifying his refusal to take the goods : 
—Held: there was no evidence of any 


receipt & acceptance of the goods by 


did not deft., & an action inst him for the 


e eement, & rice could not be maintained.— 
OPTON v. M‘'CARTHY (1882), 10 L. R. 
Ir. 266.—IR. 


Part I].—FoRMATION oF CONTRACT. 


After earnest given, the vendor cannot sell the 
goods to another without a default in the vendee 
(LoRD ELLENBOROUGH, C.J.).—HINDE v, WHITE- 
HOUSE (1806), 7 East, 558; 83 Smith, K. B. 528; 
103 Hoe 216. 

Annotations :—<As to (1) Apld. C th .P 1828), 5 
Bing. 270. Consd. pextalt ». Benocko (1850), 10 Op 
212. Apld. Furley v. Bates (1863), 33 L. J. Ex. 43. 
Refd. Alexander v. Gardner (1835), 1 Bing. N. C. 671. 
As to G@) Apld. Kenworthy v. Schofield (1824), 2 B. & C. 
945. Consd. Turley v. Bates (1863), 2 H. & C. 200; 
Sweoting v. Turner (1871), L. R. 7 Q. B. 310. 48 to (3) 
Refd. Kmmerson v. Heelis (1809), 2 Taunt. 38. 

Refd. Dickenson v. Lilwal (1815), 1 Stark. 128; N 

Staffordshire Ry. v. Peek (1860), E. B. & E. 986; Peirce 

», Corf (1874), L. R. 9 Q. B. 210; Rossiter v. Miller (1878), 

39 lu. T.173; Oliver v. Hunting (1890), 44 Ch. D. 205. 

_ 108. -|— The delivery of a sample, which 

is no part of the thing sold, will not take a sale out 

of Stat. Frauds, but if the sample be dclivered 
as part of the bulk, it then binds the contract.— 

TALVER v. WEST (1816), Holt, N. P. 178; 171 

ii. R. 205, N. P. 

109. ——-.] — Evans v. GARDNER (1850), 15 
L. T. O. 8. 274, n. 

Anmotation :—Refd. Morton v. Tebbutt (1850), 15 L. '. O. S. 


110. .|—Pitf. sold to deft. a stack of hay 
standing on pltf.’s land; at the time of the sale 
deft. took from the bulk about a pound weight 
as a sample :—Held: there was a delivery & 
acceptance of part to satisfy the Stat. Frauds.— 
WARD v. ALDRIDGE (1854), 22 L. T. O. S. 228; 
18 J. P. 57. 

111. -|] — Where goods are sold by sample, 
the handing over the samples to the buyer does 
not, in the absence of evidence of an usage or 
custom to the contrary, amount to a delivery & 
acceptance of a part of the thing sold, so as to take 
the case out of Stat. Frauds, s. 17, but it is other- 
wise where the buyer draws samples from the 
bulk after he has purchased the goods.—GARDNER 
v. Grour (1857), 2 C. B. N.S. 340; 29 L. T. O.S. 
110; 140 E.R. 448. 

112. Retention without objection.] — A. 
bought a certain’ quantity of wheat, in value above 
£10, which wheat was to be reduced to a certain 
standard by dressing. After the making of the 
contract, A. sent for a small portion of the wheat, 
which was then sent to him, but not dressed, 
whereby it fell short of the standard agreed upon, 
but he retained it, without objecting to it :—Held: 
this was a part acceptance within Stat. Frauds ; 
& retaining the portion so sent amounted to a 
waiver of the full performance of the contract by 
pitf. as to that portion.—GILLIAT v. ROBERTS 
(1850), 19 L. J. Ex. 410. 

113. Sample not part of bulk.]— TALVER v. 
WeEsT, No. 108, ante. 

114. Asked for after sale — Prices written 
on labels.|—SIMONDs v. FISHER (1857), cited in 
2C. B. N.S. at p. 3842; 140 BE. R. 449. 
ace :—Distd. Gardner v. Grout (1857), 2 C. B. N.S. 


115. Sale by sample.}]— GARDNER v. 
Grout, No. 111, ante. 

116. .| —- Where goods sold were delivered 
to the buyer, who took a sample from them, &, 
after examining it, said that the goods were not 
equal to his sample, & that he would not have 
them :—Held: there was evidence of an act done 
by him in relation to the goods which recognised 
a pre-existing contract of sale, & therefore, evidence 
of an acceptance within Sale of Goods Act, 1893 
(c. 71), 8. 4.——ABBOTT & Co. v. WOLSEY, [1895] 2 
Q. B. 97; 641. J. Q. B. 587; 72 L. T. 581; 59 
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J.P. 500; 43 W. R. 5138; 11 T. L. RR. 414; 39 
Sol. Jo. 502; 14 R. 455, C. A. 
Sale by sample.]— See Part III., Sect. 6, post. 


(c) Inspection. 

117. Inspection followed by rejection.) —- A. 
having sent to B. a bale of sponge under a verbal 
order from the latter, for which he charged lls. 
per pound; B. returned it, & at the same time 
wrote a letter to A. stating that he had examined 
the sponge, & finding that it was not worth more 
than 6s. per pound he had sent it back :—Held: 
this letter did not amount to such an acceptance 
of the goods as would take the case out of Stat 
Frauds.— KENT v. HUSKINSON (1802), 3 Bos. & P. 
233; 127 E. R. 128. 


Annotations :—Distd. Anderson v. IWodgson (1818), 5 Price, 
630; Jackson v. Lowe (1822), 7 Moore, C. P. 219. 


118. .] — Where a vendee verbally agreed, 
at a public market, with the agent of the vendor 
to purchase 12 bushels of tares, then in vendor’s 
possession, constituting part of a larger quantity 
in bulk, to remain in vendor’s possession till called 
for, & the agent, on his return home, measured the 
12 bushels, & set them apart for the vendor :— 
Held: this did not amount to an acceptance by 
the latter, so as to take the case out of Stat. 
Frauds, s. 17.—IJow& v. PALMER (1820), 3 B. & 
Ald. 321; 106 E. R. 680. 

Annotations :—Apld. Hanson v. Armitage (1822),5 B. & Ald. 
557. Consd. Smith v. Surman (1829), 4 Man. & Ry. K. B. 
455. Apld. Johnson v. Dodgson (1837), 2M. & W., 653. 
Distd. Pettitt ». Mitchell (1842), 4 Man. & G. 819. Consd. 
Norman v. Phillips (1845), 9 Jur. 832. Expld. Morton 
v. Tibbett (1850), 15 Q. B. 428. Refd. Bushel v. Wheeler 
(1844), 8 Jur. 532. 

119. -1— There can be no acceptance & 
actual receipt of goods within Stat. Frauds, s. 17, 
unless the vendee has had an opportunity of 
judging whether the goods sent correspond witb 
the order. 

Where deft. agreed to purchase of pltf. bones of 
a particular kind, to be separated from a heap of 
various bones, & gave pltf. a note addressed to a 
wharfinger to receive & ship the bones; & pltf. 
accordingly sent to the wharf some bones, which, 
on inspection, deft. refused to accept, on the ground 
that they were not what he bargained for :—Held : 
although there was a receipt, there was no accept- 
ance to satisfy Stat. Frauds.—Hount v. HECHT 
(1853), 8 Exch. 814; 1C. L. R. 5063; 22 L. J. Ex. 
293; 211. T.0O.S.158; 155 K. R, 1583. 
Annotations :-—Consd. Coombs _v. Bristol & Exeter Ry. 

(1858), 3 H. & N. 510. pld. Bowes v. Pontifex (1863), 

3 °F. & F. 739; Smith v. Hudson (1865), 6 B. & S. 431. 

Refd. Holmes v. Hoskins (1854), 9 Exch. 753; Castle v. 

ete (1860), 5 H. & N. 281; Taylor v. Smith, [1893] 2 

e » OI. 


120. .|— A verbal contract was made for 
the purchase of 20 coombs of turnip seed on 
June 21, 1854. On July 26 it was delivered at 
defts.’ premises. Defts., always repudiated the 
goods, alleging the seed to be hot & mouldy ; but 
tucy had spread it out in their premises, alleging 
that this was done by pltf.’s authority :—Held: 
as on the trial pltf. denied this authority, & as the 
seed was shown to be of good quality, there was 
evidence to go to the jury of an acceptance & 
receipt by defts. so as to satisfy Stat. Mrauds.— 
PARKER v. WALLIS (1855), 5 E. & B. 21; 3 W. R. 
417; 119 BE. R. 390. 

Aiton :—Apld. Castle v. Sworder (1860), 29 L. J. Ex. 


121. -.|—P. purchased of deft. by sample, 
some wheat, to be delivered in London: the con- 
tract not being in writing. Deft. sent the wheat, by 
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o. Whether taking of samples from cargo.}—Scott v. MELADY (1898), 27 A. Kt. 193.—CAN. 
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Sect. 4.—Contracts for £10 or upwards: Sub-sect. 4, 
B. (c) & (d).j 


railway, to the London station of the railway co., 
consigned to P., & informed him of such con- 
signment. The co. warehoused the wheat, gave 
notice to P., & entered the wheat in their books 
as “‘ from” deft. ‘‘to P.”’ The usual course of 
business of the co., in warehousing corn, is to keep 
it for fourteen days free of charge, after which 
time it is removed by the consignee or delivered 
to him by the co. at his expense. It is also the 
custom for the consignee, before finally accepting 
the corn, to take a bulk sample & compare it with 
the purchase sample. The day after the arrival 
of the wheat, P. sent for a bulk sample: he 
examined it the next day, & said ‘‘ do not work it,”’ 
i.e. do not bring it home, ‘ at present.’’ After- 
wards, on the same day, P., being in difficulties, 
sent to his creditors to call a meeting of them for 
the next day but one. Deft. & other creditors 
attended on that day. Deft. asked for an order 
for the wheat, which P. would have given, but for 
the other creditors, who interfered. Deft. then 
went to the railway station sto ped the wheat, & 
directed the co. to hold it to hie order. On an 
issue to try whether the wheat was the property 
of P.’s assignees or of deft. :—Held: assuming the 
transitus to have been at an end on the arrival of 
the wheat at the co.’s warehouse, there was no 
acceptance of the wheat by P. within Stat. 
Frauds, s. 17, & the property never vested in P.— 
NICHOLSON v. BOWER (1858), 1 BH. & E. 172; 28 
L. J. Q. B. 97; 5 Jur. N.S. 246; 120 E. R. 873. 

Annotations :—Consd. Cusack v. Robinson (1861), 1 B. & 8. 

299. Expld. Taylor v. G. KE. Ry., (190'11 K. B. 774. 

122. -| — Deft., a builder, being employed 
by K., for whom he had built a house, to fit it up 
& furnish it, verbally ordered some settees to be 
made for one of the rooms by pltf. at a price 
agreed on at the time of the order. Upon their 
being brought home deft. before they were taken 
from the cart, remarked that the legs were not so 
stout as he had ordered, & said, ‘‘ I wish they had 
been stouter legs.’ Pltf., however, said they were 
according to order. Nothing further then passed 
on the subject, & deft. assisted pltf. in taking them 
from the cart & placing them in the room. After 
they were placed, K. came in, & objected that they 
were not wide enough in the seat, & thereupon 
deft. asked pltf. if they could be altered to meet 
K.’s wishes, to which pltf. replied he would con- 
sider, & let deft. know to-morrow what could be 
done. <A day or two afterwards he told deft. they 
could not be altered on account of the expense, 
whereupon deft. refused to pay for them :—Held: 
there was no evidence for the jury, in an action 
by pltf. for goods sold & delivered, of an accept- 
ance by receipt of the goods by deft. to satisfy 
Stat. Frauds, & a nonsuit was rightly directed. 

lt is not necessary, in order to satisfy Stat. 
Frauds, that there should be such an acceptance 
as would preclude a purchaser from making a 
subsequent complaint; but there must be such 
an acceptance as to show his recognition of a com- 
pulsion to take the articles delivered to him under 
a contract for the sale of them (BRAMWELL, B.).— 
BARNETT v. FARLEY (1864), 4 New Rep. 118; 11 
L. T. 107; 12 W. R. 748. 

123. ———.]—Pltf. verbally sold to deft. 6 bales 
of wool. On July 31, the goods were sent off by 
pltf., & delivered at a railway station, & were 
received there & taken to his own premises by 
deft., who then unpacked the wool, & wrote the 
same day to plitf. stating that two of the bales 
were inferior to sample, & adding, ‘* Please say 
what is to be done in the matter.” Pltf. replicd 





SALE oF GOODS. 


by a letter of Aug. 1, denying that the bales were 
not equal to sample. On Aug. 4, deft., who had 
been from home since Aug. 1, returned, & having 
seen pltf.’s letter, sent the goods back to the rail- 
way station, & telegraphed to pltf. Saari to 
accept them. Between July 31 & Aug. 4, deft. 
offered the goods for sale in the market, stating, 
however, according to his own evidence, that 
he had not accepted the goods, & that he would 
have to make other arrangements before he could 
sell. Pltf. having brought his action to recover 
the price of the goods from deft., the jury at the 
trial found that two of the bales were not equal 
to gample, & the judge thereupon directed a ver- 
dict, & gave judgment for deft. :—Held : judgment 
was rightly entered for deft., as there was no 
evidence of a sufficient acceptance & receipt of 
the goods, within Stat. Frauds, s. 17, to take the 
case out of Stat. Frauds; & deft.’s conduct had 
not precluded him from melocun oe goods as not 
equal to sample.—RICKARD v. MOORE (1878), 38 
L. T, 841, C. A. 

mc aa :—Consd. Page v. Morgan (1885), 15 Q. B. D. 


124. .J—Deft. verbally agreed to purchasc 
a specific quantity of barley from pltf., on the 
terms that the b should be well dressed & equal 
to sample. Pitf., accordingly delivered an instal- 
ment of the barley to deft., whose foreman 
received it & gave a receipt marked ‘‘ not equal to 
sample.’? Next morning deft. himself inspected 
the bulk, & wrote immediately to pitf. refusing to 
accept on the ground that the barley was not well 
dressed nor equal to sample. In an action by 
pltf. for goods sold & delivered to deft. :—Held : 
there was evidence for the jury of an acceptance 
sufficient to satisfy Stat. Frauds, s. 17. 

The object of the statute is that. where there 
was no contract in writing, there must be some 
overt act to render the bargain binding. ... The 
ct. will look at parol evidence of a contract when 
the statute is satisfied (CoTTon, L.J.).—KIBBLY 
v. GOUGH (1878), 38 L. T. 204, C. A. 


Annotations :—Distd. Rickard v. Moore (1878), 38 L. T. 841. 
Apld. Page v. Morgan (1885), 15 Q. B. D. 228. Refd. 
Perkins v. Bell (1892), 61 L. J. Q. B. 589; Taylor v. Smith, 
[1893] 2 Q. B. 65. 





125. ——_.|—PaGE v. Moraan, No. 94, arile. 

126. ———.]—-TAYLOR v. SMITH, No. 225, post. 

127. ——.]—-AsBotr & Co. v. WoLSEY, No. 
116, « 


128. Inspection coupled with express approval.| 
—Deft. verbally agreed to buy some sheep, which 
he selected from pltf.’s flock, & directed them to 
be sent to a field of his, which was accordingly 
done. Two days afterwards he sent his man to 
remove the sheep from the field to his farm, which 
was some miles distant, & on their arrival he 
counted them over, & said, ‘‘ It is all right ”’ — 
Held: (1) this was evidence for the jury of his 
acceptance of the sheep, so as to satisfy Stat. 
Frauds, notwithstanding he afterwards repudiated 
the purchase, & sent the sheep back to piltf. ; 
(2) qu. : whether under the statute, there can be 
an acceptance before delivery.—SAUNDERS v. 'TOPP 
(1849), 4 Exch. 390; 18 L. J. Ex. 374; 154 E.R. 
1264. 


Annotation :—As to (2) Consd. Cusack v. Robinson (1861), 
1B. & 8. 299. 


129. Comparison with sample & adjustment of 
allowance.|—-Hops were sold by sample, &, before 
prompt day, the buyer’s foreman attended at the 
warehouse of the seller’s factors to see them 
weighed, compared each pocket’ with the sample, 
& adjusted allowances on some which he objected 
to:—Held: this was a sufficient acceptance to 
satisfy Stat. Frauds, s. 17.—SIMMONDS v. HUMBLE 


Part II.—ForMATION or ConrRACT. 


(1862), 138 C. B. N.S. 258; 


1 New Rep. 27; 9 
L. T. 168; 143 B. BR. 103. eheruse ore 


(d) Acts of Ownership in relation to Goods. 


130. Resale—Resale of part.|—After a bargain 
& sale of a stack of hay between the parties on the 
spot, evidence that the vendee actually sold part 
of it to another person, by whom, though against 
the vendee’s approbation, it was taken away, is 
sufficient to warrant the jury in finding a delivery 
to & acceptance by the vendee, thereby taking the 
case out of Stat. Frauds.—CuHapriin v. ROGERS 
eh eet ae ; 102 I. R. 75. 

NNOVIONS ? onsd. 

Taunt. 597. Distd. one eis Ge isa +o Ma. 

321. Consd. Morton v. Tibbett (1850), 15 Q. B. 428. 

Apld. Marshall v. Green (1875), 1 C. P. D. 35. Reid. 

Smith vw. Surman (1829), 9 B. & C. 561; Maberley v,. 
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Mentd. Hilton v. Tucker (1888), 57 Le Che 73, SO 

131. Resale of whole—By party already in 
possession.|—-Where one person being in possession 
of goods belonging to another agrees by parol to 
become the purchaser of them, his subsequent 
acts may amount to proof of an acceptance, so 
as to satisfy Stat. Frauds. 

Pitf. was the owner of some goods lying in 
bond, & entered in the name of deft., a custom 
house agent. Pltf. being indebted to deft. gave 
him a written authority to sell the goods, & pay 
himself out of the proceeds. Deft. not having sold 
them, subsequently agreed by parol to purchase 
them, & he then sold them, & credited pltf. with 
their value :—Held: this was evidence of an 
acceptance of the goods by deft.—EpANn v: Dup- 
FIELD (1841), 1 Q. B. 302; 4 Per. & Dav. 656; 
5 Jur. 317; 113 BE. R. 1147. 

As :—Distd. Lillywhite v. Devereux (1846), 15 





W. 285. Refd. Taylor v. Wakeficld (1856), 6 E. & B.. 


ie ——- ~——.]—_MoRTON v. Tispperr, No. 90, 
ante. 

133. Marking goods.|—-BALDEY v. PARKER, No. 
73, ante. 

134. -]—-If the purchaser of goods, at the 





time of the sale, write his name upon a particular 

article, with intent to denote that he has purchased 

it, & to appropriate it to his own use, this is enough 
to take the sale, as to the article written upon, out 
of Stat. Frauds, but not as to other articles bought 

at the same time.—Hopason v. LE BRET (1808), 

1 Camp. 233; 170 FE. R. 941, N. P. 

Annotations :—Expld. Boulter v. Arnott ah) 2L. J. ix, 
97. Dbtd. Kuiott v. Thomas (1837), 3 M. & W. 170. 
Consd. Saunders v. Topp (1849), 4 Exch. 390. Apld. 
Marshall v. Green (1875), 45 L. J. Q. B. 153. 

135. -|—ANDERSON v. Scot (1808), 1 Camp. 

235, n.3; 170 BE. R. 941, N. P. 

Anes :—N.F. Procter v. Jones (1826), 2 O. & P. 532. 


istd. Boulter v. Arnott (1833), 3 Tyr. 267.  Dbtd. 
Gee), 4 Exch. 890. Refd. Marshall 
J. Q. iB. 153. 





Saunders v. Topp 
v. Green (1875), 45 


136. .}— The marking, by the vendor, of 
casks of wine lying in the docks with the initials of 
the purchaser, at his request, & in his presence, the 
terms of payment not having been settled at the 
time, & consequently the contract not being com- 
plete, is not an acceptance under Stat. Frauds, 
s. 17.—PROcTOR v. JONES (1826), 2 C. & P. 532; 
172 K. R. 241. 

137. -|— Deft. ordered goods of H., the 
del credere agent of pltf., at a stipulated price, to 
be paid for on delivery; & on receiving notice 
that the goods had arrived at H.’s warehouse, 
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went there, & directed a boy whom he saw there 
to put a certain mark on the goods. On deft.’s 
refusal to receive the oe by reason of a dispute 
about the price, an action was commenced against 
him by pitf.; after which, at H.’s request, deft. 
wrote in H.’s ledger, at the bottom of a page, 
containing the statement of the goods in question 

& headed with pltf.’s name, the words ‘‘ Received 

the above,’’ which he signed :—Held: there was 

no evidence to go to the jury of a delivery & 
acceptance, sufficient to satisfy Stat. Frauds.— 

BILu v. BAMENT (1841), 9 M. & W. 36; 11 L. J. 

Ex. 81; 152 H.R. 16. 

Annotations :—-Distd. Acraman v. Morrice (1849), 8 C. BI. 
449. Refd. Farina v. Home (1846), 16 L. J. Ex. 73; 
Bailey v. Sweeting (1852), 9 C. B. N. 8. 843. Mentd. 
Hamilton v. Terry (1852), 11 C. B. 954; Williams v. 
Wheeler (1860), 8 C. B. N. 9S. 299; Gibson v. 

(1865), L. R.1C. P.1; Lucas v. Dixon (1889), 22 Q. 

357; Zte Holland, Gregg v. Holland, [1902] 2 Ch. 360. 

138. Measuring & cutting timber.]— A., by 
parol, sold to B. the timber of certain growing 
trees, at a price exceeding £10. 3B. gave directions 
for cutting the trees, & offered to sell the butts 
to C.,the person who had measured them, but this 
not being acceded to, B. asked him if he knew any 
person who wanted any butts. A., by letter, 
required LB. to pay for the timber. B., by letter, 
answered that he had bought the timber, but that 
it was conditioned to be sound, & was not so. 

In assumpsit for the price of the timber :—Held : 

(1) there was a contract for the sale of goods 

within Stat. Frauds, s. 17; (2) there was no part 

acceptance, or actual receipt, of the goods by the 

buyer.—SMITH v. SURMAN (1829), 9 B. & C. 561; 

4 Man. & Ry. K. B. 455; 71. 3.0.8. K. B. 296 ; 

109 E. R. 209. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Refd. Bailey_v. Sweeting (1861), 
30 L. J. C. P. 150. As to (2) Consd. Morton v. Tibbett 

A850), 15 Q.B. 428. Refd. Wright v. Percival (1839), 8 


.Q. B. 258. Generally, Refd. Marshall v. Green (1875), 
1 cv. b. 35. Mentd. Falmouth v. Thomas (1832), 1 
Yr. r : 


Shelton v. Livius (1832), 2 Tyr. 420; R.v. 
Hockworthy (1838), 7 L. J. M. C. 24; Rodwell v. Phillip 
(1842), 9 M. & W. 501; Washbourn v. Burrows (1847), 
1 Exch. 107: Haughton v. Morton (1855), 27 L. T. O. S. 
36; Wilkinson v. Evans (1866), L. Rh. 1 C. P. 407. 


139. Employment of third person to complete 
unfinished article.|—Deft. employed pltf. to con- 
struct a waggon, & while the vehicle was in pltf.’s 
yard unfinished, procured a third person to fix 
on the ironwork & a tilt :—Held: this did not 
constitute an acceptance under Stat. Frauds, s. 17. 
—MABERLEY v. SHEPPARD (1833), 10 Bing. 99; 38 
Moo. & 8.4386; 2L.J3.C.P.181; 131 BE, R. 843. 
Annotations :—Retd. Edan v. Dudfield a) 1 Q. B. 302; 


Bushel v. Whecler (1844), 15 Q. B. 442; Acraman v. 
Morrice (1849), 19 L. J. C. P. 57. 


140. Ordering employment of horses & servants 
for carriage.|—-Deft. having agreed to buy a 
carriage of pltfs., came after it was finished to 
pltfs.’ manufactory, bringing with her a cover for 
the hind seat, & a set of traces, which the carriage 
had been previously made to fit. One of pltfs. 
said the carriage was complete; deft. got into it, 
& said it was a very nice one. Deft. then desired 
pltfs. to order post horses to take it home, stating, 
that she would call at 4.30 p.m.; she added, that 
she had brought a cover to put over the hind seat, 
& directed that it should be put over twice doubled. 
The cover was accordingly put over the seat in her 
presence & agreeably to her directions. The after- 
noon having proved wet, at 5 p.m. deft. came to 
pltfs., & stated her intention, owing to the badness 
of the weather, not to take the carriage home that 
evening. Deft. afterwards refused to pay the 


Mecnan & Sons, Lip. wv. Bow, 
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price demanded by pltfs., & did not take the car- 
riage away :—Held: these facts constituted a 
sufficient acceptance to satisfy Stat. Frauds.— 
WRIGHT v. PERCIVAL (1839), 8 L. J. Q. B. 258 ; 
3 Jur. 1145. 

141, -.}—A. agreed to purchase of B. a 
Carriage, then standing in the shop of B., A. at the 
same time desiring that certain alterations might 
be made init. The alterations having been made, 
the carriage was, at A.’s request, placed in the back 
shop. On Saturday, Nov. 14, A. called at the 
shop, & requested B. to hire a horse & man for 
him, & to send the carriage to his house on the 
following day, in order that he might take a drive 
in it, A. having previously intimated his intention 
to take the carriage out a few times, in order that, 
as he was going to take it abroad, it might pass 
the custom house as a second hand carriage. The 
carriage was accordingly sent to & used by A. 
on the Sunday, A. paying for the hire of the horse 
®& man. A. afterwards refused to take or to pay 
for the carriage :—Held; there was a sufficient 
acceptance of the carriage by A. before Sunday, 
Nov. 15, within Stat. Frauds, s. 17, to entitle 
pltf. to recover upon a count for goods bargained 
& sold.—_ BEAUMONT v. BRENGERI (1847), 5 C. B. 
301; 10 L. T. O. 8S. 227; 186 BE. R. 893. 


Annotations :—Refd. Marvin v. Wallace (1856), 2 Jur. N.S. 
689 ; Cusack v. Robinson (1861), 1 B. & S. 299. 


142. Removal of goods to third party’s ware- 
house.]—Deft., having bargained with pltf. for 
the purchase of wool from pltf. at a certain price, 
removed it to a warehouse, used by deft. for that 
purpose, but belonging to a third party; there 
the wool was weighed & packed in sheeting of 
deft.’s. The course of dealing was that the wool 
remained on these premises till paid for. The 
wool in question was not removed or paid for :— 
Held: there was a sufficient delivery & acceptance 
of the goods, within Stat. Frauds, s. 17, to ground 
an action for goods sold & delivered, though pltf. 
retained a special interest in them, not properly a 
lien, in respect of the understood engagement not 
to remove them till paid for.—DODSLEY v. VARLEY 
(1840), 12 Ad. & El. 632; Arn. & H. 128; 4 Per. 
& Dav. 448; 5 Jur. 316; 113 E. R. 954, 


Annotations :—Refd. Bushel v. Wheeler (1844), 15 Q. B. 
442. Mentd. Dyer v. Cowley (1848), 12 Jur. 776. 


143. -|—CUSACK v. ROBINSON, No. 85, ante. 

144. Ordering alterations to articles.] — Where 
a party deals with an article, which he has ordered, 
to which nothing remains to be done to make it 
complete, as by directing a different lining to be 
placed in a cloak, this is exercising such a dominion 
over the article as constitutes an acceptance within 
Stat. Frauds.—Bax v. BeETHAm (1844), 4 L. T. 
O.S. 112. 

145. Continued use by buyer of goods already 
in his possession—Not amounting to sale or 
alteration.|—A., being himself yearly tenant of a 
house to B., underlet the house & furniture at a 
weekly rent to C. A. being desirous of getting 
rid of his tenancy at the end of the current year, 
offered to sell the furniture to C. for £50 ; which C. 
thought too much, but verbally agreed to have it 
valued, & to pay so much as it should be found 
worth, on B.’s agreeing, to accept him as his tenant 
ins of A. The furniture was valued at £80, 
which C. refused to give, but then offered the £50. 
Before the expiration of the year, an agent of A. 
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148i. Whether an acceptance—Sever- 
able contract.]}—CONNACHER Vv. PARLEE 


(1885), 24 N. B. R. 586.—CAN. 





KNIGHT, [1921] 3 W. W. R. 399.—CAN. 
a. Contract for manufacture & sale 


SALE OF GOODS. 


took the key out of the door & gave it to C., telling 
him that he must settle with A. himself about the 
furniture. B. refused to accept O. as his tenant, 
& he continued to occupy the house & use the 
furniture as before, but continually giving notice 
to A. to take away the furniture, which he refused 
to do; & after the lapse of three months, C. sent 
it to a broker’s :—H ad : upon these facts, there 
was no evidence to go to the jury of an acceptance 
by C. of the furniture, under a contract of sale, to 
satisfy Stat. Frauds.—LILLYWHITE v. DEVEREUX 
(1846), 15 M. & W. 285; 6L. T. 0. S. 1038; 153 
E. R. 857. 

146. Use referable to agreement for joint 
use.|—HAZARD v. CHEW (1894), 11 T. L. R. 37. 

147. Dealing with bill of lading.] — Deft. ver- 
bally ordered of pltfs. at Liverpool stores above the 
price of £10 for his ship Phaniz, to be sent by 
steamer to Constantinople. Pltfs. selected the 
stores, & sent them to the steamer, together with 
two barrels of flour belonging to deft., which he 
had sent to their warehouses to be so dealt with. 
Deft. directed pltfs. to make out the bill of lading 
for the stores as shipped in their name, & deliver- 
able to Messrs. H. & co. at Constantinople, 
assigning as a reason that pltfs. were known to 
them. ‘The bill of lading was so made out for the 
whole, including the flour, & the freight paid by 
pitfs. Three days after, on Oct. 16, 1855, deft. 
repaid them the freight, & the bill of lading was 
handed to him; he forwarded it to his captain, 
but it was delayed in reaching him. On receiving 
it, in Mar. 1856, the captain searched for the 
stores at Constantinople, but they were not to be 
found. On Nov. 6, 1856, deft. sent the bill of 
lading to pltfs., with a letter, saying, ‘‘ I inclose 
the bill of lading for stores sent out to the Phenix. 
Please see after them. I think the master of the 
steamer must account for them.’ In an action 
to recover the price of the stores :—Held: there 
was ample evidence of an acceptance & actual 
receipt by deft., within Stat. Frauds, s. 17.— 
CURRIE v. ANDERSON (1860), 2 EH. & EK. 592; 29 
L. J. Q. B. 87; 6 Jur. N.S. 442; 8 W. R. 274; 
121 EB. RR, 223. 
Annotation :—Reid. Kibble v. Gough (1878), 38 L. T. 204. 





(ec) Acceptance of Part. 


148. Whether an acceptance —Severable con- 
tract.|—PRIcE v. LEA, No. 71, ante. : 

149. — Condition annexed to part.|-— 
In a negotiation by Ietter for the sale of two 
[A. & B.] sets of goods, a condition was imposed 
with respect to A. set. That condition was not 
acceded to by letter. Subsequently a _ parol 
contract was made, dispensing with the condition. 
B. set of goods to the sale of which no condition 
was annexed was delivered; a few days after A. 
sct was delivered, but was returned & repudiated : 
——Held: under the Stat. Frauds, there was neither 
written contract of sale nor part acceptance & 
delivery in respect of A. set.—HOLDERNESS v, 
Bass (1850), 16 L. T. O. S. 210. 

150. Several classes of goods.] — Where 
a joint order is given for several classes of goods, 
the acceptance of one class is a part acceptance of 
the whole, within Stat. Frauds, s. 17. 

Semble: if the purchaser of goods has used, in 
the opinion of the jury, more of them than was 
necessary for experiments, that does not amount 
to an acceptance within the statute.—ELLIOTT v, 











of hundred chucks~—Delivery of nine 
v. chucks amounts to acceptance, |—-PETRIF 
Rap (1919), 46 O. L. R. 19; 16 
O. W. N. 311.—CAN. 


J—SLOBODIAN 


Part I].—Formarion or Contracr. 


‘THOMAS (1838), 3M. & W.170; 1 Horn & H. 38; 
7L. J. Ex. 120; 150 B. R. 1109. 
Annotations :—Apld. Bigg v. Whisking (1853), 14 C. B. 195. 
" 7, Ex. 110. Refd. 
151. ——— Ready made & future goods.]|—Where 
an order is given for goods, some of which are ready 
made at the time of the contract, & the rest are to 
be manufactured according to order, & the goods 
which are ready made are afterwards delivered & 
paid for, the acceptance of them is a part accept- 
ance of the whole, to satisfy the provisions of 
Stat. Frauds, s. 17, & Statute of Frauds Amendment 
Act, 1828 (c. 14),s. 7, asthe whole forms one entire 
contract.—ScoTr v. EASTERN CouNTIES Ry. Co. 
(1843), 12 M. & W. 33; 13 L. J. Ex. 14; 21. T. 
o: an re ; he — ; 152 I. R. 1100. 
nnotations -—VONSd. BU, ‘ ‘ . . 
617. Apld. Union Bank of ends: tee dares, 


47 L. J. Q. B. 402 Refd. Sarl v. B ‘ 
Jur. N. aan rl v. Bourdillon (1856), 2 











152. -|— GEDDIS v. STAPLETON (1844), 3 
L. T. O. S. 78. 
153. Entire contract.} -Deft. verbally 





agreed to purchase of pltf. sixty Stilton cheeses, 
& directed thirty to be sent to the warehouse of 
A. for another person, & thirty to the warehouse 
of B. for himself. The cheeses were delivered 
accordingly on Oct. 28, & those sent to the warc- 
house of A. were kept & resold to a third person ; 
but about Nov. 20 the other parcel of cheeses was 
returned to pltf. as damaged :—Held : the contract 
for the sixty cheeses was one entire contract, & 
the acceptance of the thirty delivered at the ware- 
house of A. was a sufficient acceptance to satisfy 
Stat. Frauds.—MITcne.yi v. Kina (1846), 7 L. T. 
O.S. 527. 

154, —-— Parol evidence of contract.] — Mor- 
TON v. TIBBETT, No. 90, ante. 


(f) Retention by Buyer. 


155. General rule.]——Bowsks v. Vontirex, No. 
92, ante. 

156. Goods sent subject to approval—Effect of 
delay in return.|—-A party to who goods to the 
amount of £10 & upwards are delivered, subject 
to approval under a parol order, must refuse to 
accept them in a reasonable time; if he does not, 
he is to be treated as having accepted them.— 
oe v. GIBSON (1832), 1 Mood. & R. 168, 





157. Goods treated as security for debt.] — In 
order to take a case out of Stat. Frauds, s. 17, it 
is only necessary to prove the broad fact of accept- 
ance to enable the vendor to lay the terms of the 
contract before the jury, & it is not necessary to 
prove upon what terms the goods were accepted. 

A. sold a pianoforte to B. for £15 10s., & delivered 
itat B.’sshop. 5B. kept it, but refused to pay for it, 
alleging that it was delivered upon an agreement 
that it should remain as security for the payment 
of certain outstanding bills which he had discounted 
for A. Inan action for the price of the pianoforte : 
—Held: there was a sufficient acceptance within 
Stat. Frauds; & parol evidence was admissible 
to show the terms of the bargain. 

Acceptance ... only establishes the broad 
fact of the relation of vendor & vendee (WILLIAMS, 
J.).—TOMKINSON v. STAIGHT (1856), 17 C. B. 697 ; 


PART II. SECT. 4, SUB-SECT. 4.-— Gate 
B. (f). c. Within 


b. For unreasonable time.J—PART- 
RIDGE & Co. (N.Z.), LTD. v. BIGNELL 
& HOLMES, BIGNELL & HOLMES v. 
PARTRIDGE & Co. (N.Z.), LTD., [1924] 
N, 4. L. R, 769.—N.Z. 


481.—IND 
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251. J.C. P. 85; 261. T. 0.8. 221; 2 Jur. N.S. 
354; 4W. RR. 299; 139 E.R. 1250. 


(g) Retention by Seller. 
See Sub-sect. 5, B. (b), post. 


C. Time for Acceptance. 


158. May be after action brought.}] — Under a 
plea of nunquam indebitatus in debt for goods bar- 
gained & sold, it is open to deft. to take the 
objection that the contract is void by Stat. 
Frauds, s. 17. But, semble: the objection is 
answered by showing an acceptance & actual 
receipt of part of the goods after action brought.— 
F RICKER v. THOMLINSON (1840), 1 Man. & G. 772 ; 
133 Ki. R. 643. 

Annotations :—Consd. Lucas v. Dixon (1889), 22 Q. B. D. 

357. Refd. Gibson v. Holland (1865), 13 L. T. 293. 


159. Whether acceptance can be before de- 
livery.|—-SAUNDERS v. Topp, No. 128, ante. 
60. ———.]|—Cusack v. ROBINSON No. 85, anle. 
161. Must be before disclaimer by seller.] 
It was verbally agreed, between the owner of 
goods & a person who was in possession of those 
goods as his tenant, that the tenant might, if he 
pleased, at the termination of his tenancy, purchase 
the goods for a sum exceeding £10, but was not 
to take them till the money was paid. At the 
expiration of the tenancy the buyer tendered the 
price; but it was refused by the vendor, who 
denied the validity of the bargain. After this the 
buyer proceeded to take away the goods; the 
vendor prevented him, & took possession of them. 
In an action of trover by the buyer against the 
vendor :—Held: on these facts there was no 
evidence to go to the jury of an acceptance & 
actual receipt to bind the bargain; as at the time 
when the buyer took to the goods as owner the 
parol contract had been already disaffirmed by 
the vendor; semble: if the buyer had been 
authorised by the contract to take the goods as 
owner, & had, without any fresh authority from 
the vendor, taken to them as owner before the 
contract was disaffirmed, it would have bound the 
contract, not only in favour of the vendor, but also 
in favour of the buyer.—TAYLOR v. WAKEFIELD 
(1856), 6 E. & B. 765; 27L. T. O. 8. 1853; 2 Jur. 
N.S. 1086; 119 E. R. 1049. 


Annotations :— Distd. Polley v. Sweeting (1861).9 C. B. N.S. 
843. Refd. Smith cv. Hudsun (1865), 6 B. & S. 431. 





SUB-SECT. 5.—ACTUAL RECEIPT. 
A. In General. 

162. Effect of actual receipt — Contract with 
condition for resale.|—-Pltf. entered into a parol 
agreement to sell to deft. a mare for £20 subject to 
the condition that, if it should prove to be in foal 
deft. should, on receiving £12 from pltf., return it on 
request. DItf. delivered the mare & received £20. 
On its proving to be in foal, he tendered to deft. 
£12 & requested him to return the mare which deft. 
refused to do :—Held: the contract to return it 
on payment of £12, was not a distinct contract of 
sale, but one of condition of the original sale to 
deft. ; & the delivery of the mare to deft. took the 
whole agreement out of Stat. Frauds, s. 17, so 


delivery of the logs to deft. he cannot 
object in an action for breach of the 
agreement in not paying a sum of 
money to a creditor of pitf. in con- 
sideration of getting the logs, that the 
contract is void under Stat. Frauds, 
not being in writing.—DOLLARD ov. 
Porrs (1866), 6 All. 443.—CAN. 


time. ]—ME- 
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as to enable plitf. to sue deft. for the refusal to 
return it.— WILLIAMS v. BURGESS (1839), 10 Ad. & 
El. 499; 2 Per. & Dav. 422; 8L. J. Q. B. 286; 
3 Jur. 893; 113 B. RB. 189. 


B. What may amount to. 
(a) In General. 

163. Question for jury.|—-BLENKINSOP v. CLAY- 
TON, No. 2038, post. 

164. -]—KERSHAW v. OGDEN, No. 100, ante. 

165. Order to seller’s agent to deliver.] — A 
written order given by the seller of goods to the 
buyer, directing the person in whose care the goods 
are to deliver them, is a sufficient delivery within 
Stat. Frauds.—SEARLE v. KEEVES (1797), 2 Esp. 
598 ; 170 B. R. 468. 

166. Delivery of sample part of bulk.] — When 
goods are sold by sample, & the sample delivered 
is part of the bulk, & the bulk thereby diminished, 
this is a part delivery within Stat. Frauds.— 
aoe v. SURRY (1805), 5 Esp. 267; 170 E. R. 


Annotations :—Refd. Maclean v. Dunn (1828), 4 Blng. 722; 
Durrell & Evans (1862), 1 H. & C. 174. 


167. Shipment abroad.|—(1) Where a party in 
Iingland refuses to accept goods which he has 
agreed to buy abroad, the delivery of them 
abroad, on board a ship chartered by him is not a 
sufficient delivery to render unnecessary a memo- 
randum of the bargain in writing, as required by 
Stat. Frauds. 

(2) The special count of the declaration stated 
a corttract for goods at the then usual & shipping 
price at the port of loading. S.ch count is not 
supported by the memorandum of an agreement 
which is silent as to the price altogether. Neither 
can the count be maintained by the presumption 
that the law will affix a reasonable price, that is, such 
& price as the jury, upon the trial of the cause, shall, 
under all the circumstances, decide to be reason- 
able, to the commodity where the memorandum 
is silent as to the price, inasmuch as the then usual 
& shipping price at the port of loading & the 
reasonable price affixed by the law, may be totally 
different.—ACEBAL v. LEVY (1834), 10 Bing. 376 ; 
4 Moo. & 8S. 217; 3.1L. J.C. P. 98; 131 BE. R. 949. 


Annotations :—Aas to (2) Apld. McCollin v. Gilpin (1881), 6 

Q. B.D. 516. Refd. Goodman »v. Griffiths (1857), 1 H. & N. 
574; Fitzmaurice v. Bayley (1860), 9 H. L. Cas. 78. 
Coneralll, Refd. Lamond v. Devalle (1847), 16 L. J. Q. B. 





168. Delivery of excess — Refusal to accept— 
Sample taken.|—A. gave B. a written order for 
10 firkins of butter, which were to be sent to A. 
by a particular carrier. B. sent by that carrier 
12 firkins instead of 10. A. refused to receive more 
than 10 firkins; &, as the careter would not deliver 
less than the whole number sent, he refused to 
take the butter at all. He, however, drew a 
sample from one of the firkins :—Held: under 
these circumstances, there had been neither an 
actual nor a constructive delivery of the butter to 
A., & consequently no acceptance thereof by him, 
so as to satisfy Stat. Frauds.—GorMaAn v. BODDY 
(1845), 2 Car. & Kir. 145. 

169. Goods retained but no appropriation 
made.]—In an action for goods sold & delivered, 
to recover the price of ten hogsheads of claret, 
it appeared that defts., having verbally ordered 








‘ §\ 
B. (a). ne 

e. General rule.}--To make a con- 
tract for the sale of goods binding by 
acceptance there must, in addition, 


be an actual receipt of all or part of 
oods by the purchaser, 
e no receipt without delivery.— 
MAHER v. NEW ZEALAND LOAN & 
MEROANTILE AGENCY Co., LTD. (1897), 
16 N. Z. L. RR, 120.—N.Z. 
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certain hogsheads of pltf. the latter, in Oct., sent 
them fifteen, whereupon defts. by letter, informed 
pltf. that they had requested ten only should be 
shipped, & that they could take that number only 
on their proving satisfactory, & that they would 
hold the other five on pltf.’s account. In answer 
to this, pltf. replied by letter, which, after stating 
that he regretted that any misunderstanding as to 
defts.’ order should have taken place; &, after 
stating that other vintages were inferior, & that 
the wine sent was of superior character concluded 
thus :—‘‘ You will ascertain in the spring whether 
you have room for it, & you have seen that we are 
not stringent with old customers as to credit. 
Defts. placed the wine in a bonded warehouse in 
their own names, & shortly afterwards tasted the 
wine, & disapproved of it, & gave pltf. notice in 
the early part of April, that they would not take 
any part of it:—Held: (1) supposing there was 
a written contract by which defts. were bound to 
take ten hogsheads of claret, that contract was not 
executed, as fifteen & not ten hogsheads had been 
delivered, & no particular ten had been selected 
out of the fifteen; & (2) there was no acceptance 
within Stat. Frauds, s. 17, inasmuch as defts. 
under the contract had the option of rejecting the 
wine in the spring, & they had availed themselves 
of that option.—CUNLIFFE v. HARRISON (1851), 6 
Exch. 903; 20 L. J. Ex. 325; 17 L. T. O.S. 189 ; 
155 E. R. 813. 


Annotations :—Gencrally, Retd. Levy v. Green (1859), 1 
E. & KE. 969; Boswell v. Kilborn (1862), 15 Moo. P. C. C. 


170. Potatoes dug by buyer—Part disposed of.] 
—Pltf., by parol agreed to buy of deft. all the 
potatoes in a certain field of deft.’s, at so much a 
ton, & to dig & remove them at his own expense. 
He employed & paid labourers to dig them, & 
sent his own sacks to the ficld, in which sacks the 
potatoes, as they were dug, were placed by his 
men, & the sacks were then carried to another 
part of the field, & the potatoes there emptied out 
of them in heaps, or ‘‘ clamped,” on the ground. 
During the digging, one sackful of the potatoes 
was, by pltf.’s authority, taken by one of the 
men employed, & consumed by him for food. 
Before the whole were dug deft. refused to complete 
his contract, or to permit the residuc of the potatoes 
to be dug, or those which had been dug to be 
removed from his field :—Held : there was, on the 
above state of facts, evidence of a part delivery 
& acceptance of the goods, to take the case out of 
Stat. Frauds, s. 17.—SmitH v. Hupson (1863), 8 
L. T. 253. 

171. Delivery at railway station— Claim to 
goods by assignees in bankruptcy.|—-SMITH v. 
Hupson, No. 86, ante. 

172. Timber cut by buyer & resold.]|—A sale of 
growing timber, to be taken away as soon as 
possible by the purchaser, is not a contract or sale 
of land, or any interest therein, within Stat. 
Frauds, s. 4. 

Deft. by word of mouth purchased certain 
growing trees for £26 of pltf. on the terms that he, 
deft., should remove them as soon as possible. 
Deft. accordingly cut down some of the trees & 
agreed to sell the tops & stumps to a third person. 
Pitf. then countermanded the sale, & prohibited 
deft. from cutting down the rest of the trees. 
Deft., however, cut down the remainder, & carried 
the whole away :—IIeld: the case was within 


f. Delivery of part.]—-LEADLAY v. 
there ae aaa (1886), 13 A. R. 878,— 
g. "Inspection of lambs.J)--LisTER v, 
a ea [1924] . Z. L. hk, 11387.— 
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Stat. Frauds, s. 17, & before the sale was counter- 
manded there was an acceptance & actual receipt 
of part of the goods sold within that sect.— 
MARSHALL v, GREEN (1875), 1 C. P. D. 35; 46 
Ee 7 Q. B. 1538; 33 L. T. 404; 24 W. R. 175, 


Annotations :—Consd. Lavery v. Pursell (1888), 39 Ch. D. 
508; Jones v. Tankerviile, [1909] 2 Ch. 440. Refd. 
Jarvis v. Jarvis (1893), 63 L. J. Ch. 10; Stephenson v. 
Thompson, {1924] 2 K. B. 240. Mentd. Kauri Timber 
v. Taxes Comr., [1913] A. C. 771. 


178. Goods in possession of  sheriff.] — The 
owner of foots which are in the custody of the 
sheriff under a fi. fa. may make a valid sale & 
delivery of possession of them to a purchaser. 

D., a shipbuilder, being indebted to pltfs. in a 
large sum, as security made an equitable assign- 
ment to them, dated May 21, 1875, of all his right 
& interest in a steamship built for but not delivered 
to the Turkish Govt., & retained by D. as having a 
lien on the vessel for its price. D. also agreed to 
execute any further assurance of the ship to pltfs. 
which they might require. This assignment was 
not registered under Bills of Sale Act, 1854 (c. 36), 
nor was the ship registcred as a British ship under 
Merchant Shipping Act, 1854 (c. 104), 8.19. By 
an agreement, dated June 24, 1876, D. agreed to 
sell to pltfs. certain machinery, fixtures, & loose 
tools upon his business premises at a valuation, 
but this agreement was never signed by the parties 
to it. On July 18, 1876, the sheriff, under an 
exccution issued upon a judgment obtained against 
D. by a creditor, took possession of the machinery, 
fixtures, & tools, & also of the steamship. On 
Aug. 22, pltfs., the sheriff's officer being still in 
possession, under an authority from D. took formal 
possession of part of the articles comprised in the 
agreement of June 24, 1876. Deft., having 
obtained a judgment against D., a writ of fi. fa. 
was issued, & on Sept. 13 a levy on the machinery, 
fixtures, tools, ctc., was made under the writ. 
On an interpleader issue to try pltfs.’ right to the 
steamship, & to the machinery, etc., as against 
deft. :—Held: pltfs. had a good title to the ship, 
& to the machinery, etc., as against deft., because 
the possession taken by pltfs. on Aug. 22, of the 
machinery, etc., constituted a sufficient actual 
acceptance & receipt to take the agreement of 
May 21 out of Stat. Frauds, s. 17, & the sale by D. 
to pltfs. of the machinery, etc., was valid, not- 
withstanding they were in the custody of the sheriff 
when pltfs. took possession. —UNION BANK OF 
LONDON v. LENANTON (1878), 3 C. P. D. 248; 
47 L. J. Q. B. 409; 38 L. T. 698; 3 Asp. M. Ll. C. 


600, Cc, A. 
Annotations :-—Refd. The James W. Elwell, [1921] P. 351. 
Mentd. Gapp v. Bond (1887), 19 Q. B. D. 200. 


(b) Goods Remaining in Seller’s Possession. 


174. General rule.] —It is not disputed that if 
a vendor who has sold goods should, after the sale 
has been completed, agree with the vendee to 
retain the physical possession of the goods, but 
on such terms that the nature & character of his 
former possession is changed from that of owner to 
that of bailee for the purchaser, that transaction 
will amount to an acceptance & actual receipt of 
the goods within Stat. Frauds, s. 17, & necessarily 
to a good constructive delivery sufficient to create 
a pledge (LORD ATKINSON).—DvuBLIN City Dis- 
TILLERY, LTD. v. DonERTY, [1914] A. C. 823; 83 
L. J. P.C. 265; 111 L.'T. 81; 58 Sol. Jo. 413, H. L. 


Annotations :-—~Refd. Wrightson v. McArthur & Hutchisous, 
[1921] 2 K. B. 807. Mentd. Ze Allester, [1922] 2 Ch, 211. 
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175. Goods remaining at buyer’s request.]— 
If a man bargains for the purchase of goods, & 
desires the vendor to keep them in his possession 
for an especial purpose for the vendce, & the vendor 
accepts the order, this is a sufficient delivery of 
the goods within Stat. Frauds. It is no objection 
to a constructive delivery of goods, that it is made 
by words, parcel of the parol contract of sale.— 
ELMORE v, STONE (1809), 1 Taunt. 458; 127 
E. R. 912. 

Annotations :—Distd. Howe v. Palmer (1820), 3 B. & Ald. 
321; Carter v. Toussaint (1822), 5 B. & Ald. 855. N.F. 
Proctor v. Jones (1826), 2 C. & P. 532; Distd. Smith v. 
Surman (1829), 9 B. & C. 561. Apld. Wright v. Percival 
(1830), 8 L. J..Q. B. 258; Beaumont v. Brengeri (1847), 
5 ©. B. 301. Distd. Holmes v. Hoskins (1854), 9 Exch. 

753. Apld. Marvin v. Wallis (1856), 6 HK. & B. 726; 

Castle v. Sworder (1861), 4 L. T. 865;. Dublin City 

Distillery v. Doherty, [1914] A. C. 823. Refd. Blenkinsop 

v. Clayton (1817), 1 Moore, C. P. 328; Edan v. Dudfield 

(1841), 1 2 B. 302; Coombs v. Bristol & Exeter Ry. 

(1858), 3 H. & N. 510; Martin v. Reid aoe 11 ©. B. 

N.S. 730; Langton v. Waring (1865), 18 C. B. N.S. 315. 
176. .|—-A. agreed to purchase a horse 

from B. for ready money, & to take him within a 

time agreed upon. About the expiration of that 

time, A. rode the horse, & gave directions as to its 
treatment, etc., but requested that it might 
remain in B.’s possession for a further time, at the 
expiration of which he promised to fetch it away & 
pay the price; to this B. assented. The horse 
died before A. paid the price or took it away :— 

Held: there was no acceptance of the horse 

within Stat. Frauds.—TrEmMpPEsT v. FITZGERALD 

(1820), 3 B. & Ald. 680; 106 FE. R. 809. 

Annotations :—Apld. Hanson v. Armitage (1822), 1 Dow. & 
Ry. K. B. 128; Smith v. Surman (1829), 4 Man. & Ry. 
K. B. 455. Consd. Elliott ». Pybus (1834), 10 Bing. 512 ; 
Morton v, Tibbett (1850), 15 Q. B. 428. Folld. Holmes v. 
Hoskins (1854), 9 Exch. 753. Distd. Farrer v. Kirkby 
(1888),4 T. L. R. 543. Refd. Studdy v. Sanders (1826), 5 
B. & C. 628 ; Scott v. England (1844), 4 L. T. O. S. 141. 


177. ———.] — Pltf. sold a horse to deft. at the 
price of £30 by parol agreement, the horse to be 
fired & remain in pltf.’s possession until fit to be 
sent to grass. At the end of twenty-two days 
the horse was, by deft.’s direction, taken to graze 
at K. park, & there entered in pltf.’s name :— 
Held: there was no delivery to, or acceptance of 
the horse by deft., to satisfy Stat. Frauds, s. 17.-- 
CARTER v. TOUSSAINT (1822), 5 B. & Ald. 855; 1 
Dow. & Ry. K. B. 515; 106 BE. R. 1404. 


Annotations :—Apld. Smith v. Surman (1829), 4 Man. & hye 
K. B..455. Consd. Morton v. Tibbett a ee Q 


428. Distd. Castle v. Sworder (1861), 6 H. & N. 828- 


Consd. Dublin City Distillery v. Doherty, eat C: 

823. Refd. Baldey v. Parker (1823), 2B. & C. 37; Wilkins 

v. Bromhead (1844), 6 Man. & G. 963; Beaumont v. 

a eR. 5 Cc. B. 3013 Marvin v. Wallis (1856), 6 
‘ . (26. 


178. .|—Where goods of the value of £144 
were made to order & remained in the possession 
of the vendor at the request of the vendee, with 
the exception of a small part which the latter 
took away :—Held: there was no acceptance of 
the residue of the goods within Stat. Frauds, s. 17. 
—THOMPSON v. MACERONI (1824), 3 B. & C. 1; 
4 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 619; 2L. J. 0.8. K. B. 208 ; 
107 E. R. 635. 

Seta :—Distd. Elliott v. Thomas (1838), 3 M. & W. 


179. .]—A. agreed to buy of B. fifteen head 
of cattle. A. was about to pay the purchase- 
money, but, not finding his cheque book, offered 
B. to give him the cheque any time he would call 
for it. A. asked that the cattle might remain in 
B.’s field three days, & that his, A.’s, man might 
feed them with some hay there, to be supplied 
by B. This was done. A. afterwards refused 
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Sect. 4.—Contracls for £10 or upwards: Sub-sect. 5, 
B. (b) & (c); sub-sect. 6, A.] 


to pay for them :—Held: there was no evidence 
to go to the jury of an acceptance & actual receipt 
of the cattle within Stat. Frauds, so as to bind the 
bargain. HoLtmgs v. HOSKINS (1854), 9 Exch. 
sone 23 L. T. O. 8.70; 2 W. R. 376; 156 EB. R. 
Annotation :-—Refd. Harman v. Reeve (1856), 18 C. B. 587. 

180. .}— The case for deft. had been put 
upon the point that there had been no acceptance 
of the horses, but there was abundant evidence of 
it. No doubt under the conditions there could 
not have been a change of property before pay- 
ment without pltf.’s assent; but there was 
evidence of such assent. Deft. with the consent 
of pltf., left the horses in the stable & it might 
be inferred that he did so as owner of the horses. 
That was put to the jury as evidence that deft. 
had taken possession of the horses & they found, 
in .effect, that he had. There was evidence to 
support that conclusion, & therefore the verdict 
must stand (LORD COLERIDGE, C.J.).—FARRER 
v. KIRKBY (1888), 4 T. L. R. 543, D.C. 

181. Goods remaining at seller’s request.]— 
Pltf. sold a horse to deft., by verbal agreement. 
for a sum above £10. The bargain was for 
immediate delivery; but pltf. requested deft. 
to lend the horse to him, pltf., & by deft.’s consent, 
pltf. kept the horse. Afterwards deft. refused 
to take the horse. The jury, on the question being 
put to them, found that the bargain was complete 
before the arrangement as to the loan took place : 
—Held: there was an acceptance of the horse by 
deft: within the exception of Stat. Frauds, s. 17. 
—MARVIN v. WALLIS (1856), 6 i!. & B. 7263; 25 
L. J. Q. B. 369; 27 LL. T. O. S. 182; 2 Jur. N.S. 
689; 4 W.R. 611; 119 E. R. 1035. 

Annotations :—Consd. Castle v. Sworder (1860), 5 H. & N. 

281; Nicholls v. White (1910), 103 L. T. 800 ;. Dublin City 

Distillery v. Doherty, tee A. C. 823. Refd. Taylor v. 


Wakefield (1856), 6 E B. 765; Cusack v. Robinson 
(1861),1 B. & 8S. 299. 


182. Request by buyer to buy back.] — Pltfs., 
wine & spirit merchants, kept a bonded warehouse, 
where they took in other persons’ goods as well 
as their own, charging warehouse rent. On this 
warehouse pltfs. had one key & the custom house 
officer another. Deft. agreed to buy of plitfs. 2 
puncheons of rum which were to remain in bond 
till wanted, deft. to have six months’ further credit. 
Plitfs. sent to deft. an invoice describing the 
puncheons by marks & numbers with the words 
*“‘ free six months,’’ which was explained to mean 
that they might remain in pltfs.’ warehouse without 
charge for six months. Pltfs. entered in the rum 
book of their warehouse the puncheons of rum as 
sold to deft., & proved that after this entry they 
had no power to get the goods out. The rum 
remained in the warehouse for two years, during 
which time deft. on several occasions asked pltfs. 
to take back the goods or buy them of him :— 





Held: there was evidence to go to the jury that. 


the character in which pltfs. held the goods was 
changed; & if they held as warehousemen for 
deft., there was evidence of an acceptance & 
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authority from 





184i. Whether ** acceptance.’’} —~ 

ADAMS v. BROWN (1863), 2 W. & W. , 

176.—AUS, (1838), Ber. 524.—CAN. 
184 fi. ——.}—-STONE v. BLANEY 184 v. 

(1908), 10 W. A. L. R. 1.—AUS. 
184 fii. ——-.|}— MarTIN v. Swan $8 W.L. JR. 350.—CA 


AERATED WATER Co., LTD. (1913), 15 
W. A. L. R. 112.—AUSs. 
184 iv. -}-The receipt of goods 1539; 2 
by a common carrier from the vendor, 263.—CA 


184 vi. 








specific direction or 

whe vendee, will not 
amount to an acceptance by the vendece 
within the Statute.—DALEY v. MARKS 


.}—Tair & SUTHERLAND 
v. GIBSON LUMBER a (Sask.) (1908), 


-}—THOMPSON v. PLAY- 
FAIR (1912), 22 O. W. R. 866; 
ek L. R. 624; 6 DL. R 
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receipt of the goods by deft. so as to satisfy Stat. 
Frauds, s. 17.—CASsTLE v. SWORDER (1861), 6 H. & 
N. 828; 30 L. J. Ex. 310; 4 L. T. 865; 8 Jur. 
N.S. 283; 9 W. R. 697; 158 B. R. 341, Ex. Ch. 


Annotations :—Distd. Re Roberts, Evans v. Roberta (1887), 
86 Ch. D. 196. Consd. Dublin City Distillery v. Doherty. 
ee aaa C. 823. Refd. McClean v. Nicolle (1861), 4 


183. Request by seller to give up possession.]— 
Pitf. verbally agreed to purchase from deft. a 
rick of hay standing upon deft.’s land for £100. 
By the terms of the contract pltf. was to be at 
liberty to send his men to tie & press the hay, 
& deft. was to cart it to the nearest railway 
station. On the following day deft. telegraphed 
to pltf., ‘‘ Don’t send press; am writing,’ & 
followed this by a letter in which he said that he 
had sold the hay to some one else, & asked pltf. 
‘‘to be kind enough to give up possession.” In 
an action by pltf. for damages for breach of 
contract :—Held: the contract was one to which 
the principle of constructive delivery & receipt 
under Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), 8. 4, applied ; 
deft.’s telegram & letter afforded evidence of 
such constructive delivery & receipt; & pltf. 
was therefore entitled to damages.—NICHOLLS v. 
WHITE (1910), 103 L. T. 800, D.C. 


(c) Delivery to Servant or Agent. 


184. Whether ‘‘ acceptance.’’]—If goods are 
ordered verbally, the delivery of them to a carrier 
is sufficient to bind the contract according to 
Stat. Frauds, where the purchaser has been in the 
habit of receiving goods from the vendor by the 
same mode of conveyance.—HART v. SATTLEY 
(1814), 3 Camp. 528; 170 I. R. 1470, N. P. 
Annotations :—Distd. Coats v. Chaplin (1842), 3 Q. B. 483. 

Apprvd. Morton v. Tibbett reeue 15 Q. B. 428. Overd. 

Meredith v. Meigh (1853), 2 EB. & B. 364. N.F. Hart v. 

Bush (1858), E. B. & E. 494. Refd. Harris v. Matthows 

(1839), 3 Jur. 1192. 

185. .}—A., a merchant in London, had 
been in the habit of selling goods to B., resident 
in the country, & of delivering them to a wharfinger 
in London, to be forwarded to B. by the first ship. 
In pursuance of a parol order from B., goods were 
delivered to, & accepted by the wharfinger to be 
forwarded in the usual manner :—Held: this not 
being an acceptance by the buyer, was not sufficient 
to take the case out of Stat. Frauds, s. 17. 

We are of opinion that it will not be right to 
suffer any constructive acceptance to satisfy the 
provisions in the absence of proof of any express 
contract in writing (ABBOTT, C.J.).—HANSON v, 
ARMITAGE (1822), 5 B. & Ald. 657; 10. & P. 
273,n.3; 1 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 128; 106 H. R. 1295. 


Annotations :—Apld. Nicholle v. Plume (1824), 1 C. & 1. 
272. Consd. Smith v. Surman (1829), 9 B. & C._ 561. 
Expld. Harris v. Matthows (1839), 3 Jur._1192. Distd. 
Saunders v. Topp (1849), 4 Exch. 390. Consd. Morton 
». Tibbett (1850), 15 Q. B. 428. Refd. Baldey v. Parker 
1823), 2 B. & ©. 37; Johnson v. Dodgson (1837), 2 

, W. 653; Norman v. Phillips (1845), 9 Jur. 832; 

Hunt v. Hecht (1853), 8 Exch. 814; Meredith v. Meigh 

(1853), 2 E. & B. 364; Coombs v, Bristol & Iixetoer Ry. 

Ce ; soa. & N. 510; Cusack v. Robinson (1861), 1 





186. |} — A. bought of B. 500 hundred- 
weight of clover seed, to be delivered at the Plough 





184 vii. »}—~Where there is a sale 
of goods which at the time of the sale 
are not in the possession of the vendor, 
but. in the possession of a third party, 
& that third party is made aware of 
the sale & consents to the goods 
remaining in his possession as the goods 
of the vendee, that is sufficient actual 
: change of possession to support the 
sale.—ScHARF v. DILPABOUGH (1915), 
ade L. Tt. 846 ; 8 W. Ww. Rh. 221.— 
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Inn, Banbury, on Apr. 27. The seed was delivered 
on Apr. 27 to one of the servants of the Plough Inn, 
at which A. was in the habit of putting up, & 
there remained till May 13, when A. refused to 
take it :—Held: as the place where the seed was 
delivered was a place appointed by A., & was 
moreover the inn at which he generally put up, 
this was such an acceptance as would satisfy 

Stat. Frauds, which requires an acceptance by 

the party himself to make him liable in the absence 

of a written contract.—HarRrRis v. MATTHEWS 

(1839), 3 Jur. 1192. 

18 -|—Goods of above the value of £10, 
were verbally ordered to be shipped consigned to 
the A. co, at Liverpool. The A. co. were carriers 
by inland navigation to the residence of the vendec. 
The goods were shipped on board the M., a vessel 
selected by the vendor ; a bill of lading was signed, 
making the goods deliverable to the A. co. at 
Liverpool, & was forwarded to them ; of all which 
the vendee had notice, & did & said nothing. 
Then the goods perished at sea on their voyage 
to Liverpool; & the vendee refused to have any- 
thing to do with them. The above facts being 
pieves in an action for goods sold & delivered, 
eave was reserved to enter a verdict for pltf., if 
these facts were evidence on which the jury would 
have been justified in finding an acceptance & 
receipt within Stat. Frauds, 8s. 17 :—Held: (1) the 
shipment on board a vessel selected by the vendor 
& the signature of a bill of lading making the 
goods deliverable to the vendee’s agent, though a 
sufficient delivery to support an action for goods 
sold & dclivered, was not sufficient to bind the 
contract ; (2) the receipt of the bill of lading by 
the A. co., they being carriers only, & the non- 
feasance of the vendee on hearing that the goods 
had been shipped, were not, under the circum- 
stances, sufficient evidence to justify the jury in 
finding a verdict for pltf. Semble: the acceptance 
& retention of a bill of lading, by the consignee, 
may be equivalent to an actual receipt of the 
goods.—MEREDITH v. MEIGH (1853), 2 BH. & B. 
364; 1C.L. R. 648; 22 L. J. Q. B. 401; 21 L. T. 
O.S. 137; 17 Jur. 649; 118 E. R. 8033; sub nom. 
MEREDITH v. LEE, 1 W. KR. 368. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Refd. Smith v. Hudson (1865), 6 
B. & S. 431. As to (2) Refd. Cusack v. Robinson (1861), 
1B. & 8. 299.  Gencrally, Consd. Currie v. Anderson (1860), 

2K. & KE. 592, Refd. Coombs v. Bristol & Exeter Ry. 


(1858), 8 H. & N. 510; Hart v. Bush (1858), E. B. & E. 
494; Castle v. Sworder (1861), 6 H. & N. 828. 
verbally 


188. z — Deft., at Lancaster, 
ordered goods of the value of more than £10 to 
be sent to him at Lancaster from London by pltf. ; 
& he directed that the goods should be sent by 
sea from G.’s wharf, which was the only wharf 
in London whence goods were shipped for Lan- 
caster ; & from which wharf goods had previously 
been sent by pitf. to deft. Pltf. sent the goods to 
G.’s wharf ; whence the wharfinger sent them by a 
ship, selected by himself, for Liverpool; but the 
cargo was lost by the ship being wrecked on her 
voyage from London to Liverpool. An invoice 
was sent, at the time of the shipment, by pltf. to 
deft. ; which deft. never received :—Held: deft. 
did not accept & actually receive the goods, within 
Stat. Frauds, s. 17.—Hart v. Bush (1858), B. B. 
& BH. 494; 27L. J.Q. B. 271; 4 Jur. N.S. 633 ; 
120 EH. R. 593. 

Annotations :—Consd. Currie v. Anderson (1860), 2 K. & E, 

592. Apld. Smith v. Hudson (1865), 6 B. & S. 431. 

189. .] — Deft., 








being the holder of a 
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binding.}—ALLINGHAM v. O’MAHONEY money.)—Pt 
(1873), 14 N, B, R, (J Pug.) 326.—CAN. 


contract. --A fler 


194. 
Lofft, 786; 98 . R. 919. 


k. Failure of purchaser to complete 
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Right of purchase to recover earnest 


: . agreed 
bales of cotton yarn from defts, & to 
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delivery order for goods, sent his servant to the 
warehouseman to lodge the order & fetch a portion 
of the goods, which were removed to deft.’s 
premises :—Held : an acceptance of the goods by 
deft. within Stat. Frauds, s. 17.—BAYLIs v. LUNDY 
(1861), 4 L. T. 176; 9 W. R. 556; 1 Mar. L. C, 
85 


190. ——_.]—-KersHaw v. OGDEN, No. 100, 
ante. 

191. eae ep met pltf. on a road driving 
a horse, & asked the price of the same, & told pltf. 
that if he would take a certain sum for it he might 
send the horse to a farm at which deft. was living. 
Pltf. on the same evening sent the horse to the 
farm :—Held: there had been a sufficient delivery 
& acceptance within Stat. Frauds.—BooTH v. 
Murpny (1885), 1 T. L. R. 385, D. C. 


SUB-SECT. 6.—EARNEST OR PART PAYMENT. 
A. Earnest. 


192. Effect of earnest— Contract binding.|— 
LEAK v. MORRICE (1682), 2 Cas. in Ch. 185; 22 


E. R. 883. 
.|—Earnest only binds the bar- 








193. 
gain, & on default in the vendee, vendor may sell 
to another.—LANGFORT v. TILER (1704), 1 Salk. 
113; 6 Mod. Rep. 162; Holt, K. B. 96; 91 E.R. 
104. 

Annotations :—Apld. Hinde v. Whitehouse (1806), 7 Kast, 
558. Refd. Bloxam v. Sanders (1825), 4 B. & OC. 941. 
Mentd. Kyall v. Rolle (1749), 1 Atk. 165; Montague v. 
Baron (1825), 5 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 532 ; Petty v. Anderson 
(1825), 3 Bing. 170; Clay v. Harrison (1829), 10 B. & C. 
99; Laidler v. Burlinson (1837), 2 M. & W. 602. 

(1774), 


.|}— PoPpHAM v. EYRE 
Annotation :—Mentd. Davis v. Symonds (1787), 1 Cox, Eq. 
Cas. 402. 











195. - ———.|—HINbDE v. WHITEHOUSE, No. 
107, ante. 
196. —-— Passing of property.}—-Where A. 


agrees by parol to sell a carriage to B. & B. gives 
him £5 in earnest, & it is arranged that the parties 
shall meet & settle the balance on the following 
morning :—Held: the sale was complete on the 
payment of the earnest money, & the property 
in the carriage passed to B. at that moment, & 
A. could not bring an action for money had & 
received, to receive the sum for which the carriage 
was sold, in consequence of previous orders by 
him, after the payment of the £5 & before the final 
settlement with B.—SaGE v. ROBINSON (1848), 
10 L. T. O. S. 445. 

197. -—— Contract of exchange.] — If A. 
& B. agree to exchange horses, & B. give a sum 
of money to A. to bind the bargain, A. may main- 
tain an action against B. for not delivering his 
horse, without alleging any delivery of, or offer 
to deliver, his own to B., for the payment of 
earnest money vests the property of pltf.’s horse 
in B. But in such an action A. must allege a 
demand on B. for his horse ; stating that B. did not 
deliver, though often requested so to do, is not 
sufficient ; & such a defective allegation may be 
taken advantage of on a general demurrer.— 
ae v. OWEN (1793), 5 Term Rep. 409; 101 FE. R. 


Annotations :—Refd. Radford v. Smith (1838), 3 M. & W. 
254. Mentd. Bowdell v. Parsons (1808), 10 East, 359. 


198. What constitutes earnest—Delivery of bags 
to be filled—tTo facilitate performance of contract.| 





deposit 5 rupees per bale as earnest 
money. He deposited somewhat more 
than half of the earnest money & there- 
after repudiated the contract :——Jield : 
pitf. was not entitled to recover that 


of earnest— 


to purchase 500 
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A. & B.; sub-sect. 7, A.] 


——-SUMNER & LEIVESLEY v. BROWN (JOHN) & Co., 
No. 218, post. 

199. Deposit.|—(1) The deposit paid upon 
a contract between vendor & purchaser is in the 
nature of an earnest or guarantee for the fulfilment 
of the contract as well as a part payment of the 
purchase-money, & a vendor obtaining rescission 
owing to default in completion by the purchaser 
is entitled to the deposit, in the absence of any 
express stipulation to the contrary in the contract. 

(2) The fact that the deposit is in the hands of 
stakeholders cannot affect the respective rights 
of the vendor & purchaser therein.—HALL v, 
BURNELL, [1911] 2 Ch. 551; 81 L. J. Ch. 46; 
105 L. T. 409; 55 Sol. Jo. 737. 


Annotations :—As to. (1) Apld. Wolford v. Trim (1921), 65 
a5 Jo. 768. Refd. Farrant v. Olver (1982), oh L. ? Ch. 





200. —— Promise to give cheque & accept 
drafts—Subsequent delivery of documents.]—Sale 
of Goods Act, 1893, s. 4, sub-s. 1: ‘‘ A contract 
for the sale of any goods of the value of ten pounds 
or upwards shall not be enforceable by action 
unless the buyer shall... give something in 
earnest to bind the contract, or in part payment, 
or unless some note or memorandum in writing 
of the contract be made & signed by the party 
to be charged or his agent in that behalf.”’ 

Defts. on Jan, 9, 1924, agreed to sell a quantity 
of wood to a partnership firm. This firm had 
previously bought another parcel of wood from 
defts. & owed money to them in respect thereof. 
The firm, being in financial dif“iculties, formed a 
limited co. for the purpose of rajsing further 
capital & duly notified defts. On July 9, 1924, 
after a discussion between defts. & the directors 
of the new co. with regard to the indebtedness of 
the old firm to defts., it was orally agreed that the 
new co. should give defts. a cheque & three bills in 
respect of the indebtedness of the old firm & that 
defts. should supply to the new co. the goods sold 
under the contract of Jan. 9, 1924, & accept the 
new co. as buyers of the goods. The new co., 
subsequently on July 14, 1924, gave to defts. the 
cheque & three bills, but defts. did not deliver the 
goods under the contract of Jan. 9, 1924, to the 
new co. The two partners in the old firm then 
brought an action against defts. for breach of the 
contract of Jan. 9, 1924. To that action defts. 
put in a defence signed by counsel in which they 
pleaded, in paragraph 3, that it had been agreed 
by the contract of July 9, 1924, that the new co. 
should give defts. on the following Monday a 
cheque & three drafts & that defts. would supply 
to the new co. instead of to the old firm the goods 
sold under the contract of Jan. 9, 1924, & accept 
that co. as buyers of the goods. The pleadings 
were then amended & the action was reconsti- 
tuted, the partners in the old firm being struck 
out & the new co. substituted as pltfs., & the cause 
of action was stated to be a breach of the agree- 
ment of July 9, 1924. Defts. then amended their 
defence & relied upon Sale of Goods Act, 1893 
(c. 71), 8. 4, as a defence to that amended action: 
—Held: (1) paragraph 3 of the original un- 


porion of the earnest money which he 
d paid.—Rosa#an LAL v. DEL 
CLOTH & 
I. L. R, 33 All. 166.—IN 


1. What constitutes part pave 
Onus of proof.)——-Where - tf., suing 
upon a contract for the sale of goods 


Ribs oe he Ae ea aate ee oe 17, 
O es acce 

GENERAL Mitre Co. (1910), payment for the goods ay iste sntisty 
D. he sect., he must prove that the goods 

PART II. SECT. 4, SUB-SECT. 6.—B,  W°"%,S0cepted or paid for in p O- 
Lapis. tlouse Homage Pe ova, 200 
.¥, 8 BURNLEY & Sons, LTp. 
(1924), 34 C. L. R, 232,—AU8., 


Sate or Goons. 


amended defence which was signed by counsel 
constituted a sufficient note or memorandum in 
writing of the contract signed by an agent of the 

arty io be charged to satisfy Sale of Goods Act, 
1893 (c. 71), 8. 4, inasmuch as the new departure 
with regard to the parties & the cause of action 
when the action was reconstituted must be treated 
as the commencement of the action within the 
oe of the rule in Lucas v. Dizon, No. 214, 
post; (2) the promise on July 9, 1924, to give the 
cheque & to accept & deliver the three drafts 
did not, although followed subsequentl by the 
delivery of the cheque & drafts, constitute an 
earnest to bind the contract, as the cheque & 
drafts were not handed over at the time the 
contract was made but subsequently in part 
performance of the contract; (3) the payment of 
the cheque & the three drafts was something given 
in part payment for the goods within Sale of Goods 
Act, 1893 (c. 71), 8. 4.—FarR, Smita & Co. v. 
MEssERS, LTp., [1928] 1 K. B. 897; 97 L. J. K. B. 
126; 44 T. L. R. 48. 7 

201. Right of vendor to retain — On failure of 
apse to complete.|—HaLL v. BURNELL, No. 
199, ante. 


B. Part Payment. 

202. What constitutes part payment — General 
rule.|—BEHNKE v. BEDE SHIPPING Co., No. 31, 
ante. : 

208. ‘‘ Striking off bargain.’’] —(1) If a 
purchaser of goods draws the edge of a shilling 
over the hand of the vendor, & returns the money 
into his own pocket, which in the north of England 
is called the striking off a bargain, this is not a 
part payment within Stat. Frauds. 

(2) Where a person who has contracted for the 
purchase of goods, offers to resell them as his own, 
whether this is proof of a delivery to himself, is a 
question for the jury.—BLENKINSOP v, CLAYTON 
or oa Taunt. 597; 1 Moore, C. P. 328; 129 

. R. 238 


Annotations :—As to (2) Distd. Tempest v. ie. bi (1820), 
3 B. & Ald. 680. Consd. Morton v. Tibbett (1850), 15 
Q. B. 428; Farr, Smith v. Messers (1927), 44 T. L. R. 
48. Refd. Smith ». Surman (1829), 4 Man. & Ry. K. B. 
eg Coombs v. Bristol & Exeter Ry. (1858), 3 H. & N. 
204. ——— Payment of deposit by brokers— 

Recognition by buyer.]|—-Where a broker, according 

to the usual practice, pays the deposit for the 

vendee, who afterwards recognises the payment 
by part payment to the brokers, this is not an 
admission to dispense with the production of the 
bought & sold notes, there having been no accept- 
ance of part of the goods sold. DANIEL v. PIDDING 

(1845), 6 L. T. O. S. 192. 

205. Agreement to set off debt.) — Pitf. 
owed deft. a debt, & while it remainded due sold 
him goods by sample to a larger amount, & 
excecding £10, without note or memorandum in 
writing of the bargain for sale. Part of that 
bargain was, that the debt due from pltf. was to 
go in part payment by deft. to him, but no actual 
payment of money was made by either, nor was 
any receipt given by deft. for pltf.’s debt to him. 
The goods were supplied to deft., who returned 
them as inferior to sample, & the jury found that 
he had never accepted them. Verdict for deft. 











m. Payment made to garnishee.) 
—The primary creditor. sued the 
primary debtor to recover damages for 
refusal to accept & pay for a horse 
bought by the a teat debtor from the 
primary creditor for $50. At the time 
of the sale the primary debtor had 
deposited $5 in the hands of the 
garnishee, which was to have been paid 


on.——METRO- 


Part I];:—ForMATION oF ConTRACT. 


On motion for a new trial :—Held: nothing had 
been given in earnest to bind the bargain, or in 
part of payment, within Stat. Frauds, s. 17, so 
as to make the contract binding on the buyer.— 
WALKER v. Nussty (1847), 16 M. & W. 302; 16 
L. J. Ex. 120; 8 I. T. O. 8. 318; 11 Jur. 23; 
153 ies si ; 

Anno — Ivd. Norton »v. i 
401. Retd. Smith v. Hudson (isa), 8 1. a 
206. —— Sum overpaid in previous trans- 

action.] Where, upon an oral contract for the 

supply of goods, it was a term of the contract that 

a sum of money which had been overpaid to the 

vendor upon a previous sale of goods by him to the 

purchaser should be retained by the vendor on 
account of the price of the goods contracted to 
be supplied :—Held: there was not a part pay- 

ment which would satisfy Sale of Goods Act, 1893 

(c, 71), 8. 4 (1).—Norron v. Davison, [1899] 1 

Q. B. 401; 68 L. J. Q. B. 265; 80 L. T. 139; 47 

W. RR. 275; 15 T. L. R. 160, C. A, 

Annotation :—Refd. Parkor v. Crisp (1918), 63 Sol. Jo. 157. 
207. ——— Cheque sent by post—Not accepted by 

sellers.|—Pltf. verbally agreed by telephone with 

defts. to buy from them certain goods above the 
value of £10 & to send them a cheque for £10 in 
part payment. Plitf. sent a cheque for £10 by 
post, & later on, in answer to a telephonic message 
from defts., he sent a second cheque for the balance 
by post. These two cheques were received by 
the same post, & defts. at once returned them, 
alleging that there was no concluded contract. 

In an action to recover damages for non-delivery 

of the goods :—Held: as the cheques were not 

accepted by defts., there was no payment within 

Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 4 (1), & the post 

office was not defts.’ agent to accept payment on 

their behalf so as to take the case out of Sale of 

Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71).—Davis v. PHILiirs, MILs 

& Co. (1907), 24 T. L. R. 4. 

Annotations :—Distd. Parker v. Crisp, [1919] 1 K. B. 481. 
Consd. Behnke v. Bede Shipping Co., [1927] 1 K. B. 649. 
208. --—-—— Conditionally retained by sellers.] 

——For a part payment by a buyer to satisfy Sale 
of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), 5. 4 (1), there must 
be an acceptance of it by the seller of such a nature 
as affords some evidence of the contract which is 
in question, but the acceptance need not be 
unqualified. 

On Apr. 22, 1918, pltf. verbally agreed to buy 
from defts. for £387 10s. a quantity of saccharin, 
& on the same day he sent his cheque in accordance 
with the agrecd mode of payment. On the 
following day, the duty on saccharin having in the 
meantime been increased, defts. wrote to pltf.: 
‘* As you are aware the duty on saccharin since 
yesterday has been increased practically double, 
& unless you are able to pay the excess duty we 
regret we shall be unable to send you the goods. 
We will return your cheque with pleasure upon 
hearing from you that you will not require the 
goods.’ Pltf. refused to pay the increased duty, 
there being no stipulation in the contract to that 
effect, & after some correspondence defts. returned 








over to the primary creditor when the 
horse was delivered. There was no 
delivery, no acceptance, no memo- 
randum in writing, & nothing given by 
way of earnest :—Held: therehad been ment sue 
no compliance with Statute of Frauds, be 
8s. 17, & the payment to the garnishee muc 
was not sufficient to satisfy the statute. 
—WEESE v. PEAL, 21 C. L. T. 43.— 


CAN. 

n. Payment for cords of wvod.} 
—Pltf. agreed with deft. to sell him 
500 cords at 3a. 9d. a cord. . had 
agreed to cut this wood for pltf. at 





2s. 6d. a cord, & deft. was to pay M. 
the 2s. 6d. & the pltf. 1s. 3 
of the trees :—Jleld: a ney ment on 
account by deft. to M. too 

upon out of the statute, 
a& peymene on the contract as 
as if made to the pitf.— BrapDy v. 
rep HY (1861), 21 U. GC. R. 340.— 


o. Contract repudiated — Right of 
purchaser to recover deposit.}|-—-SMALL v. 
DOMINION pier eee (1915), 7 


O. W._N. 700; 
D. I. R. 304.—CAN 
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Itf.’s cheque a few days later :—Held: there had 
n a par’ payment to satisfy Sale of Goods Act, 
1893 (c. 71), s. 4(1).—PARKER v, Crise & Co., 
[1919] 1 K. B. 481; 88 L. J. K. B. 775; 121 L. T. 
598; 35 T. L. R. 112; 63 Sol. Jo. 157, 
Annotation :—Consd. Behnke v. Bedo Shipping Co., [1927] 

1K. B. 649. 

209. ——— Deposit with stakeholder.|_-BEHNKE 
v. BEDE SHIPPING Co., No. 31, ante. 

210. Effect of part payment.]——A. being the 
occupier of a farm, quitted same on Mar. 25, 1821, 
& was succeeded in the possession by B. A. had 
sown forty acres with wheat, & it appeared that 
at a meeting between A. & B. in Feb. 1821, A. 
asked B. if he would take the forty acres of wheat 
at £200, telling him, that if he did not, he should 
not have the farm. B. said that he would take 
it. A person present then valued the dead stock, 
& having so done, asked to whom he was to value 
it; B. said that it was to be valued to him, & 
then promised to pay A. for the wheat & the dead 
stock on a given day, & he did pay a sum of money 
on account. B. afterwards had possession of the 
farm, the growing wheat, & the dead stock :— 
Held: (1) in indebitatus assumpsit for crops 
bargained & sold, & goods sold & delivered, the 
contract for the dead stock was distinct from any 
contract for the sale of the growing wheat, & the 
possession of the farm, & A. was entitled to 
recover to that amount; (2) as B. had had the 
growing wheat, & had made a part payment on 
account, A. was entitled in this action to recover 
the remainder of the price agreed to be paid for 
it.—MAYFIELD v. WADSLEY (1824), 3 B. & C. 357 $ 
5 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 224; 3L. J. 0.8. K. B. 31; 
107 BK. R. 766. 
Annotations :——As to $) Apld. Evans v. Roberts (1826), 5 

B. & C. 829. Distd. Scorcll v. Boxall (1827), 1 Y. & J. 

396. Refd. Falmouth v. Thomas (1832), 2 L. J. Ex. 573 


Hallon v. Runder (1834), 1 Cr. M. & R. 266; Mechelen v 
Wallaco (1837), 7 Ad. & El. 49. 


211. .|—A contract for the making & sale 
of bricks above £20, to be delivered within a year 
from the time when, according to deft.’s evidence, 
the contract was completed, by a letter of his in 
answer to a parol proposal :—-Held: valid; there 
having been a part acceptance & payment on 
account.—CaATLING v. PERRY (1860), 2 F. & F. 
140. 








SuB-sEcT. 7.—THE NOTE OR MEMORANDUM. 
A. In General. 

See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), 8. 4 (1). 

See, generally, CONTRACT, Vol. XII., pp. 129 
et seq. 

219. To whom addressed—Third party—Party’s 
own agent.|—-A letter signed by the party to be 
charged, written to his own agent, referring to 
letters of the agent stating the terms upon which 
the latter has made a contract on his behalf with 
the other party for the purchase of goods, is a 
sufficient note or memorandum of the bargain to 
satisfy Stat. Frauds, s. 17.—GrIBson v. HOLLAND 


PART II. SECT. 4, SUB-SECT. 7.—A. 


p. Zo whom addressed—To principal 
by agent.}—A letter written to deft. 
by an agent Spear Ae by him to 
make a contract on his behalf, inform- 
ing him of the making of such contract 
& of the terms thereof, is a sufficient 
memorandum of the bargain within 
Stat. Frauds, s. 17.—RYRIE v. CRUIK- 
SHANK (1896),17 N. 8. W. L. R. (Law) 
195 > 13 N. . Ww. W. N. 41.—-AUS. 


56; 23 q. Validity of objection that defendant 
cannot sue platntiff.}—The con t is 


d. as owner 


the agree- 
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Sect. 4.—Contracts for £10 or upwards: Sub-sect. 7, 
A. & B. (a) & (b).] 


(1865), L., R.1C.P.1; Har. & Ruth. 1; 35 1L.J. 


oF. OF: 18-7: 293 ; 11 Jur. N. S. 1022; 14 
W. ie a ds (1866), 15 L. T. 
“eee Dixon varreae), 2 B.D D387 7; Re Hoyle, 


oyle v. Hoyle, case ve Or otland, Gregg v. 


bch 
h, ae 
olland, [1902] 2 Ch. 

218. Pleading Whether insufficiency of memo- 
randum must be specially pleaded.|—-JOHNSON v. 
Dopason, No. 242, post. 

214. Time for making.] —A note or memo- 
randum of a contract for the purer of Stat. 
Frauds, s. 17, must, in order to be available in an 
action on the contract, have been in existence 
when the action was commenced.—LUuUCAS v. DIXON 
(1889), 22 Q. B. D. 357; 58 L. J. Q. B. 1613; 37 
W. R. 370, OC. A. 

Annotations :—Consd. Re Holland, Gregg v. Holand: [1902] 

2 Ch. 360 ; Hawkins v. Duché, (192112 K. 226. Apld. 


Farr, Smith v, Messers (1927), 44 T. L. R. ork Refd. Ze 
Hoyle, Hoyle v. Hoyle, ett 1 Ch. ae 


Admissibility of parol evidence.|—-See Sub-sect. 9, 
post. 


B. Form of. 
(a) In General. 


See, generally, CONTRACT, Vol. XII., pp. 131 
el seq. 

215. No special form necessary.]| — Pig. on 
June 26, verbally agreed to purchase of deft. 
a smack load of herrings then on its way from 
Arklow to Liverpool, at 32s. 6d. per mace, to be 
delivered on the following day, & paid deft. £20 
as earnest to bind the bargain. Deft. afterwards 
expressing a wish to have an agreement written 
out, plitf. said, ‘‘ Pll write a bit of a note to specify 
I’ve bought the fish,’ & thereupon he wrote & 
gave to deft. the following memorandum :— 
‘* Liverpool, June 26, 1861—This is to certify that 
I, R. B., bought of B. J. all the fish in the smack 
Eliza J ane, now on her way from Arklow, the fish 
to be in good condition, at the price of 32s. 6d. 
per mace.” The smack not arriving, & the fish 
not being delivered on June 27 pltf. subsequently 
declined to take them, & brought an action for 
breach of the parol contract to deliver on 
June 27. Deft. denied any contract to deliver on 
that day, & relied on the written memorandum. 
The jury found a verdict for pltf., but leave was 
reserved to deft. to enter a nonsuit if the ct. should 
think the written document conclusive :—Held : 
making the rule absolute for a nonsuit, the memo- 
randum was to be taken as evidence of the contract. 
It was intended by the parties to be a reduction 
into writing of the terms of their bargain, &, 
although somewhat informal, it condescended upon 
all the important points, viz. the quantity & 
quality of the fish, & the price, & the omission to 
mention the payment of the deposit money was 
immaterial, as it was not necessary that it should 
appear in the written document.—BRUMBY v. 
JOHNSTON (1862), 5 L. T. 715. 

216. Verbal acceptance of written offer.)— 
Pltf., a sced merchant in Kent, wrote to defts., 
seedsmen in London, offering to sell the seed of 

turnips, to which defts. replied, asking 
the quantities & price for white globe turnip seed. 


sufficient] puter cee if it has been 
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Pltf. answered that all he could offer at present was 
the produce of 5 acres, at 188. 6d. a bushel, delivered 
at the Bricklayers’ Arms Station. Defts. offered 
to take 2 or 3 acres at 16s. 6d. Plitf. wrote, saying 
he could not accept less than 18s., his contract 
price with London houses. Defts. then wrote the 
following letter: ‘‘ In reply to your favour of this 
morning, we beg to say, as our neighbours are 
giving you 18s. per bushel for white globe turnip, 
we, as a beginning with you, will take the produce 
of 3 acres at that price, to be delivered, as soon as 
harvested, free of carriage to London station. 

Let us know what other sorts you may have to 
Offer, as also worzel seed of sorts for 1861 harvest. 


Waiting your reply, we remain, etc.’ Pitf. 
verbally told defts. he accepted the offer. Defts. 
having refused to receive the seed :—Held: there 


was a binding contract in writing within Stat. 
Frauds, s. 17, although pltf. never replied in writing 
to defts.’ last letter.—WaATTS v. AINSWORTH (1862), 
1H. &C. 83; 311. J. Ex. 448; 61. T. 252; 158 
EK. R. 810. 

217. Written contract—Subsequent inconsistent 
terms.]—Deft. authorised his brokers by letter to 
buy for him a cargo of bone ash at a certain price 
per ton, ‘‘ on a basis of 70 per cent. mean of two 
London chemists: usual London terms, viz. 
cash in twenty-cight days, less 24 per cent.’’ 
This. offer was communicated by deft.’s brokers to 
the sellers’ brokers by letter as follows: ‘‘ We can 
take the cargo at, etc., cash in twenty-eight days 
from last day of landing, less 24 per cent. : to be 
analysed by two London chemists.”’ The sellers 
accepted the offer, & sent a bought-note to the 
buyer’s brokers, describing the terms of payment 
thus, “‘ Payment, cash before delivery, allowing 
a discount of 24 per cent. equal to cash in Liver- 
pool within twenty-eight days from last day of 
Janding’’:—Held: there was no_ substantial 
difference between the offer & the acceptance, & 
consequently that there was a binding contract 
between the parties —IiEYworTH v. KNIGHT 
(1864), 17 C. B. N. S. 298; 4 New Rep. 288; 33 
L. J.C. P. 298; 10 Jur. N. ’S. 866 ; 144 B. R. 120. 
Annotation :—Refd. Chinnock v. Ely (1864), 11 L. T. 536. 

218. Railway company’s delivery note.]—In an 
action by pltfs. for the price of goods sold & 
delivered, defts. counterclaimed for damages for 
breach of contract. The counterclaim was based 
upon a contract for the sale of potatoes alleged 
to have becn verbally made between defts. & 
pltfs. Defts. alleged that they sent to pltfs. cer- 
tain bags on account of the contract, & they relied 
upon a railway co.’s delivery note signed by one 
of pltfs. in which the receipt of the bags was 
acknowledged, as a note or memorandum of the 
contract within Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), 
s. 4, & they also relied upon the sending of the 
bags as an earnest to bind the contract :—Held : 
(1) the railway co.’s delivery note was not a note 
or memorandum of the contract within Sale of 
Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 4, & (2) the bags were 
merely sent to facilitate performance of the 
contract & could not be regarded as an earnest 
given to bind it.—SUMNER & LEIVESLEY v. BROWN 
(tenn) & Co. (1909), 25 T. L. R. 745. 


Annotation :—As to (2) Monod, Farr, Smith v. Messers (1927), 
447. L. R. 48. 


£10 & upwards on condition therein 


recogni Olek the party sued Co, (1904), 4 0. W.R. 451; eee B. by a subsequent letter 
upon it. It {sno objectiontothemain- 38; 90. LL. RB. 21.—GAN, epted A.’s offer:—Held: Sale of 
SO aoe cnt antares che same’ contract Goods Act,’ 1896 (No, 1422), ¢, 9 (1), 
self cann requiring a rote or memorandum in 
nat pltf. because pitf. has never PART II. SECT. 4, SUB-SECT. 7.— writin wt the contract did not pre- 

a it-—Po OPE v. PicTou STEAMBOAT B. (a). clude 


Co. 888), 2 Old. 18.—CAN. 
r. Entry made in defendant’a con- 
tract tbook.J—NasmirH Co. v. ALEX- 


Written acceptance of written offer. to 
my signed & sent W. B. a letter ee 
ing to sell him goods of the value of 


. from enforcing the agrecment 
sell. —PATTERSON Vv. 
{1908} V. L. R. 354.—AUS. 


a. Dates of sales, articles sold, & 


OLMAN, 


Part JI.—FoRMATION or CONTRACT. 


219. Pro forma contract handed to plaintiffs.]— 
BEHNKE v. BEDE SHIPPING Co., No. 81, ante. 
220. Plea in defence setting out oral contract.]— 


a eee SmM1ItH & Co. v. MEssurs, Lrp., No. 200, 
ante. 


(6) Document containing Repudiation of Contract. 
See CONTRACT, Vol. XII. . 134-1: : 
601-015. » pp. 134-136, Nos 
221. Contract not absolutely recognised — Con- 
dition added as to time.J—A memorandum in 
writing of a contract for the purchase of flour by 
deft. of pltf., a miller, taken by pltf.’s rider, in his 
common order book, in these terms: ‘‘ Feb. 19, 
1811, of John Smith, £64,” which was explained 
by the witness to mcan so much received of deft. 
in satisfaction of a former order; ‘ Do. 40 of 
3, 588.,”” which was explained to mean a new order 
for 40 sacks of flour called thirds, at 58s. a sack, 
& this without any signature, is not a sutticient 
memorandum in writing of the bargain within 
Stat. Frauds, s. 17, to bind deft. ; though it was 
read over to him by his desire at the time it was 
written. Such defective memorandum cannot 
be supplied by a letter written afterwards by deft., 
in which, though he recognised the order, yet he 
insisted that the flour had not been delivered in 
time, & therefore he was not bound to take it; 
& it was not competent for pltf. to prove, by the 
parol testimony of the person who took the order, 
that there was no such term in the contract as to 
deliver the flour within a given time.—Coor_ER v. 
SMITH (1812), 15 Hast, 103; 104 E. R. 783. 
Annotations :-—Folld. Richards v. Porter (1827), 2 B. & C, 
437. pld. Acebal v. Levy (1834), 10 Bing. 376. Consd. 
Haughton v. Morton (1855), 27 L. T. O. S. 36. Refd. 


Wilkinson v. Evans (1866), L. R. 1 C. P. 4073; Buxton v. 
Rust (1871), L. lt. 7 Exch. 1. 


222. .|—A. sent to LB. on Jan. 25, 
an invoice of five pockets of hops, & delivered 
the hops to a carrier to be conveyed to B. In the 
invoice A. was described as the seller & B. as the 
purchaser of the hops. B. afterwards wrote to A. 
as follows: ‘ The hops I bought of A. on Jan. 23 
are not yet arrived. I received the invuice: the 
last were longer on the road than they ought to 
have been; however, if they do not arrive in a 
few days, I must get some elsewhere ” :—Held: 
the invoice & this letter, taken together, did not 
constitute a note in writing of the contract to 
satisfy Stat. Frauds, s. 17.—RICHARDS v. PORTER 
(1827), 6 B. & C. 487; 9 Dow. & Ry. K. LB. 497 ; 
51L.J.0.8. K. B. 175; 108 E.R. 512. 

Annotations Ras Haughton v. Morton ree 27 1. T. 
©. 8. 36. Refd. Smith v. Surman (1829), 4 Man. & Ry. 
K. B. 455 3 Dobell v. Hutchinson (1835), 3 Ad. & Il. 355 ; 
Archer v. Baynes (1850), 5 Exch. 625; Wilkinson v. 


Kvans (1866), L. R. 1 C. P. 407; Buxton v. Rust (1871), 
L. ht. 7 Ixch. 1. 


223. Repudiation on grounds that goods 
not in accordance with contract.|—-SMITH v. SuR- 
MAN, No. 138, ante. 

224. -| — Deft. verbally agreed to 
purchase of pltf. certain barrels of flour. Deft. 
afterwards wrote to pltf., stating, that he had 
received some barrels, which were not so fine as 
the sample, & were not the barrels he had bought, 
& that he would not have them. In answer pltf. 
wrote as follows: ‘‘ Annexed you have invoice of 
the flour sold you last Friday. I am very much 
astonished at your finding fault with the flour. 
It was sold to you subject to your examining the 

















amounts charged.J—KELLY v. THOMP- 
SON (1902), 36 N. 3B. Wt. 718.—CAN. 


PART II. SECT. 4, SUB-SECT. 7.— 
B. (b). 


b. Offer to perform order in part 
J.—VOL. XXXIX. 


refused—Letler cancelling whole con- 
tract.}-—-K. entered the sale of certain 
oceries in a book which was not pro- 
uced, but pltf. produced a lst of the 
things ordered, & their prices 
afterwards scnt the order in a letter 
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bulk ; & it was not until after you had examined it, 

& satisfied yourself both of quality & condition, 

that you confirmed the purchase. What was 

forwarded you was the same you saw. Under 
these circumstances you cannot, therefore, object 
to fulfil your agreement.’’ Deft. replied as fol- 
lows: ‘‘ I beg to say the barrels I have received 
is not the same I saw. I took a sample with me 
from the sample I have, & the barrels I saw was 
quite as fine as I compared them with, nor was 
they lumpy. Now the barrels I have received is 
all very lumpy, & none of them so fine as the same. 
lf you will take them back & pay charges, I will 
with pleasure send them. ‘There must be some 
mistake about them ”’ :—Held: the letters did not 
constitute a sufficient note or memorandum in 

writing of the contract within Stat. Frauds, s. 17.— 

ARCHER v. BAYNES (1850), 5 Exch. 625; 20 L. J. 

Ex. 54; 155 BE. Wt. 274. 

4 nnotations :—Refd. HWaughton ». Morton (1855), 27 L. 'l. 
O. 8S. 36; Wilkinson v. vans (1866), Har. & Ruth. 552. 
225. Terms of contract not stated.|- - 

Deft., who carried on business at Manchester, 

orally agreed to purchase from pltfs., timber 

merchants at Liverpool, a quantity of spruce deals, 
to be forwarded to Manchester by a carrier nomi- 
nated by deft. An invoice of the goods was sent 
by pltfs., to deft., & the carrier also sent an advice 
note to inform him of the arrival of the goods at 

Manchester. This note specified the number of 

the deals, & stated them to be consigned by 

pltfs., but did not state their price, nor refer to 

the invoice or any other document. On Oct. 28, 

the day of the arrival of the goods, & on the fol- 

lowing day, deft. inspected them, & subsequently 
wrote & signed the following memorandum on the 
advice note: ‘Rejected. Not according to 
representation.” On Nov. 8, he wrote to pltis., 
rejecting the goods as not being according to 
contract :—Held: (1) there was not a sufficient 

note of the bargain within Stat. Frauds, s. 17; 

(2) the proper conclusion from the facts was that 

there had been no such dealing with the goods by 

deft. as to constitute an acceptance of them by 
him within Stat. Frauds, s. 17.—TAyYLOR v. SMITH, 

[1893] 2 Q. B. 65; 61 LJ. Q. B. 331; 67 L. T. 

39; 40 W. ht. 486; 36 Sol. Jo. 306, C. A. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Refd. Abbott v. Wolsey, [1895] 2 
Q. B. 97. As to (2) Consd. Taylor rv. G. KE. Ry., (1901) 1 
kK. B. 774. The case was dealt with by the Ct. as merely 
involving a question of fact... . The case declares no 


principle of law & is iu iuy opinion of no general applica- 
tion (BIGHAM, J.). 








226. ——.]— THIRKELL v. CAMBI, No. 
291, post. 
227. All essential terms referred to.] —A. 


upon one & the same occasion bought several 
parcels of goods of B., one parcel, consisting of 
chimney glasses, amounting to £388 10s. 6d., for 
ready money, the rest, some of which had to be 
manufactured, on credit. The goods were sent to 
A. at different times. The chimney glasses being 
damaged in the carriage, A. declined to receive 
them. A. afterwards, in answer to an application 
by L. for payment for the whole of the goods, wrote 
to him in substance as follows: ‘‘ The only parcel 
of goods selected for ready money was the chimney 
glasses, amounting to £38 10s. 6d., which goods I 
have never received, & have long since declined to 
have, for reasons made known to you at the time : 
with regard to the rest, I am ready to pay,” etc. 


signed by him to defts., who thereupon 
wrote pitfs., “ K. reports a sale that 
we cannot prove in full, but will accept 
for,’ enumerating certain articles. 
Upon pltfs. insisting on the completiou 
of the order in full, defts. caucelled 


cc 


& K. 
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Sect. 4.—Contracts for £10 or upwards: Sub-sect. 7, 
B. (b) & (c).] 


An action paying been brought to recover the 
value of the whole of the goods, A. paid into ct. 
sufficient to cover all but the price of the chimney 
glasses, & the jury found that the chimney glasses 
were sold under a separate contract from the rest 
of the goods:—Held: the letter, inasmuch as 
it contained an admission of the bargain & of all 
the substantial terms of it, was a sufficient note or 
memorandum of the contract to satisfy Stat. 
Frauds, s. 17, notwithstanding the subsequent 
attempted repudiation of liability.—BAILEY v. 
SWEETING (1861), 9 C. B. N.S. 843; 30 L. J.C. P. 
150; 9 W. R. 273; 142 EB. R. 3382. 
Annotations :—Distd. Forster v. Rowland (1861) 
103. Consd. McClean v. Nicolle (1861), 4 L. I. 863 ; 
Gibson v. Holland oe L. R. 1 Cc. P. 13 Smith v. 
Hudson (86), 6 B. & 8. 431. Folld. Wilkinson v. 
Kivans (1866), L. R.1C. P. 407; Buxton v. Rust (1872), 
L. R. 7 Exch, 279. Consd. Lucas v. Dixon (1889), 22 
Q. B. D. 357. Refd. Jackson v. Oglander (1865), 2 Hem. 
& M. 465; Caregan v. Richards (1866), 15 L. T. 252; 
Nesham e. Selby (1872), 41 L. J. Ch. 173; McCaul v. 
Strauss (1883), Cab. & Kl. 106; Elliott v. Dean (1884), 
Cab. & El. 283; Me Hoyle, Hoyle v. Hoyle, [1893] 1 Ch. 
84; Ite Holland, x, v. Holland, [1902] 2 Ch. 360; 


Greg 
Dewar v. Mintoft, [1912] 8 K. B. 373°; Thirkell v. i 
{1919] 2 K. B. 590. ] ell v. Cambi, 





7H. &N. 


aan -.|— WILKINSON v. Evans, No. 240, 
post. 
229. -.]—Pltf. on Jan. 11, 1871, bought of 


deft. a parcel of wool, worth more than £10, ‘‘ the 
whole to be cleared in about twenty-one days.” 
A memorandum of the terms of the bargain was 
handed by pltf. to deft. None of the wool was 
delivered, & there was no part ¢ ayment of the price. 
On Feb. 8, deft. wrote: ‘It .1s now twenty-eight 
days since you & I had a deal for my wool, which 
was for you to have taken all away in twenty-one 
days from the time you bought it. I do not 
consider it business to put it off like this; there- 
fore I shall consider the deal off, as you have not 
completed your part of the contract.” Pitt. 
had, in fact, completed his part on the true con- 
struction of the contract. On Feb. 9, in answer 
to the pltf.’s request to see a copy of the contract 
contained in the memorandum of Jan., deft. 
wrote in these terms, enclosing a copy: ‘‘I beg 
to enclose copy of your letter of Jan. 11.” Tn an 
action for non-delivery of the wool :—Held: 
the letter of Feb. 9, with its enclosure, taken in 
connection with that of Feb. 8, constituted an 
unambiguous recognition of the existence of the 
contract & of its terms; & there was, therefore, 
a sufficient memorandum in writing signed by 
deft. to satisfy Stat. Frauds, s. 17.—BUXTON v. 
Rust (1872), L. R. 7 Exch. 279; 41 L. J. Ix. 
173; 27 L. T. 210; 20 W. R. 1014, Ex. Ch. 
Annotations :—Consd. Thirkell v. Cambi, [1919] 2 K. LB. 590. 
Refd. Dewar v. Mintoft, [1912] 2 K. B, 373. 
230. .|—A letter signed by deft. cancelling 
a contract & referring to an enclosed invoice which 
contained all the terms of the contract :—Held : 
a sufficient note or memorandum of the bargain 
signed by the party to be charged within Stat. 
Frauds, s. 17.—ELuLiotr v. DEAN (1884), 1 Cab. & 
ecru 
1.—— Repudiation on grounds of no 
‘Hability.|——A verbal order for ae was given, 





it altogether :—Held : the letters were 
a sufficient memorandum within Stat. 
Frauds, s. 17.—OcOKLEY v. MASSON 
(1881), 6 A. R. 108.—CAN. 


& 8 

B. (6c). 
co. General rule.J— Where a con: 
tract which is sought to be enforced 


BALLANTINE 
is contained in a series of letters or 


documents in order to constitute such 
contract in sufficient memorandum 
within Stat. Frauds it is not necessary 
that the letters or documents should 
expressly rofer to each other; all that 
is requisite is that they should be con- 
nected with each other by necessary 
inference & naturel cana Tar 

, AROLD 89: 9 
V. L. 2. 465.—AUS, Sa 


SALE OF GOODS. 


with a direction that they should be sent by a 
particular route. The goods were afterwards 
sent by another route, & a letter written to the 
purchaser by the vendors stating the original 
order & the alteration in the mode of transit, & 
enclosing an invoice which contained the par- 
riculars of the goods & the price. The goods did 
not reach the purchaser, who, on being applied 
to afterwards for payment, wrote a letter in which 
he acknowledged the original order, but declined 
to pay on the ground that the goods were not sent 
by the route directed. In an action for the price 


of the goods, the jury found that deft., by his 


conduct, had ratified the alteration in the route :— 
Held: the letters & invoice constituted a memo- 
randum in writing of the original contract within 
Stat. Frauds, & the alteration of the route having 
been ratified by deft., pltfs. were entitled to recover 
although the ratification was not in writing.— 
LEatTurR CLoTH Co. v. HIERONIMUS (1875), L. It. 
10 Q. B. 140; 44 L. J. Q. B. 54; 32 1. T. 307; 
23 W. KR. 593. 


Annotations :—Consd. Hartley v. Byes: 11920] 3K. Wi. 
475. Refd. Wickman v. Haynes (1875), L. R. 10 C. 1. 598, 


(c) Connected Documents. 


Sce CONTRACT, Vol. XIT., pp. 186 et seq. 

232. Necessary connection apparent on face of 
documents.J—Two distinct written instruments 
cannot be coupled together so as to constitute a 
sufficient memorandum within Stat. Frauds, 
unless, on the face of them they appear to be 
necessarily connected with each other.—SMITH v. 
Dixon (1839), 3 Jur. 770. 


233. Documents expressly referring to one 
another—Letter referring to previous corre- 
spondence—Assenting to contract.|—A _ corre- 


spondence, consisting of several letters between 
the parties to a contract originally made by parol, 
in one of which letters the terms of the contract 
were mentioned by the purchaser & not repudi- 
ated, but constructively assented to, by the 
vendor in a subsequent letter referring to the 
former one:—Hield: to constitute a sufficient 
memorandum of the contract within Stat. Frauds. 

—Fyson v. Kirton (1855), 3 C. L. R. 7055; 24 

L. T. O. S. 232; sub nom. FISON v. KITTON, 3 

W. R. 233. 

234. Incomplete document referring to 
another containing terms.]—-If there is a signed 
paper, signed by an agent duly authorised thereto, 
which paper though agreeing to do something, 
leaves the subject-matter of the agreement un- 
explained, but refers to another paper which 
contains the full particulars of the explanation, 
the two may be connected together, so as to 
constitute a contract valid under Stat. Frauds.— - 
RIDGWAY v. WHARTON (1857), 6 H. L. Cas. 238 ; 
27 L. J. Ch. 46; 29 L. T. O. S. 390; 4 Jur. N.S. 
173; 5 W. BR. 804; 10 EB. R. 1287, H. L.3 aff. 
(1854), 3 De G. M. & G. 677, L. C. 

Annotations :-—Distd. Lee v. Griffin (1861), 30 L. J. Q. B. 
252. Consd. Baumann v. James (1868), 3 Ch. App. 508. 
Apld. Long v. Millar (1879), 4 C. P..D. 450; Cave v. 
Hastings cant 7 Q. B. D. 125. Refd. Barker v, Allan 
(1859), 5H. & N. 61; Heys v. Astley (1863), 4 DeG.JI.& 
Sm. 34; Jones v. Victoria Graving Dock Co. (1877), 2 


g: B. D. 314; Rossiter v. Miller (1878), 3 App. Cas. 1124 ; 
Shardlow v. Cotterell (1881), 20 Ch. D. 90; Oliver v. 





d. Document confirming verbal arrange” 
ments. J—KELLY v. CALEDONIAN COAL 
Co. (1898), 19 N.S. W. L. R. 1.—AUS. 


e. Documents connected by reason- 
able inference—Receipt d° memorandum 
of sale of Shad ]}—PHIPPEN Vv, HYLAND 
(1869), 19 C. P. 416.—-CAN. 


f. .J—Pltf. wrote doft. asking 
particulars in rospect to a stock of 





Parr I].—ForMATION OF CONTRACT. 


Thirkell v. Cambi, 
& N. W. Ry. (1920), 
Franco-British Ship Store Co. v. 
nie des Chargeurs I‘rancaise (1926), 42 T. L.R. 
entd. James v. Rice (1854), 5 De G. M. & G. 461; 
Bigg v. Strong (1857), 3 Sm. & G. 592; Homfray v. 
Fothergill (1866), L. It. 1 Eq. 567 ; Brook v. Hook (1871), 
fee yee H ‘ yale es oe Colliery. Co. Ae 

Mice ca [1900] 1 Q. B’ 6900." v. Roberts & Keighley, 

235. Documents connected by reasonable in- 
ference—Letter & bill of parcels.|—-SAUNDERSON v. 
JACKSON, No. 283, post. 

236. Entry by auctioneer in sale catalogue 
against lot sold—Entry of agent’s name.]--Whcre 
goods were sold by auction to an agent, the 
auctioneer wrote the initials of the agent’s name, 
together with the prices, opposite the lots purchased 
by him, in the printed catalogue ; & the principal 
afterwards, in a letter to the agent, recognised the 
purchase :—Held: the entry in the catalogue, & 
the letter, coupled together, were a sufficient 
memorandum of the contract within Stat. Frauds. 
—PHILLIMORE v. BARRY (1808), 1 Camp. 513; 
170 E. R. 1040, N. P. 


Hunti 1890), 44 Ch. D. 205; 
[1919] 2 i B. 590; Wado v. L. 
90 L. J. K. B. 593; 

Comp 
735. 














237. —— In conditions of sale in cata- 
logue.|—- KENWORTHY v. SCHOFIELD, No. 257, 
post. 

238. ——— Order signed by seller in books of 
buyer.|—-(1) An order for goods, written & signed 





by the seller in a book of the buyers, but not 

naming the buyers, may be connected with. a letter 

of the seller to his agent mentioning the name of 
the buyer, & with a letter of the buyer to the seller 
claiming the performance of the order, to constitute 

a complete contract within Stat. Frauds. 

(2) It is no objection to the validity of a contract 
for the sale of goods signed by the seller, that the 
seller cannot enforce the same contract against the 
buyer, because the buyer has never signed it.— 
ALLEN v. BENNETT (1810), 3 Taunt. 169; 128 
K. R. 67, 

Annotations :—.1s to (1) Consd. Ridgway v. Wharton (1857), 
6H. L. Cas. 238; Jones wv. Joyner (1900), 82 L. T. 768. 
Refd. Stratford v. Bosworth (1813), 2 Ves. & B. 341; 
Dobell v. Hutchinson (1835), 3 Ad. & El. 355 3; Laythourp 
v. Bryant (1886), 2 Bing. N.C. 735 5 Warner v, Willington 
(1856), 3 Drew. 523; Williains vw. Byrnes (1863), 1 Moo, 
P.C.C. N.S. 1545 Long v. Millar (1879), 4 C. P. D. 450 | 
Stokes v. Whicher, [1920] 1 Ch. 411. 

239. Letter by purchaser alleging breach 
of contract—Letters by vendor’s solicitors denying 
breach.]—The purchascr of 100 sacks of good 
English seconds flour, at 45s. a sack, wrote to the 
vendors as follows: ‘‘ 1 hereby give you notice, 
that the corn you delivered to me in part per- 
formance of my contract with you for 100 sacks of 
good Mnglish seconds flour, at 45s. per sack, is of 
so bad a quality that I cannot sell it, or make 
into saleable bread. The sacks of flour are at my 
shop, & you will send for them, otherwise I shall 
commence an action.” ‘To which the vendors 
answered by thcir attorney, ‘‘ Messrs. L. & I. 
consider they have performed their contract with 
you as far as it has gone, & are ready to complete 
the remainder; &, unless the flour is paid for at. 
the expiration of one month, proceedings will be 
taken for the amount’ :—Held: a jury was 
warranted in concluding that the contract men- 
tioned in the vendors’ answer, was the same as 


Deft. 
re- 


boards which doft. had for sale. 
replied, giving pectic asked 
specting quantities & prices. Pltf. 
wrote accepting the offer & placing a 
definite order for the spruco boards 
mentioned in deft.’s letter. Reccipt 
of this letter was acknowledged :— 
Held : the correspondence constituced 
wu sufficient momorandum in writing to 
comply with the Statute.—hnHopks 


may 
y Co., Ltp. »., MCKKEN (GEORGE) 


& Co., Lip. (1921), 54 N.S. RR. 178.— 
CAN. 


g. —---. ]--~ Deft. 
goods from pitf. & subsequently pltf. 
showed deft. a written order & left a 
copy thereof with him. 
wrote pltf. ‘* Owing to conditions here 
T will ask you to hold my order until I 
lect you know, I may need same & 
have to cancel: it.” 
examination for discovery deft. ad- 
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that particularised in the purchaser’s letter, &, 

therefore, the two writings constituted a sufficient 

memorandum of the contract under Stat. Frauds, 

s. 17.—JACKSON v. LOWE (1822), 1 Bing. 9; 7 

Moore, C. P. 219; 1380 H. R. 4. 

Annotations :-—Retd. Coe v. Duffield (1822), 7 Moore, C. P. 
252; Dobell v. Hutchinson Fasrag 3 Ad. & El. 355; 
Jobnson v. Dodgson (1837), 2 M. & W. 653 ; Haughton v. 
Morton (1855), 27 L. T. O. S. 36; Wilkinson v. Evans 
(1866), Har. & Ruth. 552. 

240. Written on back of Invoice.}|— 
A. having sold some cheeses & candles to B., 
sent him an invoice of the goods. B. returned the 
invoice with a note, signed by him, on the back, 
to the following effect: ‘‘ I'he cheese came to-day, 
but I did not take them in, for they were very 
badly crushed. So the candles & cheese is 
returned ” :—Held: the contents of the invoice 
were sufficiently referred to by the note on the back 
of it, & the two together constituted a sufficient 
memorandum in writing of the bargain to satisfy 
Stat. I’'rauds.—WILKINSON v. HivVANS (1866), L. R. 
1C. P. 407; Har. & Ruth. 552; 35 L. J. C. P. 
224; 12 Jur. N.S. 600; 14 W. R. 963. 

Annotations :-—Distd. Caregan v. Iichards (1866), 15 L. 'T. 
252. Apld. Buxton v. Rust (1872), L. R. 7 Exch. 279 ; 
Klliott v. Dean (1884), Cab. & El. 283. Distd. Cox v. 
Hoare (1906), 95 L. T..121. Consd. Thirkell v. Cambi, 
[1919] 2 K, 3B. 590. Refd. McCaul v. Strauss (1883), 
Cab. & Il. 106; Jee Hoyle, Hoyle v. Hoyle, [1893] 1 Ch. 
84; Dewar v. Mintoft, [1912] 2 K. B. 373. 

241. ——~— Inventory — Valuation — Letters by 
purchaser to vendor & agent.|—Deft. having pur- 
chased the lease of a house at a public auction, he 
afterwards wrote to the auctioneer, requesting 
him to send the key, & stating, that his auctioneer 
was desirous of taking an inventory of the fixtures. 
The auctioneers accordingly met, &, disagreeing 
as to the valuation, appointed an umpire, to whom 
they inclosed an inventory, stating the fixtures 
to be the property of pltfs., & valued to deft. 
The umpire made a valuation, & appraised the 
fixtures at a certain sum, & returned the inventory 
with an appraisement duly stamped. Deft., by 
letter afterwards requested pltfs.’ auctioneer to 
remove the fixtures, which was done; &, on the 
following day, deft. wrote pltfs. that he would 
attend at the house & pay them the amount of the 
fixtures, as settled by the appraisers. ‘The first 
& last letters were signed by deft., but the first 
only was stamped :—Held: taking the inventory, 
appraisement, & correspondence together, they 
established a sufficient memorandum of the con- 
tract to satisfy Stat. Frauds.—HEMMING v. PERRY 
(1828), 2 Moo. & P. 375. 

242. -—— Letter referring to goods of same 
character.] — (1) The traveller of pltfs., hop 
merchants in London, agreed with deft., at Leeds, 
for the sale to him, by sample, of a quantity of 
hops. Deft. wrote in his own book, which he 
kept, the following memorandum, ‘‘ Leeds, Oct. 
19, 1836. Sold J. D.. deft., 27 pockets Playsted, 
1836, Sussex, at 1038.3 4 pockets Selmec, Beckley, 
at 95s. The bulk to answer the sample. Samples 
& invoice to be sent per Rockingham coach. 
Payment in bankers’ at two months.”’ This was 
signed by the traveller on behalf of pitfs. Deft., 
on the same day, wrote to pltfs., requesting them 
to deliver ‘‘ the 27 pockets Playsted & the 4 








mitted that the order he referred to 
in the letter was the said written 
order :—Jfeld : the said letter & order 
were sufficiently connected by deft.’s 
evidence to be read together, & 
constituted a sufficient memorandum 
in writing to satisfy Sale of Goods 
Act, R, S, S.; 1920 (ce, 197), 8. 6.— 
STEINE v. MATHIEU (Sask.), [1923] 3 
W. W. R. 493.---CAN, 

h. ——.]--A memoranduin, which 


co 2 


verbally ordered 


Later deft. 


On his 
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pockets Selmes, 1836, Sussex.’’ to a third party. 
Qu.: whether this letter sufficiently referred to 
the contract in question, so as that it might have 
been connected with the entry in the book, for 
the purpose of constituting a memorandum of the 
contract within the Statute. 

(2) The bulk samples & invoice were sent to 
deft. by the coach, pursuant to the contract, but 
he returned them as not answering to the samples 
by which he bought. The jury, in an action 
for the price of the hops, found that the samples 
did answer the contract :—Held: there was no 
acceptance of the goods within Stat. Frauds. 

(3) Semble, the defence that there has not been 
a sufficient memorandum in writing of a contract 
to satisfy Stat. Frauds, may be taken under the 
general issue, without being specially pleaded.— 
JOHNSON v. DODGSON (1837), 2 M. & W. 653; 
Murp. & H. 271; 6 L. J. Ex. 185; 1 Jur. 739; 
150 I. R. 918. 

Phillips (1845), 


Sua atiaoe rage to (2) Refd. Norman v. 
4 M. 277: Meredith v. Meigh (1853), 17 Jur. 649. 
ve to & ‘Reta. Hemming v. Trenery (1839), 9 Ad. & E). 
926. Generally, Mentd. Buttemere v. Hayes (1839). 5 
M. & W. 456; Herbert v. Turner (1842), 6 Jur. 194; 
Foster v. Mentor Life Assce. (1854), 3 HE. & B. 48; Durrell 
v. Evans (1862), 1 H. & C. 174; Buckton v. L. &N 
rie os 87 L. J. K. B. 234; Cohen v. loche, 1927] 


- 243. Acceptance of offer by telegram — 
Signature of agent.|—Pltf. having entered into 
a contract with C., the brother of deft., for the 
Sale of some hay, brought an action against deft. 
for not accepting. The judg: at the trial admitted 
letters & telegrams signed by U. as evidence against 
deft., & the jury found for pltf. :-—Held: there was 
sufficient evidence of the authority, & the two 
telegrams, of which one was signed in C.’s name, 
& in the other the name of deft. was not men- 
tioned as buyer, together constituted a sufficient 
memorandum of the contract to satisfy Stat. 
Frauds, on the ground that deft. might be treated 
as the undisclosed principal of C., who appeared 
on the telegrams to be liable as principal.— 
McBLAIN v. CROSS (1871), 25 L. T. 804. 

244. Entry in auctioneer’s sales ledger— 
No reference to conditions of sale.|—-Pltf. sent a 
mare to be sold by auction at deft.’s repository. 
Deft. advertised the mare for sale by auction on 
Mar. 28, 1872, & circulated a printed catalogue 
of the horses to be sold at his sale, with conditions 
of sale annexed,.in which pltf.’s mare was described 
as lot 49. Deft. had a sales ledger, which was 
headed, ‘‘ Sales by auction, Mar. 28, 1872,’’ in 
which pltf.’s mare was also numbered 49; but 
neither the catalogue nor the conditions of sale 
were annexed to the sales ledger, nor were they 
referred to therein. On Mar. 28, 1872, the lots 
described in the catalogue were put up by deft. 
for sale under the conditions. TItf.’s mare was 
put up for sale & knocked down to M. for £33, & 
thereupon deft.’s clerk wrote in the columns of 
the sales ledger left blank for this purpose, the 
name of M. as purchaser, & the price. M. after- 
wards refused to take the mare :—Held: the 
catalogue & the conditions of sale were not 


Sub-sect. 7, 








ne rr RE 


the memoranduin & Iectter, 
taken in conjunction, did not consti- 
tute a sufficient note in writing within 


contained the terms of a contract for —Held: 
the unconditional sale of goods, was 
made at the time of the negotiation 
between the parties, but was signed by 
neither. Subsequently the transaction 
was referred to in a letter written by - 
the vendor to the purchaser, apparently 
relating to the memorandum, but ins{st- 
ing that the contract was conditional, 
& that the condition had not been 
performed. An action having been 
rought against vendor for nondelivery : 








Stat. Frauds.~-HAUGHTON 1”. 
(1855), 27 L. T. O. S. 36.—IR. 
-J—-OETZES & GERRITSEN 0. 
NEw ZEALAND LOAN & 
AGENCY Co., LTb. (1899),18 N. ZL. RR. 
198.—N.Z. 


1. .}—~Where an agent in a letter 
to his pr inc ipal reported having ‘‘ sold ”’ 


SALE OF GOODS. 


sufficiently connected with the entries in the sales 
ledger to make a note or memorandum in writing 
of a contract by M. to satisfy Stat. Frauds, s. 17. 
—-PEIRCE v. CorF (1874), L. R. 9 Q. B. 2103; 438 


L. J. Q. B. 52; sub nom. PLERCE v. CoRF, 29 L. T. 

919; 388 J. P. O14; 22 W. R. 299. 

Annotations -—Apld. Rishton v. be ere), 8 Ch. D. 
Consd. ylson v. Dunn (1887), D. 569; 


Potter v. poera (1895), 64 L._J.. Ch. *3oTs " Dewar v. 


Mintoft, [1912] 2°K. B. 373. Refd. McCaul v. Strauss 
(1883), Cab. & KI, 106; Bell’v. Balls, [1897] 1 Ch. 663; 
Cohen v, Roche, [1927] 1 K. 13. 169. 

245. -.]—At a sale by auction 
subject to conditions, the auctioneer entered in 
his sale book the names of the vendor & purchaser, 
the subject-matter of the sale, & the amount of 
the purchase-money, but omitted, in the entry, 
to embody or make any reference to the con- 
ditions of sale. There was no other memorandum 
or contract in writing :—Held: there was no 
sufficient contract in writing within Stat. Frauds, 
& specific performance refused as against the 





purchaser.—RISHTON v. WHATMORE (1878), 8 
oh. D. AG7 ; 47 L. J. Ch. 629; 26 W. R. 827. 
246. ——— Sold note — Delivery order with 


buyer’s name.|—GINNER v. KING (1890), 7 T. LL. RR. 

140, C. A. 

247. Order—-Invoice.]|—l'avrers v. AUSTIN 
& Co. (1891), 7 T. I. R. 382. 

248. Letter—— Envelope in which con- 
tained.]— An envelope & a letter which is shown by 
evidence to have been inclosed in it are so 
connected together that the envelope may be used 
to supply the name of one of the parties to a 
memorandum in writing of a contract within 
Stat. Frauds, s. 4, or Sale of Goods Act, 1893 
(c. 71), 5. 4.PEARCE v. GARDNER, [1897] 1 Q. B. 
688; 661. J. Q. B. 457; 76 L. T. 441; 45 W.R. 
518; 13 T. L. R. 349, C. A. 

Ay potatinns :—Apld. Last ». Hucklesby (1914), 58 Sol. Jo. 
431. Consd. Stokes v. Whicher, 1920) 1 Ch 411. Refd. 
Chaproniere v. Lambert (1917), 86 L. J. Ch. 726. 

249, Recognising unsigned docu- 
ment.|—A letter written by an agent within the 
scope of his authority, which refers to & recognises 
an unsigned document as containing the terms of 
a contract made by his principal, is a sufficient 
memorandum of the contract within Stat. Frauds, 
s. 4, & it is not necessary, in order to satisfy Stat. 
Frauds, that the principal should have authorised 
the agent to sign the Ietter as a record of the 
contract.—JOHN GRIFFITHS CycLE CoRPN., Lrp. 
v. HUMBER & Co., Lrp., [1899] 2 Q. B. 4143 68 
L. J. Q. B. 959; 81 L. T. 310, C. A.; on appeal, 
sub nom. HUMBER & Co.v. JOHN GRIFFITHS CYCLE 
Co. (1901), 85 L. T. 141, H. L. 

Annotations :—Consd. Thirkell » Cambi, [1919] 2 K. B. 
590. Refd. Daniels v. Trefusis, [1914] 1 Ch. 788; 
Grindell v. Bass, [1920] 2 Ch. 487. 

250. Signature of vendor’s order book by 
vendee—Name of vendor stamped on cover.|— 
A purchaser of goods signed a memorandum in a 
paper book, in which orders were generally put, 
slipped into a leather cover. The name of the 
seller did not appear in the memorandum, but was 
stamped upon the cover :—Held: this was a 
sufficient memorandum to satisfy Sale of Goodg 

















wheat which he doscribed as “all your 
wheat ” :—J//eld: such reference to a 
sale was not necessarily a reference to 
two other documents previously drawn, 
nor did it incorporate them so as to 
form a complete note of the contract.— 
Woop BROTHERS ¥. EEN NEDS (1907), 
27N.Z. UL. RR. 344.—N.Z 


m. ——.}:—WILSON, BALK & (Co., 
Lirp, v. WILSON, [1921] N. Z I. lh, 
397.—N.Z. 


MORTON 


& MERCANTILE 


Part IT.—FoRMATION OF CONTRACT. 


Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 4.—JoNnES 
JOYNER (1900), 82 L. T. 768, D. C. 
See, also, Nos. 253, 254, post. 
Admissibility of evidence to connect.|—See Nos. 
234, 248, ante. 


BROTHERS Uv. 


a narcentremmemranes 
e 





C. Contents of. 
(a) Parties. 

See CONTRACT, Vol. XII., pp. 148 et seq. 

251. Necessity for names of parties —- Both 
parties.|—-CIIAMPION v. PLUMMER, No. 280, post. 

252. - -|—A memorandum of sale of 
goods in the vendor’s book, signed by the vendee 
in initials, the vendor’s name not appearing in the 
book, is not a sufficient note in writing to satisfy 
Stat. Frauds; nor will the defect be cured by a 
letter from the vendee, in which the vendor’s 
name does appear, unless the letter clearly refers 
to the memorandum.-——JACOB v. Kirk (1839), 2 
Mood. & R. 221, N. P. 

253. Connection of documents to ascer- 
tain.]|—JacosB v. Kirk, No. 252, ante. 

254. -|—Deft. went into pltfs.’ shop, 
& agreed to purchase certain goods in the aggregate 
exceeding the value of £10. The several articles, 
with their respective prices, were entered in 
pltf.’s ‘“‘ order book ”’ on the fly leaf at the begin- 
ning of which were written the names of pltfs. ; 
& deft. wrote his name at the foot of the entry, 
for the purpose of verifying the bargain :—Aeld : 
a sufficient signature of the contract by both 
parties to satisfy Stat. Frauds, s. 17.—SARL v. 
BOURDILLON (1856), 1 C. B. N.S. 188; 26 1. J. 
©. P. 78; 2 Jur. N.S. 1208; 5 W. R. 196; 140 
ii. R. 79. 

Annotations : --Consd. Jones v. Joyner (1900), 82 L. 'T. 768. 
Refd. Newell v. Radford (1867), L. Ro 38 OC. P. 52. ; 
255. Characters of parties.|—In order to 

make a valid note or memorandum of a contract 

for the sale of goods within Stat. Frauds, s. 17, the 
names of the parties to the contract must appear 
upon the document as such parties. A., the 
purchaser from B. of goods above the value of 
£10, signed a document in the following terms, 

‘A. agrees to buy the whole of the lots of marble 

purchased by B., now lying at Lyme Cobb, at 

ls. per foot’ :—Held: LB.’s name not being 
mentioned as seller, the document was not a note 
or memorandum of the contract within Stat. 

I’rauds, s. 17.—VANDENBERGH v. SPOONER (1866), 

L. R. 1 Exch. 316; 4 11. & C. 5193 385 L. J. Ex. 

201; 14 L. T. 701; 30 8. P. 646; 12 Jur. N.S. 

527; 14 W. RR. 843. 

Annotations :-—Distd. Newell v. Radford (1867), IL. R. 3 
Cc. P. 52. Dbtd. Cohen v. Roche, [1927] 1 K. B. 169. 
Refd. Jones v. Joyner (1900), 828 L. ‘I. 768, 

256. ——— —~—— Admissibility of parol evidence.]| 
—On a purchase of flour, J. W., a duly authorised 
agent of deft. made the following entry in a book 
belonging to N., “ Mr. N. 32 sacks culasses at 39s., 
280 Ibs. to wait orders.— J. W.’’ In an action by 
N. for the non-delivery of the flour, this entry was 
proved, & it was proved by parol evidence that 
N. was a baker, & deft. a flour merchant: & a 
correspondence subsequent to the purchase was 
put in relating to the delivery of flour by deft. 
to pltf. :—Held: the above entry was a sufficient 
memorandum in writing of the contract -to satisfy 
Stat. Frauds: for that the parol evidence of the 
relative trades of the parties was admissible, &. 





























PART II. SECT. 4, SUB-SECT. 7.— 
C. (a). 


n. Necessity for names of.|—Where 
an offer, signed by deft. to exchange a 
stock of goods for land, did not in any 
way designate the person to whom it 


rand’ym :—Tileld : 


was supposed to be made or for whom 
it was intended, & such person could 
not be ascertained without extrinsic 
parol evidence adding to the memo- 
not to be an agree- 
ment in writing within the statute so as 
to entitle pltf. to specific performances; 
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independently of the correspondence, showed that 
deft. was the seller & pltf. the buyer of the flour.— 
NEWELL v. RADFORD (1867), L. R. 3 C. P. 523 37 
L. J.C. P.1; 17L. T.118; 16 W. R. 79. 

4 nnotations :—Folld. Cohen v. Roche, [1927] 1 K. B. 169. 


Refd. Sheers v. ‘Thimbleby (1897), 76 L. T. 7093 Re 
Holland, Gregg v. Holland, [1902] 2 Ch. 360. 


257. —-— Agent’s name.|—-At a sale of goods 
by auction, certain conditions of sale were read 
before the biddings commenced, but were not 
attached to the catalogue. An agent for deft. was 
the highest bidder for a lot & the auctioneer put 
down the price £105, & the agent’s name opposite 
that lot. in his catalogue :—Held: sales of goods 
by auction are within Stat. Frauds, s. 17, & no 
sufficient memorandum of the bargain was signed 
to satisfy Stat. Frauds, s. 17, the conditions of 
sale not being annexed to the catalogue. Had 
they been annexed, it would have sufficed to put 
down the agent’s name, that of his principal not 
being necessary.—KENWORTHY v. SCHOFIELD 
(1824),2 B. & C. 945; 4 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 556 3 2 
I. J. O.S. K. B. 1753; 107 BE. R. 633. 

Annotations :—Apld. Rishton v, Whatmore (1878), 8 Ch. D. 

467. Refd. Dale v. Humfrey (1858), EK. B. & K. 1004; 

North Staffordshire Ry. v. Peek (1860), E. B. & E. 986; 


Maddison v. Alderson (1883), 8 App. Cas. 467; Oliver v. 
Hunting (1890), 44 Ch. D. 205. 


258. —-— Agent acting for undisclosed 
prinecipal.]|—D. M. & co., brokers in London, being 
employed by one 8S. to purchase oil, dealt with 
T. & M., brokers, who were employed by pltf. to 
sell oil, without either broker disclosing the 
names of their principals. D. M. & co. delivered 
to 'T. & M. a note as follows: ‘‘ Sold this day for 
Messrs. T. & M. to our principal ten tons of oil,”’ 
specifying the terms & price, which was above £10. 
The note was signed D.M. & co., brokers. Quarter 
per cent. brokerage to D. M. & co. D.M. & co. 
did not disclose the name of their principal S. 
till after the lapse of an unreasonable time, when 
S. had become insolvent. Pltf. sued D. M. & co. 
for not accepting the oil, laying the sale as by 
himself to D.M. &co. Defts. denied the contract. 
On the trial, pltf. proved a custom in the trade that, 
when a broker purchased without disclosing the 
name of his principal, he was liable to be looked 
to as principal :—Held: evidence of the custom 
was admissible, as not contradicting the written 
instrument, but explaining its terms, or adding a 
tacitly implied incident; & the note thus ex- 
plained was a_ sufficient memorandum of the 
contract sued upon to satisfy Stat. Frauds.— 
DALE v. HWomrrey (1858), K. B. & EH. 1004; 6G 
W. RR. 854; 120 1. R. 783 3 sub nom: HUMFREY v. 
Date, 27 L. J. Q. B. 390; 31 L. T. O. S. 328; 
5 Jur. N.S. 191. Ex. Ch. 


_Jnnotations :—Apld. Fleet v. Murton (1871), L. I. 7 Q. B. 
L. R. 8 CG. P. 482, 





126; Hutchinson v. Tatham (1873), 
Consd. Southwell v. Bowditch (1876), 1 C. P. DD. 374 
Distd. Miller, Gibb v. Smith & Tyrer, [1917] 2 K. B. 141 


Refd. Myers v. Sarl (1860), 3 1. & E. 306 ; Field v. Lelean 
(1861), 6 If. & N. 6173; Robinson v, Mollett (1875), 33 
lh. I. 544; Pike +. Ongley (1887), 18 Q. B. D. 708: Je 
North Western Rubber Co. & Hittenbach, (1908] 2 K. LB. 
907; Produce Brokers Co. v. Beet de Oil & Cake Co., 
[1916] 1 A.C. 314; Re Sutro & Heilbut, Symons, [1917] 
2K. B. 348; Westacott v. Hahn, [1918] 1 K. B. 495; 
Palgrave, Brown v. 8.8. Turid, [1922] 1 A.C. 397; Rederi 
Akt. Aeolus v. Hillas (1925), 95 I. J. K. B. 108, 


259. .|—The vendor’s name was 
omitted from the conditions of sale by auction 
of a house & from the indorsed form of contract 
Lo be signed by a purchaser. The house was not, 











& an acceptance of an offer beneath 
deft.’s signature, signed by pltf.’s as- 
signor, did not cure the defect.—-WHITER 
v. TOMALIN (1890), 19 O. R. 513.—CAN. 

0. ——-.}—Where a memorandum 
was written on ordinary letter-paper 
of the purchasers, upon which was 
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sold at the auction; but subsequently deft. sent 
a letter addressed on the face of it to J. & co., who 
were the auctioneers, offering to purchase the house 
for £350, & stating that if his offer was accepted 
he would ‘‘ sign contract on auction particulars.”’ 
J. & co. replied by letter stating that on behalf 
of their client, who was the vendor, naming her, 
they accepted the offer ‘‘ subject to contract as 
agreed. We enclose draft contract.’’ The draft 
was identical with the contract embodied in the 
conditions of sale & indorsement, except that 
the draft stated the vendor’s name; but deft. 
never signed it :—Held: as the offer contained 
the names of both contracting parties, though one 
was only agent of an undisclosed vendor, on its 
acceptance there was a valid contract within 
Stat. Frauds; the acceptance was absolute & 
unconditional, inasmuch as a form of contract 
definitive in all its terms was identified by the 
offer, & signature to the form of contract was 
unnecessary.—FILBY v. HOUNSELL, [1896] 2 Ch. 
737; 65 L. J. Ch. 852; 75 L. T. 270; 45 W. R. 
232; 12 T. L. R. 612; 40 Sol. Jo. 703. 
Annotations :—Consd. Clark v. Robinson (1903), 51 W. BR. 
443; Lovesy v. Palmer, [1916] 2 Ch. 233; Rossdale v. 


Denny, [1921] 1 Ch. 57. Refd. Chillingworth v. Esche 

(1923), 129 L. T. 808. 

260. Parol evidence to identify 
principal.|—In an action on a written agreement, 
purporting on the face of it to be made by deft. 
é& subscribed by him for the sale & delivery by 
him of goods above the value of £10, it is not 
competent for deft. to discharge himself on an 
issue on the plea of non assumpsit, by proving that 
the agreement was really made by him by the 
authority of, & as agent for, a third person, & 
that pltf. knew those facts at the time the agree- 
ment was made & signed.—-HIGGINS v. SENIOR 
(1841), 8 M. & W. 834; 11 L. J. Ex. 199; 151 
K. R. 1278. 

Annotations :—Apld. Calder v. Dobell (1871), L. R. 6 C. TP. 
486. Refd. Holding v. Fliiott (1860), 5 H. & N. 117; 
Wako v. Harrop (1861), 9 W. R. 788; Fawkes v. Lamb 
(1862), 31 L. J. Q. B. 98; Williamson v. Barton (1862), 
7H. & N. 899; Royal Exchange Assce. v. Moore (1863), 
2 New Rep. 63; Fisher v. Marsh (1865), 6 B. & 8. 411; 
Cropper vt. Cook (1868), L. Rh. 3 C. RP. 1945; Fleet v. 
Murton (1871), L. R. 7 Q. B. 126; Armstrong v. Stokes 
(1872), L. R. 7 Q. B. 598; Southwell v. Bowditch (18786), 
45 LL. J. Q. B. 630; Pontifex & Wood v. Hartley (1893), 
62 L. J. Q. B. 196; Rederiakt. Argonaut v. Hani, [1918] 
2K. B. 247; Ariadne 8.8. Co. v. McKelvie, [1922] 1 K. B. 
518. Mentd. Fox v. Frith (1842), 10 M. & W. 131; 
Bristowe v. Whitmore (1861), 4 lL. T. 622 ; Browning v. 
Provincial Insce. for Canada (1873), L. R. 5 P. C. 263. 
261. -.|—-C., a broker, was autho- 

rised by deft. to buy cotton for him, but not to 

disclose his name. C.’s credit not being good 
enough to enable him to obtain a contract upon 
his own sole responsibility, he gave pltfis. the name 








SALE OF Goons. 


of his principal, & bought & sold notes were 
exchanged between pltfs. & C., in which the latter 
was named as the buyer. C. sent deft. an advice 
note informing him that he had bought the 
cotton of pltfs. ‘‘ for him,” & deft. did not repudiate 
the transaction. An invoice was madc out to C., 
&, the market falling, C. was called upon by pltfs. 
to accept & pay for the cotton, & threatened with 
legal proceedings. Failing to obtain payment 
from C., pltfs. sued deft. :—Held: the fact of 
deft.’s name being disclosed at the time of the 
contract did not preclude pltfs. from having 
recourse to him; parol evidence of the circum- 
stances under which the contract was made was 
admissible ; & the insertion of C.’s name in the 
contract, though his principal was known at the 
time, & the subsequent demands upon C. for pay- 
ment, did not necessarily amount to an election 
on the part of pltfs. to give credit to C., & to him 
only.—CALDER v. DOBELL (1871), L. R. 6 C. P. 
486; 40 L. J. C.P.224; 25 LL, T. 129; 19 W. R. 


978, Ex. Ch. 

Annotations :-—Refd. Fleet v. Murton (1871), L. R. 7 Q. B. 
126; Browning ». Provincial Insce. for Canada (1873), 
ln. R. 5 P.O. 263: Curtis v. Williamson (1874), L. R. 10 
Q. B.57. Mentd. Longman v. Hill (1891), 7 T. 1. R. 639 ; 
Codling v. Mowlen, [1914] 2 K. B. 61; Bennett vr. White- 
head, [1926] 2 K. B. 380. 

H. 


262. Effect of party signing as agent.] 
made a verbal offer to C., which C. verbally 
accepted, for the sale to C. of 3,000 bales of jute 
to arrive. In a claim made by C. against H. for 
non delivery, the only note or memorandum in 
writing of the contract which C. relied upon was a 
document signed by O. which purported to be a 
contract for the sale of the jute to C. by S. Brothers, 
by H., their agent :—Held: there was no note or 
memorandum in writing, within Sale of Goods 
Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 4, of a contract of sale betwecn 
H. & C.—Re Cox, McKuEN & Co. & HOARE, 
Marr & Co. (1907), 96 L. I’. 719, C. A.; affg. 
S. C. sub nom. Cox v. Hoarr (1906), 95 Tl. T. 121. 








(6) Terms. 
i. In General. 

See CONTRACT, Vol. XII., pp. 148 et seq. 

263. Must contain all essential terms.|—Deft. 
verbally ordered of pltf. certain looking-glasses 
& other articles. ‘The glass was to be best plate 
glass, & deft. required them to be sent by a par- 
ticular boat. PlItf. sent an invoice & letter to 
deft. by post, with charges for insurance, loan of 
packing cases, etc. Deft. replied that the articles 
had not arrived, he objected to the charge for loan 
of cases in the invoice, saying nothing as to the 
rest. ‘The goods were sent off, not by the boat 
deft. had ordered, but by another, & were lost 
on the voyage :—Held: there was not a sufficient 
note in writing of the bargain by deft. to satisfy 


a printed heading of the name of 
the trading firm representing the 
purchasers, but contained no other 
reference to the purchasers :—J/eld : 
such memorandum did not comply 
with Sale of Goods Act, 1895, 8s. 6.— 
Woop BROTHERS v. KENNEDY (1907), 
27 N. Z. la. HR. 344.—N.Z. 


~,J]— MURRAY 


p. VIorkKIna, 
[1919] N. Z. L. It. 689,—N.Z. 


PART II. SECT. 4, SUB-SECT. 7.-- 
C. (b) i. 


263i. Must contain all essential 
terms.}—The conditions of sale must be 
annexed to the list of purchascrs, 80 
as to make a complete contract to 
bind the vendee under Stat. Frauds. 
Tho signed list should show the weight 
& value of the articles purchased, & 
the price given for them.—SANDFORD 


v. Ce (1841), 1 Ont. Dig. 380. 


— 


263 fi. .}—-The note or memo- 
randum required by Sale of Goods Act, 
1919 (c. 4), 8. 4, must contain all the 
terms agreed upon by the partics at 
the time such note or memorandum is 
made & signed.—BERRY v. HOBINSON 
(1921), 67 D. L. R. 500; 49 N. B. R. 
166.—CAN, 


268 iii. .}—MABHALEN v. DUBLIN 
& CHAPELIZOD DISTILLERY Co, (1877), 
I. R. 11 C. L. &83.—IR. 


263 iv. .+ Deft. purchased at an 
auction certain lots of maize, the pro- 

erty of pltfs., the bulk of which was 
nstore. In an action for not removin 
the maize within the time mentione 
in the conditions of sale, & to recover 
the loss upon a re-sale, pltfs. & -the 











auctioneer deposed that the sale was 
by sample; &Xit appeared that samples 
had been exhibited at the auction, but 
the entry in the auctioneer’s books of 
the sales to deft. omitted to state that 
the sale was by sample :—Jleld: the 
sale having been in fact by sample, the 
entry in the auctioneer’s book omitted 
a material term of the contract in not 
stating that the sale was by sample, & 
therefore was not sufficient memo- 
randum of the contract under Stat. 
Frauds.—- M'MULLEN vv. HELBERG 
(1879), 6 LL. ht. Ir. 463.—IR. 


263 v. .+—To constitute a valid 
memorandum of a contract for the sale 
of goods of the value of £10 or upwards 
it should contain all the material terms 
of the contract, including the names of 
the contracting ed or a description 
sufficient to identify them.—Woop 





Part JI.—ForRMATION OF CONTRACT. 


Stat. Frauds, & he was not liablee-—McCLHAN v. 
NICOLLB (1861), 4 L. T. 863; 9 W. R. 8113; sub 
nom. M‘LEAN v. NICOLL, 7 Jur. N. 8. 999. 

264, ———.]|—-LEE v. GRIFFIN, No. 9, ante. 

265. eposit money.|—-BrRUMBy v. JOHN- 
STON, No. 215, ante. 

266. -|— Defts.’ departmental manager 
orally agreed on their behalf to buy certain goods 
from pltf. & signed an order form on which was 
printed the clause, ‘ orders to be acknowledged 
by return,” but this term had not been orally 
agreed & no acknowledgment was sent to defts. 
In an action for breach of the contract defts. 
pleaded that there was merely an offer & no con- 
tract, that there was no written memorandum 
to satisfy Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 4, as 
the only document contained a clause which had 
not been agreed :—Held: the words on the order 
form, ‘‘ orders to be acknowledged by return,’’ 
were not intended to be words of contract, & the 
words “‘ by return ” related only to the time within 
which, & not to the method by which, acknow- 
ledgment was to be made, & therefore there was 
a concluded contract & a sufficient memorandum 
& pltf. was entitled to recover.— WILLIS v. BAGGS 
& SALT (1925), 41 T. L. R. 453; 69 Sol. Jo. 543. 








il. Agreement of Parties. 

See CONTRACT, Vol. XII., pp. 149, 150, Nos. 
1026-10382. 

267. Must show agreement of parties.]|—1lIoLp- 
ERNESS v. Bass, No. 149, ante. 

268. Letters containing terms of sale—No 
admission of existence of contract.|—A letter 
written by deft. in answer to letters of pltf. con- 





taining the terms of a bargain for the sale of. 


cotton, held not to amount to a sufficient; memo- 
randum within Stat. Frauds, s. 17, because it did 
not amount to an absolute admission of the 
existence of a contract in the terms alleged by 
pltf., being equally consistent with the existence 
of a different contract.—CAREGAN v. RICHARDS 
(1866), 15 L. T. 252. 

269. Inclusion of additional terms.|— 
A traveller for defts. saw pltf., a builder, & showed 
him a specification of various kinds of timber 
which defts. had on offer for sale. Pltf. marked 
some items that he wished to buy, & the traveller 
said he might have them. Next day the traveller 
delivered to pltf. a sold note stating the trans- 
action, but bearing in small print along one side 
the words: ‘‘ Goods are sold subject to their being 
on hand & at liberty when the order reaches the 
head office.” Pltf. denied that he ever saw this 
condition, & there was evidence as to the difficulty 
of reading it. Some of the items of timber not 





having been delivered, pltf. sued for damages for | 


BROTHERS v. KENNEDY (1907), 27 
N. Z L. li. $44,.—N.Z. 

263 vi. .}—HANSEN ¥v. CRAIG & 
Rost (1859), 21 Dunl. (Ct. of Sess.) 





PART II. SECT. 4, 
C. (b 


q. Printed form of words—Con- 
taining terms; ae to parties to be 
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breach of the oral agreement in the county ct., & 
defts. relied in defence on the condition, or, in 
the alternative, on a custom of the trade corre- 
sponding to the condition. The county ct. judge 
gave judgment in favour of pltf., holding (a) the 
alleged custom was not proved, & (6) pltf. never 
saw the condition, & that an ordinary business 
man acting with ordinary care might be excused 
for not doing so :—Held: by the Ct. of Appeal, 
there was evidence to support the county ct. judge’s 
finding; as the sold note contained a condition 
not part of the original verbal contract & not 
assented to by pltf., it was not a proper memo- 
randum in writing of the agreement between the 
parties; & pltf. was entitled to succeed on the 
oral contract, the defence that there was no 
sufficient memorandum in writing of the agreement 
not having been pleaded.—ROE v. NAYLOR 
(R. A.), Lrp. (1918), 87 L. J. K. B. 958 ; 119 L. T. 
359, C. A. 
Annotations :—Distd. Walls v. Centaur Co. ( 1021), 126 L. T. 
242. Refd. Armour v. Walford (London), [1921] 3 K. B. 


473; Koskas v. Standard Marine Insce., (1927), 137 L. T. 
165. Mentd. The Luna, [1920] P. 22. 


ili. Goods Sold. 

See CONTRACT, Vol. XII., p. 150, No. 1083. 

270. Memorandum containing no reference to 
quality.|—-Where a broker employed by the seller 
alone, effects a contract by means of a note sent 
to & accepted by the purchaser, a variation 
between this note & a note sent by the broker to 
the seller is immaterial. Letters not containing 
any reference to the quality or the time for pay- 
ment of goods sold as agreed upon do not consti- 
tute a sufficient memorandum of the contract to 
satisfy Stat. Frauds.—McCaur v. Strauss & Co. 
(1883), Cab. & El. 106. 


iv. Time for Payment. 
See, generally, CONTRACT, Vol. XII., pp. 150, 151, 
Nos. 1034-1037. 
271. Necessity to state.|—McCaAUuL v, STRAUSS 
& Co., No. 270, ante. 


v. Price. 

See CONTRACT, Vol. XII., p. 152, Nos. 1046- 
1052. 

272. Where price agreed on—Sum of money.]— 
The note or memorandiun in writing of the bargain 
in the case of a sale of goods for the price of £10 
or upwards, required by Stat. Frauds, s. 17, 
must state the price for which the goods were 
sold.—ELMORE v. KINGSCOTE (1826), 5 B. & ©. 
583; 8 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 343; 108 BK. R. 217. 
Annotations :—Apld. Acebal v. Levy (1834), 10 Bing. 376. 


Expld. Hoadly v. M'Laine (1834), 10 Bing. 482. Consd. 
Ashcroft v. Morrin (1842), 4 Man. & G. 450. 


SUB-SECT. 7.— 


al. 


PART II. SECT. 4, SUB-SECT. 7.— 
C. (b) iv. 


t. Left to be settled by further negoti- 
atuons—No agreement made—Rights of 


432; 31 Se. Jur. 236. —SCOT. 
PART II. SECT. 4, SUB-SECT. 7.— 
C. (b) ii. 


267i. Must show agreement of 
parties.}-—A statement in-a_ letter 
written to a third person by one of 
defts., that he had an offer from pltf. 
for the purchase of a schooner, but 
not stating in the letter that ho had 
accepted it, is not a sufficient memo- 
randum in writing within Stat. Frauds, 
R. 8. N.S. 1900, co. 141, 8. 11, to euable 
the party making the offer to recover 
damages for breach of contract against 
the writer for failure to deliver the 
achooner.—ALLEN v. GRAVES (1908), 
AS N.S. R. 249; 6B I. R. 347.—CAN, 


untrue—W hether terms part of contract. | 
—CARLISLE NEPHEWS & Co. v. Hur- 
MOOK Roy (1883), I. L. R. 9 Cale. 679 ; 
13 C. L. R. 120.—IND. 


r. Memorandum containing no note 
of specific goods contracted for.j——A 
letter from the terms of which the 
exact quantity of goods said to be 
contracted for can be ascertained by 
subsequent measurement, but from 
which it cannot be ascertained that the 
goods to be measured are the specific 
goods contracted for, is not a sufficient 
note or memorandum in writing, 
within Stat. Frauds.—CaRROLL v. 
COWELL (1838), 1 Jebb & 8S. 42,—IR. 


parties.|-—A contract in writing for the 
sale of goods is not complete, under 
Stat. Krauds, s. 17, where, although 
the price is stated in it, the contract 
shows upon its face that the time for 
payment is left to bo settled by further 
negotiations, as to which there has 
been no agreement; & the fact that 
possession of the goods is taken under 
the terms of the agreement does not 
affect the rights of the parties.— Housk 
». Brown (1907), 10 O. W. R. 3965 14 
QO. L. R. 500.—CAN. 


PART II. SECT. 4, SUB-SECT. 7.— 
C. (b) v. 


a. Necessity to state.}—Where iho 
real contract for sale of goods is to be 
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Sect. 4.—Contracts for £10 or upwards: Sub-sect. 7, 
C. (b) v., & D. (a) & (b).) 


273. -——- ‘* The then usual & shipping price.’’] 
—ACEBAL v. LEvy, No. 167, ante. 

274. No price fixed — Inference for sale at 
reasonable price.]|—-HoADLY v. M‘LAINE, No. 446, 
post. 

275. ‘“‘On moderate terms.’’]—An order 
for goods ‘‘on moderate terms,’’ is a sufficient 
memorandum within Stat. Frauds, s. 17.—ASH- 
CROFT v. MORRIN (1842), 4 Man. & G. 450; 11 
L. J.C. P. 265; 6 Jur. 783; 134 E. R. 185. 
Annotations :—Apld,. Joyce v. Swann (1864), 17 GC. B. N.S. 


84. Refd. Pontifex v. Wilkinson (1845), 1 C. B. 75; 
Marshall v. Powell (1846), 8 L. T. O. S. 159. 


276. Ambiguity — Admissibility of parol evi- 
dence.|—Declaration stated that deft. had sold 
pitf. eighteen pockets of Kent hops at the price of 
£5 per hundredweight, but failed to deliver accord- 
ing to promise. Issue being joined on non 
assumpsit, it appeared that the contract was in 
writing, as follows: sold 18 pockets Kent hops, at 
100s.: & that a pocket contained more than a 
hundredweight :—/Held : evidence might be given 
to show that, by usage of the hop trade, a contract 
so worded was understood to mean £5 per hundred- 
weight.—SPICER v. COOPER (1841), 1 Q. B. 424; 
1 Gal. & Dav. 52; 10 L. J. Q. B. 241; 5 Jur. 
1036; 118 E. R. 1195. 

Annotations :—Consd. Sarl v. Bourdillon (1856), 1C. B. N.S. 
188. Refd. Foster v. Mentor Life Assce. (1854), 18 Jur. 
827; Newell v Radford (1867), L. R. 3 C. P. 52. 

list.] — Deft. 





‘277, Reference to _ price 
agreed to purchase of pltf. certain goods at a 
discount of 25 per cent. from a list of goods with 
prices annexed, & he signed a: order for the goods 
referring to the list. The tcrms as to discount 
were not mentioned in the order. Deft. after- 
wards wrote to pltf. requesting him to send the 
invoice, which he did. Deft. wrote in reply a 
letter, signed by him, returning the invoice & 
declining to take the goods :—Jleld: (1) the order 
was not a sufficient memorandum of the bargain 
within Stat. Frauds, s. 17, as it did not contain 
the price; (2) the letter returning the invoice was 
not a sufficient admission of the contract as 
stated in the invoice, so as to satisfy the statute.— 
GOODMAN ¥v. GRIFFITHS (1857), 1 Hl. & N. 574; 
26 L. J. Ex. 145; 28 L. T. O. S. 321; 5 W. R. 
369; 156 E. R. 1331. 





D. Signature. 
(a) Necessity for. 

See Contract; Vol. XII., pp. 152, 153, Nos. 
1053-1066. 

278. General rule.|—Pltf. cannot sue another 
for not accepting goods, if the contract note was 
only signed by pltf.; for if pltf. acted as a broker, 
he cannot suc as a principal; & if he were a 
principal, his signing would not bind deft.— 
RAYNER v. LINTHORNE (1825), 2 C. & P. 124; Ry. 
& M. 325; 172 BR. R. 57, N. P. 

279. -}— SMITH v. SPARROW, No. 307, post. 

280. Signature of both parties.}—-A note or 
memorandum in writing of a contract for the sale 
of goods, signed by the seller only. is not a sufficient 
memorandum within Stat. Frauds.—CHAMPION v. 
PLUMMER (1805), 1 Bos. & P. N. R. 252; 127 
E. R. 458. 

Annotations :—Expld. Allen v. Bennet (1810), 3 Taunt. 169. 





in writing the true consideration must 
e stated.—BRUCE v. GARNETT (1884), 
10 V.L. BR. (L.) 126.—AUS. 


PART II. SECT. 4, SUB-SECT. 7.— 
D. (b). 


b. Surname.j—-A memorandum jis (GIBB ¢, 


*‘ signed ’’ within Stat. Frauds, if only 
the surname of the purchaser is written 
on it by the auctioneer.—FARQUHAR v. 
BILLMAN (1901), 40 N.S. R. 289.—CAN. 
_ &. Printed heading—Word ‘“and”’’ 
inserted by agent of both partics.}— 
CANADIAN NORTITERN 


SALE OF Goons. 


Consd. Gale v. Wells (1824), 1 C. & P. 388. Distd. Hem- 
ming v. Perry (1828), 2 Moo. & P. 375. Consd. Dobell +. 
Hutchinson (1 35), 3 Ad. & El. 355... Apld. Graham v. 


sQnnAr 


238; Warner v. Willington (1856), 3 Drew. 523; Skelton 
v. Cole (1857), 1 De G. & J. 587; Humfrey v. Dale (1858), 
5 Jur. N. S. 1913 Liverpool Borough Bank v. Eccles 
(1859), 4 H. & N. 139; Willams v. Byrnes (1863), 1 
Moo, P. C. C. N. 8. 154. Mentd. Brown v. Do Winton, 
Gay v. Lander (1848), 6 C. B. 336. 


281. Whether validity of contract affected.] — 
ALLEN v. BENNET, No. 238, ante. 

282. Necessity for signature of other party.|— 
A memorandum signed by defts., whereby they 
agreed to give so much for goods, takes the case out 
of Stat. Frauds, s. 17, though not signed by the 
seller, nor expressing any consideration for defts.’ 
promise, otherwise than by inference from their 
own obligation.—EGERTON v. MATHEWS (1805), 
6 East, 307; 2 Smith, K. B. 389; 102 E. R. 
1304. 

Annotations :—Apld. Allen v. Bennct (1810), 3 Taunt. 169. 
Consd. Laythoarp v. Bryant (1836), 3 Scott, 238; Sieve- 
wright v. Archibald (1851), 17 Q. B. 103. Apld. Sarl v. 
Bourdillon (1856), 1 C. B. N. S. 188. Refd. Bateman v. 
Phillips (1812), 15 Kast, 272; Jenkins v. Reynolds (1821 


)s 
3 Brod. & Bing. 14: Lees v. Whitcomb (1828), 3 C. & P. 
289; Williams v. Byrnes (1863), 1 Moo. P. C. C. N.S. 154. 


Sale by auction.]|—-See AUCTION & AUCTIONEERS, 
Vol. III., pp. 7, 8, Nos. 47-49, 52, 53. 


(b) Sufficiency of. 

See CONTRACT, Vol. XII., pp. 158-160, Nos. 
1121-1143. 

283. Printed heading—Name of vendor on Dill 
of parcels.|—(1) A bill of parcels in which the 
vendor’s name is printed, delivered to the vendee 
at the time of an order given for the future delivery 
of goods, seems to be a sufficient memorandum of 
the contract within Stat. Frauds. 

(2) At all events, a subsequent letter written & 
signed by the vendor referring to the order, may 
be connected with the bill of parcels, so as to take 
the case out of the statute.—SAUNDERSON Uv. 
JACKSON (1800), 2 Bos. & P. 238; 3 Esp. 180; 126 
KB. R. 1257. 

A :—As to (1) Distd. Schneider ». Norris (1814), 2 





& S. 286. Consd. Ashcroft v. Morrin (1842), 6 Jur. 
783. Expld. Hubert v. 'rcherne (1842), 3 Man. ee 
743. Consd. Durrell v. Evans (1862), 1 H. & C. 1 


Apld. Cohen v. Roche, [1927] 1 K. B. 169. Reid. Wade 

v. le & N. W. Ry. (1920), 90 L. J. K. B. 593. As to (2) 

Consd. Allen v. Bonnet (1810), 3 Taunt. 169. Abpld. 

Jackson v. Lowe (1822), 1 Bing. 9. Consd. Kenworthy v. 

Schofield (1824), 2 B. & C. 945. Distd. Richards ». Porter 

(1827),5 L. J. O.8. K. B.175. Apld. Hoadly v. M‘Laine 

(1834), 10 Bing. 482; Dobell v. Hutchinson (1835), 3 

Ad. & El. 355; Johnson v. Dodgson (1837), 2 M. & W. 

653. Distd. Smith v. Dixon (1839), 3 Jur. 770. Folld. 

Buxton v. Rust (1872), 41 L. J. Ex. 173. Refd. Laythoarp 

v. Bryant (1836), 2 Bing. N. C. 735; Jackson v. Oglander 

(1865), 2 Hem. & M. 465. Generally, Refd. Murphy v. 

Bieso (1875), 44 L. J. Mx. 40. Mentd. Squire v. Campbell 

(1836), 1 My. & Cr. 459. 

284. .|—A bill of parcels, in which the 
name of the vendor is printed, & that of the vendee 
written by the vendor, is a sufficient memorandum 
of the contract within Stat. Frauds to charge the 
vendor.—ScCHNEIDER v. NoRRIS (1814), 2 M. & 8S. 
286; 105 EB. R. 388. 

Annotations :—Apld. Jackson v. Lowe (1822), 1 Bing. 9. 
Distd. Richards v. Porter (1827), 5 L. J. O. S. K. B. 179. 
Apld. Johnson v. Dodgson (1837), 2 M. & W. 653. Consd. 
Durrell v. Evans (1862), 1 H. & C. 174; Tourret v. Cripps 

8 L. J. Ch. 567; Hucklesby v. Hook (1900), 

. Apld. Behnke v. Bede S ipping Co., [1927] 

1 K. B. 649; Cohen v. Roche, [1927] 1 K. B. 169. Refd. 

Laythorpe v. Bryant (1836), 2 Hodg. 25; Hughes v. 











STRUCTION Co. (B. C.), [1918] 3 W. W. 
i, 396 ; 43 D. L. R. 276.—CAN. 


d. Sale note not signed but con- 
tract note signed—Whether suffictent.\— 
RvusSSELL & Batrp, LTp. v. HOBAN, 


CON- [1922] 21. R. 159.— IR. 


Part JI.—ForMATION oF CONTRACT. 


Budd (1840), 8 Dowl. 478: 
(1863), 31 LJ, P.M, & A 1p) Huston ee het Cae 
Wado v. n & NeW. Tey CD20 Moe ee bee ea 
Toms v. Cuming (1845), 1 Lut. Reg. Cas. 200. owe 
285. Adopted & recognised b arties.|— 
BEHNKE v. BEDE SHIPPING Co, No. ante. 
286. Document written by third party — In 
presence of defendant.|—A buyer of goods re- 
quested D., the agent of the seller, to write a note 
of the contract in the buyer’s book: D. did 50, & 
signed the note with his own name :—Held: 
such note was not a sufficient note, under Stat. 
Frauds, to bind the buyer.—GRAHAM v. MUSSON 
(1839), 5 Bing. N. C. 603; 7 Scott, 769; 8 L. J. 
C. P. 324; 3 Jur. 483; 1382 BE. R. 1232. 
Annotations :—Folld. Graham ». Fret 
G. 368. Expld. Mews v, Unre (Pee6), Saas No ae 
Distd. Durrell v. Evans (1862), 1 H. & CG. 174. 
Williams v. Byrnes (1863), 1 Aroo. P.O. oN. 
Vanderbergh v. Spooner (1866), 14 L. T. 701. 
_ 287. -.j—The traveller of the vendors 
signed, at the request of the vendees, the following 
entry of a contract for the sale of goods in a book 
of the latter, ‘‘ Of North & Co. London, 150 mats 
Ma. sugar at 71s. 6d. as sample. Per sea, Fen- 
ning’s wharf, first & second ships.’’ For four 
years preceding, a variety of similar entries had 
been signed by the traveller, & goods had been 
supplied pursuant thereto, which had been 
accepted & paid for :—Held: the entry was not a 
sufficient note or memorandum of the contract, 
under Stat. Frauds, s. 17, to bind the vendees.— 
GRAHAM v. FRETWELL (1841), 3 Man. & G. 368; 4 
Scott, N.R.25; 1110..5.C.P.41; 133 4. R. 1186. 
288. Signature by agent—-Name of defendant 
appearing in body of document.|—JouNson v. 
Dopason, No. 242, ante. 








289. ——- Agent for purposes other than 
manne contract.|——Pirrs v. BECKETT, No. 336, 
post. 

290. -|—-Where the parties to the contract 





have not constituted the bought & sold notes the 
contract :—Held: the contract may be proved 
by parol, & the bought note signed by the broker 
may be evidence of the contract to satisfy Stat. 
Frauds. 

Where the parties agree that the bought & 
sold notes shall be the contract, then such notes 
are the contract ; but where the parties have not 
so agreed, it is competent to contract by parol, & 
the bought & sold notes may constitute the 
memoranda in writing of such contract (ERLE, J.). 
—-FENNELL v. PINDER (1851), 17 L. T. O. S. 148. 

291. Instructed to repudiate.}——-By Sale 
of Goods Act, 1898 (c. 71), s. 4 (1), a contract for 
the sale of any goods of the value of £10 or upwards 
shall not be enforceable by action unless, failing 
other alternatives, ‘‘ some note or memorandum 
in writing of the contract be made & signed by the 
party to be charged or his agent in that behalf ”’ : 
—Held: (1) a letter signed by the party to be 
charged or his agent in that behalf, & referring to 
other Ictters as containing the terms of a contract 
may, although it repudiates lability on the con- 
tract, be a sufficient note or memorandum in 
writing ; but if, while referring to other Ictters, it 
refuses to admit that they contain the terms of 
the contract, it is not a sufficient note or memor- 
andum; (2) the letters in question omitted a 
material term of the contract ; (3) a solr. instructed 
to deny a contract with which his client is charged 
is not the client’s agent to make or sign a note 
or memorandum in writing of the contract for the 
purposes of the statute.—THIRKELL v. CAMBI, 
[1919] 2 K. B. 590; 89 L. J. K. B. 1; 121 L. T. 
582; 35 T. lL. R. 652; 63 Sol. Jo. 723; 24 Com. 
Cas, 285, C. A. 
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292. Sale by auction—Signature by auctioneer.| 
—Two stacks of straw each above the value of £10 
were sold by auction in separate lots to the same 
purchaser. The auctioneer wrote his name in 
the sale catalogue against the printed description 
of the first stack sold, but against that of the 
second stack, underneath his name, he wrote 
‘“do” :—Held: this was a sufficient signature 
within Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 4 (1).— 
REYNOLDS v. HOOPER (1902), 19 T. L. R. 33. 
Annotation :—Folld. Cohen v. Roche, [1927] 1 K. B. 169. 

293. .|—Deft., an auctioneer, cir- 
culated a printed catalogue on the front page of 
which it was stated that he, therein described by 
name, would sell on a specified date certain lots 
of furniture ; the other pages set forth the lots to 
be sold. At the sale deft. had before him an 
auctioneer’s book consisting of large sheets of 
paper, each of which had pasted upon it a leaf 
from the printed catalogue, & on each side of the 
leaf a space for notes. Deft.’s name was nowhere 
written by him in this book. One of the lots, 
comprising certain chairs of no unusual value, 
which were the property of deft. himself, was 
knocked down to pltf. for £60. Deft. then wrote 
in his book against that lot the price at which 
it had been sold & the name of pltf. as purchaser. 
To an action by pitf. against deft. for delivery up 
of the chairs & alternatively damages for alleged 
breach of contract, deft. pleaded that Sale of Goods 
Act, 1893 (c. 71), 8. 4, had not been complied with : 
—Held: there was within the sect. a note or memo- 
randum in writing of the contract duly signed by 
deft. & otherwise sufficient, & an enforceable con- 
tract between the parties —COHEN v. ROCHE, 
[1927] 1 kK. B. 169; 95. J. K. B. 9453; 136 L. T. 
219; 42 T. L. R. 674; 70 Sol. Jo. 942. 

294. Signature by party other than party to be 
charged.|—-The nephew of pltf. having a horse to 
sell, some negotiations took place between them ; 
but as they could not agree as to price the horse 
was not sold; subsequently, however, pltf. wrote 
to his nephew, making an offer for the horse, 
stating in his Ictter that he should consider it 
a bargain if he did not hear to the contrary. 
His nephew did not reply, & having a sale shortly 
afterwards of some of his effects, the horse was 
sold by mistake, the auctioneer having had in- 
structions from the nephew not to sell it. Two 
days after the sale the nephew wrote to pltf. 
the contents of which letter showed that he 
intended to accept his uncle’s offer :—Held: in 
an action by pltf. against the auctioneer for the 
conversion of the horse, as there was no nemoran- 
dum in writing binding the nephew at the time of 
the sale, & no evidence that he had at that time 
accepted the offer, the property in the horse had 
not then vested in pltf., & he could not rely on 
the subsequent Ictter of the nephew, as that would 
not relate back so as to complete pltf.’s title at 
the time in question.—FELTHOUSE v. BINDLEY 
(1863), 1 New Rep. 401; 7 L. T. 835; 11 W. R. 
429, Ex. Ch. 

295. Signature by party to be charged—Verbal 
assent.|—-A proposal in writing, signed by the party 
to be charged, & accepted by parol by the party 
to whom it is made, is a sufficient memorandum or 
note of an agreement to satisfy Stat. Frauds, s. 4. 
—-RrEvuss v. PICKSLEY (1866), L. R. 1 Exch. 342 ; 
4H. & C0. 588; 35 L. J. Ex. 218; 15 L. T. 25; 
12 Jur. N. 8. 628; 14 W. R. 924, Ex. Ch. 
Annotations :—Refd. Godwin v. Francis (1870), L. R. 5 

Gatic a inpre bine OeT Io. & fabs he Hee 

Eberhardt Co., Kx p. Menzies (1889), 43 Ch. D, 118; 


rp. 
Filby v. Hounsell, (1896) 2 Ch. 737; Hartley v. Hymans, 
120) 3K. B. 475. Mentd. Rye v. Purcell, (1926) 1 K. B. 
446. 
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Sect. 4.—Contracts for £10 or upwards: Sub-sect. 8, 
A., B. & C. (a), (8), (ce) & (d).] 


SUB-SECT. 8.—AGENCY FOR SIGNATURE. 
A. In General. 


See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), 8. 43; &, 
generally, AGENCY, Vol. I., pp. 277, 278, 284-286, 
415, 421, Nos. 92-95, 156-170, 1109, 1153. 

296. Signature on behalf of purchaser— By 
seller’s agent.]—It is competent for the seller’s 
agent to act for the purchaser; & in that case 
a note signed by him would bind the purchaser 
(WILDE, B.).— DARRELL v. EVANS (1861), 6 H. & N. 
660; 158 E. R. 272 ; sub nom. DURRELL v. EVANS, 
36 L. J. Ex. 254; 41. T. 254; 7 Jur. N.S. 585; 
9 W. R. 638; subsequent proceedings (1862), 
1H. & C. 174, Ex. Ch. 

297. No evidence of authority.]— 
In an action to recover the price of clocks sold 
by pltf. to deft., it appeared that pltf.’s traveller 
when he took the order for the goods wrote out 
in the presence of deft. upon printed forms two 
memoranda of it, putting deft.’s name upon them, 
& handing one of the papers to deft., who kept 
it :—Held: there was no evidence that plitf.’s 
traveller signed the memoranda as agent of deft., 
so as to bind him within Stat. Frauds, s. 17.— 
MuRPHY v. BOESE (1875), L. R. 10 Exch. 126; 
44L. J. Mx. 40; 32 L. T. 122; 23 W. R. 474. 

298. Agent exceeding his authority.|— 
Pitf. instructed defts., cotton brokers, to buy 
for him fifty bales of cotton, & they sent him a 
bought note, advising him that they had bought 
fon him of H. & co., fifty bales, to arrive by a 
certain ship. In pursuance of this contract 
pltf. paid money to defts. Detts. being employed 
to buy cotton for other persons as well as pltf., 
had, in fact, entered into one contract with 
H. & co. for three hundred bales :—Held: pltf. 
was entitled to recover back the money so paid, 
on the ground of failure of consideration, no such 
contract as that authorised & alleged to have 
been made having ever, in fact, been made. 

Plif. authorised defts. to make one contract, 
& they made a totally different one (POLLOcK, 
C.B.).—BostTockK v. JARDINE (1865), 3 H. & C. 
700; 6 New Rep. 164; 84 L. J. Ex. 142; 12 
L. T. 577; 11 Jur. N. S. 586; 13 W. R. 970; 
159 KE. R. 707. 


Annotation :-—Refd. Robinson v. Mollett (1875), In R. 7 
H. L. 802. 


299. Memorandum by seller’s clerk—JIn pre- 
sence of surety for purchaser.|—A memorandum 
written by a clerk of pltfs. in the presence of deft., 
that deft. had called to say that he would be 
responsible for goods delivered to H. is not 
sufficient undertaking within Stat. Frauds.— 
DIXON v. BROOMFIELD (1814), 2 Chit. 205. 
Annotation :—Refd. Simpson v. Penton (1834), 4 Tyr. 315. 

300. Position of signature immaterial.]—Pltf., 
a hop grower, having sent samples of hops for sale 
to his factor, with instructions as to price, defts., 
who were hop merchants, called at N.’s office 
to see the samples, but could not agree as to price. 
Subsequently, on the same day, defts. met pltf., 
é& after a conversation about the hops, they went 
with him to N.’s office, & there, in Ns presence, 
made pltf. an offer for the hops, which, in the 
presence & hearing of defts., pltf. asked N. 
whether he should pein & was advised by him 
so to do. Thereupon N. wrote out in his book 
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e. Sufficiency of memorandum —— In 
absence of bought & sold notes.}—In the 
nubsence of a bought & sold note :— 
Held: the following memorandum ;: 


“Sold R. G. (deft.), for J. R. (pltf.), 
one hundred loads of oatmeal, 
delivered here immediately, & to be full 
weight, & to be fully equal to sample, 
at 288. per load, cash,’ 
of the contract, & as it stated all the 
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a sale note in duplicate, each part of which was 
dated ‘‘ Oct. 19.’ At the request of defts., the 
date in each part was, with pltf.’s consent, altered 
by N. to ‘‘ Oct. 20,’’ in order to give defts. a 
longer time for payment; & then one part, so 
altered, was torn from the book by N., & handed 
to defts., who took it away & kept it. The note 
so handed to defts. was in the following words: 
“* Messrs. H. & co. bought of J. & W.” etc. The 
note on the counterfoil in the book which was 
retained by N. was as follows: ‘‘ Sold to Messrs 
EE. & co.” etc. The name ‘“ Messrs HK. & co.” 
in each part was written by N., & neither part 
was otherwise signed by defts. The samples & 
an invoice were subsequently sent to defts., & 
kept by them. In an action by pltf. against 
defts. for not accepting the hops the above facts 
were proved :—Held: (1) there was evidence 
for the jury of the intention of the parties that 
N. should be their agent for the purpose of making 
a written record of a contract binding upon both 
of them; (2) if that were so, the writing of defts.’ 
name by N. at the head of the sale note was a 
sufficient signature, binding defts. to the contract 
within Stat. Frauds, s. 17.—DURRELL v. EVANS 
(1862), 1 H. & C. 174; 31 L. J. Ex. 337; 71. T. 
97; 10 W. R. 665; 158 BE. R. 848, Ex. Ch.; 
revsg. S. C. sub nom. DARRELL v. Evans (1861), 
6H. & N. 660. 
Annotations :-—As to (1) Distd. Murphy v. Boese (1875), L. TR. 
10 Exch. 126. As to (2) Apld. Cohen v. Roche, [1927] 
1 K. B. 169. Generally, Refd. Simmonds v. Humble 
(1862), 13 CO. B. N.S. 258. 
301. Whether parties must intend signature to 
be binding.|—-DURRELL v. Evans, No. 300, ante. 
302. Verbal contract by agent as_ principal— 
Written contract signed as agent.|—Re Cox, 
McEvEN & Co, & HOARE, MarR & Co., No. 262, 
ante. 


B. Auctioneers. 
See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), 8s. 43; & 
generally, AUCTION & AUCTIONEERS, Vol. III., 
pp. 7-11, Nos. 45-76. 


C.. Brokers. 
(a) In General. 

Agency of broker.|—See AGENCY, Vol. I., pp. 
279, 572, 573, Nos. 108-112, 2152, 2153. 

Authority of broker.}|——-See Aauncy, Vol. I., pp. 
307, 310, 322, 335-338, 340, 841, 348, 349, 368, 
367, 369, 375-377, Nos. 306, 333, 399, 400, 495, 
508, 510-512, 530-534, 584-588, 722-726, 762- 
764, 774-777, 817-825. 

Degree of care required—Presumption in favour 
of broker.|—See AGENCY, Vol. I., p. 480, No. 1221. 


(b) Agency for Either Party. 
See AGENCY, Vol. I., pp. 284, 285, Nos. 158-164, 


(c) When Personally Lnable. 
See, generally, AGENCY, Vol. I., pp. 631, 633, 
636, 6387, Nos. 2546, 2557, 2559, 2577-2598, 2690. 


(2) Form of Contract. 


See, generally, CONTRACT, Vol. XII., pp. 158- 
160, Nos. 1126-1143. 

303. General rule.|—An action was brought by 
a broker in his own name for his principal :— 
Held: where the contract was by an agent who 
acted by authority the agent’s note in writing 


terms of the contract, & was made 
while the authority of the agent for 
both parties continued, it was a 
sufficient memorandum to satisfy Stat. 
Frauds.—RICHEY v. GARVEY (1847), 
10 1.1. RR. 544.—1R. 


o be 


was evidence 
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was the note of the parties, & this would take it 

out of Stat. Frauds.—Anon. (1773), Lofft, 330, 

332; 98 E. R. 678, 679. 

304. Delivery of bought & sold notes—-Whether 
sufficient to satisfy statute..—Where a broker is 
authorised by one man to sell goods, & to buy such 
goods for another, an entry in his books of a sale 
of these goods from the one to the other, signed 
by him, is a binding contract between the parties. 
The bought & sold note, which is a copy of this 
entry, is not sent to the parties for their appro- 
bation, but to inform them of the terms of the 
contract.—-HEYMAN v. NEALE (1809), 2 Camp. 
337; 170 E. R. 1176, N. P. 

Annotations :—-Refd. Henderson v, Barnewall (1827), 1 Y. & 
J, 387; ‘Thornton v. Charles (1842), 9 M. & \y’ 802 ; 
Sievewright v. Archibald (1851), 17 Q. B. 103. 

305. .|—Qu.: whether the bought & 
sold notes made by a broker are not sufficient to 
satisfy Stat. Frauds, although he makes no entry 
in his book.—DICKINSON v. LILWALL (18)5), 
4 Camp. 279; 1 Stark. 128; 171 EK. 2. 89, 
N. P 











Annotations : ~Refd. Trueman v. Loder (1840), 11 Ad. & EI. 
589; Siovewright v. Archibald (1851), 17 L. T. O. S. 264. 
306. -|— The entry of sale made in 

the broker’s book is not of necessity to be treated 

as the only evidence of a contract to satisfy Stat. 

Frauds. 

The ternis of a contract of sale were entered in 
the broker’s book & not signed by him but he 
delivered to the parties the bought & sold notes 
embodying the terms of the entry & signed those 
notes :—Held: the parties were bound.—Goom 
v. AFLALO (1826), 6 B. & C. 117; 9 Dow. & Ry. 
ae 148; 5L. J. O. S. K.B. 31; 108 E.R. 
396. 

Annotations :—Folld. Thornton v. Meux (1827), Mood. & M. 
43. Refd. Henderson v. Barnewall (1827), 1 Y. & J. 387 ; 
Thornton v. Charles (1842), 9 M. & W. 802; Sievewright 
v. Archibald (1851), 17 Q. B. 108. 

307. .|—A broker having a general 
authority to purchase spices for one person, having 
purchased some for that person on a Saturday, 
went to another person on the Sunday & offered 
them to him for sale, saying that he would deliver 
the contract on the Monday. The person to whom 
they were offered said, that he must have the 
contract on that day, the Sunday. A bought note 
was accordingly delivered to him on the Sunday. 
The broker could not say when he made out a sold 
note for the vendor; whether it was within a 
week or more from the Sunday; but stated that 
he informed him of the sale on the Monday or 
Tuesday. The entry in the broker’s book was not. 
signed :—Held: (1) the contract was not sufficient 
under Stat. Frauds; & (2) supposing it were so, 
yet that it would be void on account of its having 
been made on a Sunday. 

To render a contract valid there must be 
mutuality ; both sides should be bound... . If 
a broker is bound to put both names at once, 
then no fraud can be practised ; but if he is to be 
at liberty to put down my name one day & the 
other party’s another, then it may give rise to 
many & serious mischiefs (BEST, C.J.).—SMITH v. 
SPARROW (1826), 2 C. & P. 544; 172 BE. R. 247, 
N. P.; affd. (1827), 4 Bing. 84. 

Annotation :—As to (2) Refd. Beaumont vr. Brengeri (1847), 
5C. B. 301. 

308. .}— Where a broker effects a 
sale between two parties the bought & sold notes 
delivered to them & not the entry in his book are 
the proper evidence of the contract.—THORNTON 
v. MEUX (1827), Mood. & M. 43, N. P. 


Annotations :-—Consd. Sievewright v. Archibald (1851), 17 
Q. ee Refd. Thornton 7. Charles (1842), 11 Ll. J. 
ix. ¢ 
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309. -.|— Where on a sale of goods 
bought & sold notes are given the bought & sold 
notes constitute the contract betwcen the parties 
& not the entry of the contract made by the 
broker in his book, but if there be no bought & 
sold notes the entry in the broker’s book may be 
resorted to. If there be a material discrepancy 
between the bought & sold notes there is no 
contract. Qu.: whether the signing of bought 
& sold notes by the clerk of the broker is sufficient. 
—TOWNEND v. DRAKEFORD (1843), 1 Car. & Kir. 


20. 

310. .|—As between buyer & seller, 
the bought & sold notes, signed & delivered by a 
broker acting for both parties, when they agree, 
& there is no signed entry of the contract in the 
broker’s book, are the memorandum in writing 
which constitutes the contract binding on both 
parties within Stat. Frauds. But when they 
materially vary, there is no such binding contract ; 
& neither the bought note delivered to the buyer, 
nor the sold note delivered to the seller, can then 
be treated by itself as such memorandum in 
writing. ‘The entry of the contract made in the 
broker’s book, & signed by him, constitutes the 
binding contract between the parties ; & a variance 
between it & the bought or sold note afterwards 
delivered by the broker would not affect its validity. 
—SIEVEWRIGHT v. ARCHIBALD (1851), 17 Q. B. 
103; 17 L. T. O. S. 264; 117 BH. R. 12213 sub 
nom. SIVEWRIGHT v. ARCHIBALD, 20 L. J. Q. B. 
529; 15 Jur. 947. 

Annotations : --Apld. Fisenden v. Levy (1863), 11 W. 2.259. 

Distd. Parton v. Crofts (1864), 16 ©. B. N.S. 11._ Refd. 

Hoyworth v. Knight (1864), 4 New Rep. 288. Mentd. 


lucas v. Dixon (1889), 22 Q. B. D. 357; Re Hoyle, Hoyle 
v. Hoyle, [1893] 1 Ch. 84. 


311. Bought notes delivered to both parties by 
mistake.|—A broker made a contract with deft. 
for the purchase of goods & delivered by mistake 
a bought note to each party & did not mention his 
principal’s, the buyer’s, name, but made a proper 
entry of it in his book :—Held: the buyer might 
maintain an action for breach of this contract.— 
GALE v. WELLS (1824), 1 C. & P. 388; 171 HE. R. 
1243, N. P. 

312. Effect of material alteration in one note 
—Without consent of other party.]|—A material 
alteration in a sale note by the broker, after the 
bargain made, at the instance of the scller, with- 
out the consent of the purchaser, annuls the instru- 
ment, so as to preclude the seller from recovering 
upon the contract evidenced by the instrument so 
altered by him.—PowWELL v. DIvETT (1812), 15 
East, 29; 104 li. R. 755. 
Annotations :—Consd. White v. 


_—_— 





Benekendorff (1873), 29 


L. T. 475. Refd. Sievewright ». Archibald (1851), 17 
Q. B. 103; Pattinson v. Luckley (1875), L. R. 10 Exch. 
330. Mentd. Davidson v. Cooper (1843), 11 M. & W 778. 


313. .|—A material alteration in a 
sold note, made by the buyer, without the know- 
ledge or consent of the seller, prevents the former 
from suing on the contract, notwithstanding the 
duty of the latter may not be varied by the 
alteration. A sold note in the following form, 
‘‘ Sold for W. & C. 100 tons of crushed sugar, 
as per sample, in hogsheads ”’ at, etc., was altered 
by the buyer without the privity of the seller, by 
adding at the foot of the paper the words “ of their 
own manufacture’? with an asterisk as a mark of 
reference, & a corresponding asterisk in the body 
of the note, after the word ‘‘ sample ” & within the 
parenthesis :—Held: the added words imported 
that the sample was of manufacture of W. & C.; 
&, whether they applied to the sample or to the 
bulk, they constituted a material alteration, which, 
as against the buyer, avoided the contract.— 
MOLLETT v. WACKERBARTH (1847), 5 C. B. 181; 
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17 L. J. C. P. 47; 10 L. T. O. S. 164; 11 Jur. 
1065; 186 EB. R. 845. 
Annotation :—Reid. Brown v7. Byrno (1854), 2 C. L. 1. 1599. 

314. .|—Pltfs. as brokers, bought for 
deft. upon Jan. 6,5 tons of indiarubber at 2s. 114d. 

er lb., & sent him a bought note in which the 
indiarubber was set out as deliverable ‘‘ during 
the month of Jan.’’ <A corresponding sold note 
was sent to the sellers, at whose instance pltfs. 
struck out ‘‘ during the month of Jan.,’’ & wrote 
‘** forthwith,”’ but did not communicate the altera- 
tion to deft. On Jan. 7, deft. decided to throw 
up the contract, & sent an order to pltfs. to sell 
at 3s. Pltfs. could only sell at 2s. 10d., & having 
paid the sellers at the rate of 2s. 114d. sued deft. 
for the difference. Plitfs. having been nonsuited : 
—Held: the alteration was material’; pltfs. could 
not treat themselves as principals & recover for 
goods bargained & sold; & the altcration being 
material pltfs. had paid to the scllers what deft. 
was not bound to pay, & consequently could not 
recover for money paid to deft.’s use.—WHITE v. 
BENEKENDORFF (1873), 29 L. T. 475. 

315. Sufficiency of one note— Note signed by 
vendee & delivered to vendor—Variance from note 
sent to vendee.]|—A vendee of goods is bound by 
the contract, as stated in the note signed by him, 
& delivered by the broker who effected the sale to 
the vendor, although this note varies from the note 
delivered by the broker to the vendee.—Rowk v. 
OSBORNE (1815), 1 Stark. 140 ; 171 E. R. 427, N.P. 


Annotations :—Distd. Cowie v. Remfrv (1846), 3 Moo. Ind. 
APP. bt Refd. Sievewright v. Archibald (1851), 17 


316. ——- ——- ——-.]—C. & co. & H. & co. 
were merchants at Calcutta. H. & co. sold 
to C. & co. a large quantity of indigo, through the 
medium of a broker, who drew up a sold note 
addressed to H. & co., & submitted it to II. for his 
approval, when Hi. having objected to a particular 
word remaining, the broker took the sold note to 
C., & informed him of H.’s objection. C. struck 
his pen through the word objected to by UH., 
placing his initials over that erasure, & returned 
it to the broker, who thereupon delivered it, so 
altered, to H. & co. The broker delivered to C. 
& co., on the following day, a bought note, which 
differed in certain material terms from the sold 
note. In an action brought by Il. & co. against 
C. & co. for non-performance of the contract 
contained in the sold note, the Supreme Ct. at 
Calcutta was of opinion, that the sold note alone 
formed the contract, & found for pltfs. :—Held : 
the transaction was one of bought & sold notes, 
& the circumstances attending C.’s alteration of the 
sold note & affixing his initials, were not sufficient 
to make that note alone, a binding contract; & 
there being a material variation in the terms of 
the bought note with the sold note, they together 
did not constitute a binding contract.—CowleE v. 
REMFRy (1846), 5 Moo. P. C. C. 232; 3 Moo. 
Ind. App. 448; 10 Jur. 789; 13 E. R. 479. 
Annotations :—Consd. Heyworth v. Knight (1864), 17 C. B. 

N.S. 298. Refd. Parton v. Crofts (1864), 16 C. B. N. 8.11. 

317. Bought note.|—FENNELL v. PINDER, 
N a ante. 

318 


No. 310, ante. 

319. -.}—A broker contracted with 
another broker for the purchase of a quantity of 
oil to be delivered in four separate parcels & sent 
to his principal a bought note signed by himself 
& whic contained a provision that each delivery 
was to stand as a separate contract. Some of the 
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parcels were delivered in accordance with the 
contract :—Held: there was sufficient evidence 
of a binding contract & the bought note was a 
sufficient memorandum of it under Stat. Frauds, 
8s. 17, to charge the buyer.—Re THorr, He p. 
THOMAS (1865), 5 New Rep. 230; 11 L. T. 586; 
11 Jur. N.S, 49, L. C. 

320. .|—A broker, acting for pltf., 
made a contract for the sale of goods to eft., 
sending a note to each party, but signing only 
that which was sent to the seller; he, however, 
entered the contract in his book in which he signed 
both the bought & the sold note. Deft. kept the 
note which was sent to him without objection 
until called upon to accept the goods, when_he 
repudiated the contract, assigning for reason that 
the note sent to him was not signed :—Held: 
(1) the conduct of deft. amounted to an admission 
that the broker had authority to make the contract 
for him, & consequently his signature to the sold 
note bound deft.; (2) the signed entry in the 
broker’s book was a sufficient memorandum of the 
bargain to satisfy Stat. Frauds.—THOMPSON Uv. 
GARDINER (1876), 1 C. P. D. 777. 

321. Sold note.}——-In an action for not 
accepting goods bought through a broker the sold 
note bearing the signature of the broker who 
acted for both buyer & seller is a note or memo- 
randum in writing of the bargain signed by a 
lawfully authorised agent of the buycr to satisfy 
Stat. Frauds, s. 17.—PARTON v. Crorrs (1864), 16 
C. B. N.S. 11; 3 New Rep. 5138; 33 L. J. C. P. 
189; 10 L. T. 84; 12 W. RR. 5533 143 i. R. 1027. 

322. -——— Intention to be bound only on signa- 
ture by other party.|—If A. signs a note to the 
following effect, ‘I have this day sold to B. 
50 tons of hemp,” & does not intend to be bound 
as seller, unless B. signs a note to bind himself as 
buyer, there is no contract between them.—MOooRE 
v. CAMPBELL (1854), 10 Exch. 323; 2 C. L. R. 
1084; 23 L. J. Ex. 310. 


Annotations :—Retd. Humfrey v. Dale (1858), 31 L. T. O. 5. 
328. Mentd. Noble v. Ward (1867), L. Ik. 2 Kixch. 135 ; 
Ogle v. Vane (1867), 7 B. & S. 855; Stewart 7. Kddowes, 
Hudson v. Stewart (1874), L. R. 9 C. P. 3113 Tyors vt. 
Rosedale & Ferryhill Iron Co. (1874), 29 L. T. 751. 


323. Material variance between bought & sold 
notes.|—If a broker deliver a bought & sold note 
which materially differ, there is no valid contract. 
—CUMMING v. RoEBUCK (1816), Holt, N. P. 172. 
Annotations :—Consd. Siovewright v. Archibald (1851), 

17. Q. 3.103. Refd. Goom v, Aflalo (1826), 6B, & C. 117. 

Mentd. Clark ». Calvert (1819), 3 Moore, C. ?. 96 ; Herbert, 

uv. Sayer (1844), 5 Q. B. 965. 

324. .|}—A broker employed to effect a 
sale of goods for his principal made a verbal con- 
tract with a vendce & after entering it into his own 
book without signing it, delivered a bought & sold 
note to the vendor & vendec respectively, each 
paper differing in its terms :—Held: there was no 
memorandum in writing of the contract to bind 
either party under Stat. Frauds.—GRANT vv. 
FLETCHER (1826), 5 B. & C. 486; 8 Dow. & Ry. 
K. B. 59; 108 E.R. 163. 

Annotations :—Consd. Sievewright v. Archibald ee 17 
Q.B.103. Retd. Goom ». Affialo (1826), 5 L.J.0.8.K. 1. 
31; Henderson v. Barnewall (1827),1 Y.& J. 387. Mentd. 
Wilkins ». Wright (1833), 3 Tyr. 824. 

325. .|—In an action by the vendee against 
the vendor on a contract made through a broker it 
is sufficient for the vendee to produce the bought 
note handed to him by the broker & to show the 
employment of the latter by the vendor. If the 
sold note vary from the bought note it lies on 
the vendor to prove that variance by producing 
the sold note. Whena contract is made through a 
broker the bought & sold notes delivered to the 
parties constitute the contract not the entry made 

















Parr 1I.—]oRMATION OF CONTRACT. 


by the broker in his book especially when by the 

usage of trade the bought & sold notes are looked 

upon as the contract.—Hawss v. Forster (1834), 

1 Mood. & R. 368. 

Annotations :—Consd. Thornton v. Charles (1842), 9 M. & 
W. 802: Slevewright v. Archibald (1851), 17 Q. B. 103, 
Refd. Pitts v, Beckett (1845), 13 M. & W. 743; Cowio v. 

aa 4 Moo. P. C. C. 232; Parton v. Crofts 


326. —-—.]—Qu.: whether the memorandum 
of ‘a sale on a broker’s book signed by him is 
admissible as evidence of the contract to satisfy 
Stat. Frauds, in cases when there is no other 
written contract or where the bought & sold notes 
disagree.—THORNTON v. CHARLES (1842), 9 M. & 
W. 802; 11 L. J. Ex. 302; 152 E.R. 340. 


Annotations :—Refd. Sievewright vr. Archibald (1851), 17 
Q. B. 103 ; Molett v. Robinson (1872), L. R. 7 C. P. 84. 








327. -]}— TOWNEND v. DRAKEFORD, No. 
309, ante. 

328. -.]—SIEVEWRIGHT v. ARCHIBALD, No 
310, ante. 

329. Notes delivered on different days.|— 


SMITH v. SPARROW, No. 307, ante. 

330. ——- Evidence to explain variation — 
Mercantile usage.|—A broker gave the following 
bought & sold notes, ‘‘ We have this day bought 
for your usc, from J. O. B., 100 tons dry palm 
oil, at £31 10s. per ton, to be taken from the quay 
at landing weights, with customary allowances, 
etc., in cash at fourteen days from delivery, less 
24 per cent. discount ; the above oil to be delivered 
from the Speedy or Charlotte, expected to arrive 
about Nov. or Dec. next’; & ‘‘ We have this day 
sold for your use, payment in fourteen days by 
cash, less 24 per cent. discount from delivery, 100 
tons dry palm oil, at £3] 10s. per ton, ex Speedy 
& Charlotte, to arrive’? :—Held: evidence of 
mercantile usage was admissible to explain all the 
variances between these notes; &, being so 
explained, the variances were not material, & did 
not avoid the contract.—-BOLD v. RAYNER (1836), 
1M. & W. 348; 2 Gale, 44; Tyr. & Gr. 820; 5 
IL. J. Ex. 1723; 150 14. BR. 465. 


Annotations :—-Apld. Brown v. Byrne (1854), 3 Fh. & B. 703. 
Refd. Sievewright v. Archibald (1851), 17 Q. B. 103. 


331. Custom to send bought note only.]— 
A. broker having bought for deft. part of a cargo 
of fruit, lying at a wharf, belonging to one owner. 
was desired by deft. to buy some more, & bought 
on the same day, another part of the same cargo 
lying at the same wharf, but belonging to pltf. 
& he sent sold notes of cach lot to each owner, but 
one bought note of the whole to deft., all three 
notes being signed by himself as broker. Deft. 
having refused to accept the fruit :—Held: in an 
action for not accepting the parcel bought of pltf., 
even if evidence of a custom, in such cases, to scud 
one bought note was admissible, yet, as the 
bought & sold notes varied, there was no contract 
with pltf. within Stat. Frauds.—FIsENDEN v. 
LEvy (1863), 11 W. R. 259. 

332. Principals described in one note — 
Named in other note.|—That the principals are not 
named but only described in the sold note, & are 
named in the bought note, is no objection on Stat. 
Frauds (WILLES,, J.).—CROPPER v. Cook (1868), 
L. R.3C. P. 194; 17 L. T. 603; 16 W. ht. 596. 


Annotations :-—Refd. Calder v. Dobell (1871), L. R. 6 C. P. 
486: Mollett v. Robinson (1872), L. kk. 7 C. P. 84. 


333. Broker employed by seller only.|— 
McCaut v. Strauss & Co., No. 270, ante. 

——.]—See, further, CONTRACT, Vol. XII., pp. 
89, 90, Nos. 547-554. 

334. Signature by broker’s clerk.}—-A broker 
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cannot, without the assent of his principal, dele- 
gate his authority. 

Where A. having goods to sell, employed a 
broker for the purpose, & B. being desirous of 
purchasing them, authorised the broker’s sales- 
man to offer a certain price, who in consequence 
brought the parties together, & who having con- 
cluded the contract, in the absence of the salesman, 
dictated to him the terms of it; of which he made 
an entry in his master’s book, but did not sign it, 
& afterwards communicated the circumstances 
to the broker, who directed a clerk to enter & sign 
the contract in his book & sent a sale note signed 
by himself, to A. but no bought note was sent 
to B. :—Held: there was no note or memorandum 
in writing signed by an agent duly authorised, 
to satisfy Stat. Frauds, s. 17.—HENDERSON uv. 
BARNEWALL (1827),1 Y. & J. 387; 148 E.R. 721. 

335. ———.] — TOWNEND v. DRAKEFoRD, No. 
309, ante. 

336. Machine copy in broker’s book—Whether 
sufficient writing.|—(1) A., having a quantity of 
wool to dispose of, placed a sample of it at his 
brokers’ for sale, & B., having examined the 
sample at the brokers’ office purchased from A., 
in the presence of the broker, part of the wool at 
an agreed price, it being stipulated by B. that the 
wool was to be delivered in good dry condition. 
On the same day the broker sent to A. a sold note 
of the contract, which however, omitted all 
mention of the stipulation that the wool was to be 
in good dry condition, & to note whatever was 
sent to B. The wool was accordingly sent by the 
broker to B. who refused to receive it, on the 
ground that it was not in good dry condition, 
according to the contract. An action for goods 
sold & delivered having been brought to recover 
back the price of the wool :—Held: the broker 
was not authorised to make the contract set forth 
in the sold note, omitting the condition, & there was 
consequently no memorandum or note in writing 
of the contract to satisfy Stat. Frauds. 

(2) Qu.: whether a machine copy of a contract, 
inade in the broker’s book, would be a sufficient 
writing within the statute.—PITTs v. BECKETT 
(1845), 18 M. & W. 743; 14 L. J. Ix. 358; 4 
L. T. O.S. 97; 153 E.R. 312. 
innotation :—As to (1) Refd. Sievewright v. Archibald (1851), 

17 Q. B. 103. 


SuB-sEcT. 9.—ADMISSIBILIFY OF PAROL 
Ii VIDENCE. 

See ConTRACT, Vol. XII., pp. 160, 161, 353-358, 
Nos. 1144-1171, 2938-2976 ; & generally, DEEDS, 
Vol. XVITI., pp. 302 e¢ seq. 

See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), 8. 4. 

337. After statute satisfied—-By memorandum 
in writing—Discharge of agent.]—Stat. Frauds 
does not exclude parol evidence that a written 
contract for the sale of goods, purporting to be 
made between A. the seller, & B. the buyer, was, 
on B.’s part, made by him only as agent for C. 
WILSON v. Hart (1817), 7 Taunt. 295; 1 Moore, 
C. P. 45; 129 BE. R. 118. 





Annotations :-—Distd. Graham wv. Musson (1839), 3 Jur. 
483; Higgins v. Senior (1841), 8 M. & W. 834. Consd. 
Beckham v. Drake (1841), 9 M. & W. 79. Apld. Dale v. 


Humfrey (1858), E. B. & KE. 1004. Refd. Marston v. Roe 
d. Fox (1838), 8 Ad. & El. 14; Taylor v. Salmon (1838), 
4 My. & Cr. 134; Trueman v. Loder (1840), 11 Ad. & El. 
589; Armstrong v. Stokes (1872), L. R. 7 Q. B. 598 ; 
Maspons y Hermano v. Mildred (1882), 9 Q. B. D. 530. 


338. Omission of substantial term.|— 
GOODMAN v. GRIFFITHS, No. 277, ante. 








PART II. SECT. 4, SUB-SECT., 9, 
338i. After statute satisfied—By memorandum in writing—Omission of substantial term.J--CALDER v, HALLETT (1900). 
AN. 


Terr. L. RK. 1.—C 
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Sect. 4.—Conirucls for £10 or upwards: Sub-sects. 9 
& 10, A. & B.] 
339. Real terms not expressed.] — 


GOODMAN v. GRIFFITHS, No. 277, ante. 
340, ——- ——- J Roars v. 


No. 415, post. 

341 Rescission of contract.} — 
Under Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 4, an 
agreement which the law requires to be in writing 
is merely not enforceable by law if not in writing, 
but it is not invalid for all purposes, & the law as 
laid down in Stat. Frauds, s. 17, is altered to that 
extent; & although a contract required to be in 
writing cannot be varied by parol, parol evidence 
is admissible to prove a total abandonment or 
rescission of a written contract.—-MORRIS v. BARON 


HADLEY, 








& Co., [1918] A.C. 1; 87 L. J. K. B. 145; 118 
lL. T. 34, H. L. 
‘Annotations : -—Apld. Bas aie & Beningtons v. N. W. Cachar 


Tea Co. a (1923) A.C. 48; Rose = Irrank Co. v. Crompton, 
[1925] A. C. 445, d. Cutts Taltal Ry. (1918), 6 
Sol. Jo. 125: Elton Cop Dyeing ‘Co. v. Broadbent (019), 
89 L J. K. B. 89; Hartley v. Hymans, [1920] 3 K. B. 
4753; Edwards v. Motor Union Insce., [1922] 2K. B. 249; 
Levey v. Goldberg, [1922] 1 K. B. 688; Norwich Union 





Fire Insce. Soc. v. Colonial Mutual Fire Insce., [1922] 
2K. B. 461. 
342. — — Abandonment of contract.|— 


MorRis v. BARON & Co., No. 341, ante. 

343. By acceptance—Terms of contract.|— 
Deft. ordered goods by letter, which did not 
mention any time for payment. Pltf. sent the 
goods & an invoice :—Held: parol evidence was 
admissible to show that the goods were supplied 
on .credit, the letter not being a valid contract 
within Stat. Frauds. 

That liability arises from his receipt & 
acceptance of the goods: & if pltf. relied on that, 
deft. would have been at liberty to show upon 
what terms he accepted them, by going into 
evidence of the conversation which took place at 
the time the order was given by which it appears 
that the contract was to pay at six months’ 
credit, & by a bill at three months’ (PARKE, B.). 
LOCKE? v. Nickrnin (1848), 2 Exch. 93; 19 
L. J. Ex. 403; 154 E.R. 419. 





339 i. Real terms not ex- 
pressed.}]—- Where a contract was 


THRESHING MACHINE Co, 
Wesn (Sask.), [1918] 3 W. W. Rh. 


SALE oF Goops. 


344. 
No. 157, ante. 
345 


124, ante. 

346. By execution of contract.|—To an 
action for goods sold deft. pleaded, that he was 
possessed of a public-house, & it was agreed that, 
in consideration that deft. would give up posses- 
sion of same, pltf. would pay deft. £100, & discharge 
deft. from the debt; that pltf. paid ‘the £100, & 
deft. quitted the house. The agreement was not 
in writing :—Held: having been exccuted, it was 
receivable as evidence to prove the plea. Semble : 
the plea, though pleaded as an equitable defence, 
was a good plea at common law, by way of accord 
& satisfaction.—LAVERY v. TuRLiy (1860), 6 
H. & N. 239; 30 L. J. Ex. 49; 158 H.R. 98. 


Annotation :—Mentd. Fe Rownson, Field v. White 1885), 
29 Ch. D, 358. 


——-.]—TOMKINSON v. STAIGHT, 














——.]—KIBBLE v. GouGH, No. 





SUB-SECT. 10.—EFFECT OF STATUTORY 
PROVISIONS. 
A, In General. 

See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 43 COonN- 
TRACT, Vol. XII., pp. 161 et seq. 

347. Effect of non-compliance with statute — 
Contract not void—Merely unenforceable by 
action.|—-Semble : the absence of a memorandum 
in writing & of the other conditions mentioned in 
Sale of Goods Act, 1898 (c. 71), s. 4 (1), does not 
make the contract void or voidable. ‘The only 
effect is that it is unenforceable. The contract 
being good, all the legal*consequences of a con- 
tract follow, so that if the contract is for the sale 
of specific goods the property in them passes to 
the buyer. Ifthe buyer after making the purchase 
refuses to fulfil any of the statutory conditions, 
the seller may call upon the buyer to pay for the 
goods, & if he fails to comply may treat the 
contract as rescinded.— TAYLOR v. GREAT HASTERN 
Ry. Co., [1901] 1 K. B. 774; 70 L. J. K. B. 499 ; 
84 L. T. 770; 409 W. R. 4313; 17 T. L. R. 304 ; 
45 Sol. Jo. 381; 6 Com. Cas, 121. 





admissible to prove what in fact con- 
stituted all the assets é& what was the 
number —WANNENBERG 10, 


& OSrTen 2. 











evidenced by the bought & sold notes 57.—CAN. 

prepared by the broker who_ brought 339 vi. .} -—— Smirit 
wbout the sale, which notes described (Grain Co. v. SPENCER, [1918] 2 
merely the quantity & quality ofcertauin Ww. W. Rt. 1073; 11 Sask. L. IR. 328 ; 


wheat, together with the season of its 
growth :—Held: eovidence was not 
admissible to show that the salo was 
of a specific parcel of wheat.—GELLING 
v. ae (1917), 18S. R. N.S. W. 18. 





rr 


339 ii. .}—CHAMBER- 
LAIN U. SMITH (1861), 21 U. C. RR. 103,.— 
CAN. 








339 iii. —--, ]J—PETERS Vv. 
aera aca 19 N. B. R. 
P. & LB.) 284.—€AN. 

339 iv. ——-,]--Under a 








written contract for the sale hy 
description of a specific article, namely, 
a gasoline engine with a pump standar d, 
it not being pretended that it did not 
answer such description, such con- 
tract must be taken to cover, as it 
purported to do, the whole contract 
etween the parties, & purol evidence 
is not admissible to show a warranty 
made prior to the entering into of the 
contract which is inconsistent with 
the written warranty, as it would be 
ullowing the admission of parol evi- 
dence to control, vary, add to, or sub- 
tract from the written contract. -— 
NoORTHEY MANUFACTURING OO.  v. 
SANDERS (1899), 31 O. R. 475.—CAN. 
339 Vv. .]—EKvidence 
js admissible to show that a written 
contract for the sale of farm machinery 
ia subject to collateral verbal agree- 
ments or conditions.—J. I. Cast 





ee 





42 D. L. ht. 269.—CAN. 


339 vii. 
& Co., Litp. v. VACHERESSE 
N.S. Ii. 508.—CAN. 

339 viii. ————, J--SPURR 1. 
GREVATT (N. 8.), [1923] 3 D. L. RR. 
137.—CAN. 

339 ix. 

Suaw (1872), 
W. R. 414.—IND 


b To show article sold 
was specific article.}—Where a written 
contract for the sale of a porsonal 
chattel is couched in gencral terms 
cqually apt to express a sale of any 
article of a certain class, or the sale 
of a specific article of that class, parol 
evidence is admissible to show that a 
specific article was contracted for & to 


.J—PHINNEY 
(1919), 52 














——. ]} —CLARTON 
9 B. L. R. 245; 16 














ascertain & identify that specific 
article.—BRUTON v. aa : eae 


MACHINERY Co., [1910] V. 
AUS. 


g. Meaning of words—- 
** Stuff.’’ |-—-J OXNSTON Vv. WILSON (1878), 
28 C. P. 432.—CAN. 








' Work’ 
be rig Beer asad v BURNETT (1886), 


k. ‘* All the assets.’’} 
—Where acontract contained the words 
** all the assets, roughly 1,800 sheep, 
cte.”? :—Held: parol evidence was 








of sheep. 
Toocn, [1912] C. P. D. 750.—S. AF. 
Identification of plant 
by ‘collateral papers.J—-IK1b v. SMITH 
(1882), 2 O. lt. 69.—CAN. 

m. T'o prove price. |— 
J ee v. Norrit BrivTisH Ot Co, 
as reps ree: C. L. 17.—IR. 
‘To prove quantity of 
pines ordered.|—A party having agreed 

written missive to furnish cast iron 

inns of a certain size & Puce. payable 
ou delivery, but without specification 
of the quantity :-—Held > incompetent 
to prove the quantity by parol.— 
PoLLock & DIcKSON v. MSANDREW 
(1828), 7 Sh. (Ct. of Bere 1893 25 
Fac. Coll. 223.—SCOT 
Oo. By pce ntanteaan erms H 
contract. |—WILKIE v. TLUNT (1861). 
W. W. & A’B. 66.—AUS., 


p. Correspondence not specifically 
connectcd—Parol evidence to explain. }— 
BALLANTYNE Uv. WATSON (1880), 30 
C. P. 529.—CAN. 


PART II. SECT. 4, SUB-SECT. 10.—A. 


. Parol variation of contract in 
wruing—Whether allowed.|—A  con- 
tract required to be in writing b 
Sale of Goods: Act, 1920 (c. 40), 8 6 
cannot be varied by & new oral agree - 
ment, even if the variation relates to 
a part of the contract which, if it 
stood by itself, would not be roquired 
to be in writing. —NUGENT v. DAVIES, 
(1923) 1 D. L. R. 1040; 63 O. L. R. 
458, SAN: 




















Part IJ.—FoRMATION OF CONTRACT. 


348. Remedy other than by action on contract— 
Rescission of contract by seller—If buyer does not 
pay.]—TAYLOR v. GREAT Eastern Ry. Co., No. 
347, ante. 

Account stated.]|—See Vol. 
XII., p. 165, Nos. 1201-1204. 

349. Proof of contract for collateral purpose— 
Defence to trespass.|—To a declaration in trespass 
for taking a horse & cart, deft. pleaded that he 
was possessed of a field & a crop of grass growing 
thereon, & that he distrained the horse & cart, 
damage feasant; pltf. replied, that deft. agreed 
to sell & sold, & pltf. agreed to buy & bought of 
deft., the said crop of grass, with liberty to pltf. 
to cut the said grass, & take it from the said close 
when fit to be cut; & that pltf. by virtue of the 
agreement entered into the possession of the 
said crop, & bronght his horse & cart for the 
purpose of cutting & carrying away the said crop 
of grass, wherefore deft. committed the trespasses 
de injurid. Deft., in his rejoinder, traversed the 
agreement :—Held: on these pleadings pltf. was 
bound to show a valid contract in law for the sale 
of the grass; &, therefore, there being no note in 
writing of the agreement for the sale, pltf. could 
not recover, even though it was to be considered 
as a sale of an interest in land.—CARRINGTON v. 
Roots (1837), 2 M. & W. 248; Murph. & Hi. 14; 
6L. J. Ex. 95; 1 Jur. 85; 150 E.R. 748. 
Annotations :—Consd. Britain v. Rossiter (1879), 11 Q. B. D. 

123. Refd. Reade v. Lamb (1851), 6 Exch. 130 ; Williams 


v. Lake (1859), 6 Jur. N.S. 45; Williams v. Wheller 
eon) e ae N.S. 299. Mentd. Leroux v. Brown (1852), 


350. Performance operating as accord & 
satisfaction—Liability under another contract.]— 
LAVERY v. TURLEY, No. 346, ante. 

351. ** Agreement to buy ’’? within Factors 
Acts, 1877 (c. 39).|-—Sect. 4 of the above Act 
provides that where any goods have been sold or 
contracted to be sold, & the vendee obtains 
possession of the documents of title thereto from 
the vendor, any sale, pledge, or disposition of 
such goods or documents by such vendee so in 
possession shall be as valid & effectual as if such 
vendee were an agent or person entrusted by the 
vendor with the documents within the principal 
Acts as amended by the Act itself, provided the 
person to whom the sale, pledge, or other disposi- 
tion is made has not notice of any lien or other 
right of the vendor in respect of the goods. It is 
not necessary, in order that the above-mentioned 
sect. should be applicable, that there should be 
&@ memorandum of the contract for sale of the 
goods so as to satisfy Stat. Frauds: it is sufficient 
that there should be a de facto contract for sale, 
the vendee under which has obtained from the 
vendor possession of the documents of title to 
the goods; & a sale by such a vendce will give 
to a bond fide purchaser without notice a good 
title to the goods, free from any lien or other right 
of the original vendor in respect thereof.—HUGILL 
v. MASKER (1889), 22 Q. B. D. 364; 58 L. J. 
Q. B. 171; 6O0L. 'T. 774; 37 W. R. 390, C. A. 


B. Effect on Property. 

See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 4. 

352. Whether property passes—Trover against 
vendor.|—Stat. Frauds will prevent a parol agree- 
ment to buy goods without either earnest or 
delivery, from giving the buyer any property in 
them. In such case therefore the buyer cannot 
maintain trover against the vendor, who sells 
them to another person. Whcre a gale is not 
immediate, it is not within that statute.—ALEx- 
ANDER v. CoMBER (1788), 1 Hy. Bl. 20; 126 
Ki. R. 13. 





CONTRACT, 








399 


353. —- ——.|—-FELTHOUSE v. BINDLEY, No. 
294, ante. 
354. Insurable interest of purchaser.|— 


(1) Messrs. H. & Co., being the owners of two ships, 
called the Antelope & the Maria, trading to the 
coast of Africa, & which were then expected to 
arrive in Liverpool with cargoes of palm oil, 
agreed verbally to sell to pltfs. 200 tons of oil, 
100 tons to arrive by the Antelope, & 100 tons to 
arrive by the Maria. The Antelope did afterwards 
arrive with 100 tons of oil on board, which were 
delivered by H. & Co. to pltfs. The Maria having 
50 tons of palm oil on board was lost by perils of 
the sea. Pltfs. having insured the oil on board 
the Maria, together with their expected profits 
thereon :—Held: they had no insurable interest, 
as the contract they had entered into with H. & Co., 
being verbal only, was incapable of being enforced. 

(2) The contract is to sell the goods when they 
arrive, but there was no memorandum in writing, 
& consequently no contract which was capable 
of; being enforced, at the time either of the in- 
surance or the loss; & if it ultimately did become 
capable of being enforced, that was only by the 
subsequent past delivery & acceptance, which was 
after the loss had occurred (PARKE, B.).—STocK- 
DALE v. DUNLOP (1840), 6M. & W. 224; OL. J. Ex. 
83; 7L. T. 804; 4 Jur. 681; 151 I. R. 391. 
Annotations :—As to (1) Consd. Felthouse v. Bindley (1862), 

11 C. B. N. 8. 869. Refd. Johnson v. Macdonald (1842), 

9M. & W. 600; Sutherland v. Pratt (1843), 11 M. & W. 

296; Royal Exchange Assce. v. M‘Swiney (1850), 19 

L. J. Q. B. 222; Meredith vo. Meigh (1853), 17 Jur. 649. 

As to (2) Consd. Stock v. Inglis (1882), 9 Q. B. D. 708. 

355. Right to sue carrier.]—-Goods cx- 
ceeding £10 in price were verbally ordered of 
pltf. ; no particular mode of carriage was specified, 
nor was there any evidence of any particular course 
of dealing between pltf. & vendee. Pltf. after- 
wards forwarded the goods by deft., who was a 
common carrier. The goods were lost while in 
deft.’s custody :—Held: pltf. was the proper party 
to bring an action for the loss of the goods, the 
property therein not having passed to the vendce. 
—COATS v. CHAPLIN (1842), 3 Q. B. 483; 2 Gal. & 
Dav. 552; 11L.J.Q. B. 315; 6 Jur. 1123; 114 
BH. i. 592. 

Annotations :-—Apld. Coombs v. Bristol & Exeter Ry. (185 
3 7. & N. 510. Consd. Felthouse v. Bindley (1862), 
Cc. B. N. S. 869. Refd. Bushel v. Wheeler (1844), 1: 
LF B. 442, n.; Machuvw lL. & 8. W. Ry. (1848), 5 Ry. 
Jan. Cas. 302 ; Crouch v. G. N. Ry. (1856), 11 Wxch. 742 
Bailey v. Sweoting (1861), 9 C. B. N.S. 843. 

356. -.|—(1) A. agreed verbally to 
buy of H. all the whalebone he could procure at 
a certain price, to be sent by a particular railway. 
A. agreeing to pay the carriage. Some whalebonc, 
to an amount exceeding £10, having been delivered 
at the railway station by B. consigned to A. 
& having been duly invoiced to him, was lost in 
the transit. B. then wrote requesting A. to make 
a claim against the co.:—Held: there having 
been no acceptance & receipt of the goods within 
Stat. Frauds, s. 17, A., the consignee, was not 
entitled to sue the railway co. for the loss. 

(2) The liability of the carrier cannot be altered 
by anything which takes place after the loss; 
it must be certain at the moment of the loss... . 
I suggested, in the course of argument, that the 
only way in which pltf. could make out that the 
action was well brought by him, as consignee, 
would have been to show that he had adopted 
something done by the carrier, as his agent, 
adoption being equivalent to a prior demand 
(PoLLocKk, C.B.). 

Here, as there was no acceptance of the goods 
by the vendee, & nothing else to take the case 
out of the statute, the property did not pass to 
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Sect. 4.—-Contrucis for £10 or upwards: Sub-sect. 10, 


Sect. 5: Sub-sects. 1 & 2, A. 


Itf. (PoLLock, C.B.).—Coomss v. BrisTtoLt & 
XETER Ry. Co. (1858), 3 H. & N. 5103; 27 
L. J. Ex. 401; 6 W. R. 725; 157 EB. R. 572. 

Annotations :— ‘A8 to (1 ) Distd. Mead v, S. BE. Ry. (1870), 18 


W. ht. i Refd. Wallis v. G. N. Ry. (Ir. (190 ), 12 Ry. 
& Can. Tr. Cas. 38. Generally, Refd. Pontifex »v. Hartley 
rae g fr. L. R. 657. xerally, Clay v. Oxford (1866), 15 
357. Sale of specific goods.|—TAYLOR v. 





GREAT EASTERN Ry. Co., No. 347, ante. 

358. Effect of subsequent satisfaction of statu- 
tory provisions—Whether action based on right of 
property maintainable.|—STockKDALE v. DUNLOP, 
No. 354, ante. 

359. ——.|—Morcan v. Sykes (1841), 
cited in 3 Q. B. at p. 486; 114 E. R. at p. 594; 
sub nom. SYKES v. MoRGAN, lil L. J. Q. B. at p. 
316. 

360. —— .|— COOMBS v. 
EXETER Ry. Co., No. 356, ante. 





BRISTOL & 


eed 


SECT. 5.—SUBJECT-MATTER OF THE CONTRACT. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—EXISTING AND FUTURE GOODS. 


See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 5. 

361. General rule.|—I further think that as a 
gencral rule any person may sell or offer for sale 
at-any price whatsoever goods of which he is not 
the owner, but which he expects or hopes to acquire 
(STIRLING, J.).—-AJELLO v. WORSLEY, [1898] 1 Ch. 
274; 67 L. J. Ch. 1723; 77 1. T. pe 46 W. R. 
2453; 14 T. L. R. 168; 42 Sol. Jo. 212. 

‘Annotations :—Apld. Spalding v. Gamage (1917), 34 RL PLC. 


989, Refd. Spalding ». Gamage & Benetfink (1914), us 
L. ‘T’. 530; Spalding v. Gamage (1918), 35 R. P. C. 10 


362. Oil to be made from seed.| — A Pee 
for selling & delivering oil, not yet expressed from 
seed in the vendor’s possession, is exempted from 
stamp duty as a contract relating to the sale of 
goods within 48 Geo. 3, c. 149, Sched., Part 1, 
Title Agreement, Exemption.— WILKS v. ATKIN- 
SON (1815), 6 Taunt. 11; 1 Marsh. 412; 128 
E. R. 935. 

Annotations :-- Apld. Pinner «. Arnold (1835), ¥ Cr. M. & R. 
613. Refd. Squier v. Hunt (1816), Ee 68; Pickford 
v. Grand Junction Ry. (1841), 8 M. & V 372: De Fries 
v. Littlewood (1845), 9 Jur. 988. Menta. Levy v. Herbert 
(1817), 7 Taunt. 314. 

363. -|] — In Jan. 1858, C. agreed to sell 
to pltf. all the crop of oil of peppermint grown on 
his farm in that year at 21s. per pound. In 
Sept. C. wrote to pltf. for bottles to put the oil in. 
Pitf. sent the bottles, & C. having weighed the oil 
put it in pltf.’s bottles, labelled them with the 
weight, & made out invoices. Before, however, 
he had completed the filling of the bottles he sold 
& delivered several of them to deft. Plitf. had 
for many years past bought of C. his crop of oil 
of peppermint, & it was usual for C. when the 
bottles were filled, to deliver them to a carrier to 
take to a railway station. In detinue, by pltf. 
against deft., for the bottles of oil of peppermint 
delivered to him :—Held: the putting the oil in 
pltf.’s bottles was an act of appropriation which 
vested pi Bay aa in pltf.—__LANGTON v. HIGGINS 
(1859), 4 & N, 402; 28 L. J. Mx. 252; 33 
lL. fT. O. 8S. vee 7W.R. 489; 157 E. R. 896. 
Annotations :—Apld. Ogg v. Shuter (1875), 44.3.0. P. 

161. CGonsd. Anderson v. Morice (1876), 1 App. Clas. 713. 

Reid. Chinery v. Me es i - be dix. 180; Heilbutt 

v. Hickson (1872), L. R. 7 C. P 
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369 i. Goods to be acquired by acller.) CAN. 
——'INOMSON BROTHERS v. THOMSON 
(1885), 13 KR. (Ct. of Sess.) 88.—SCOT. 


Contract to su 
56), 3 All. 


t. Contract to supply printing paper.] 


SALE OF GOODS. 


364. Flour not yet prepared.|—-GARBUIT v. 
Watson, No. 65, ante. 

865. Crop not yet sown.]— Warts v. FRIEND, 
ee oe ante. 





-| — Deft., in Mar., agreed to sell to 
pitt. vs 200 tons of regent potatoes grown on land 
elonging to deft. in W., at £3 10s. per ton, to be 
delivered in Sept. & Oct., & paid for as taken 
away.’ In Mar. deft. had sixty -cibht acres 
ready for potatoes, which were afterwards sown, 
& were amply sufficient to have grown more than 
200 tons in an ordinary scason; but in Aug., 
without any default in deft., the disease attacked 
the crop, & deft. was able to deliver only about 
80 tons :—Held: the contract was for potatoes 
off specific land, & was therefore a contract for 
a part of a specific crop, although not sown atl 
the time; & the contract was subject tothe implied 
condition that the parties shall be excused if before 
breach performance becomes impossible from the 
perishing of the thing without default of the con- 
tractor.—HOwWELL v. COUPLAND (1876), 1 Q. B.D. 
258; 46 I. J. Q. B. 147; 33 iL. T. 832; 40 

J.P. 276; 24 W. lt. 470, C. A. 

Annotations :—Distd. Ashmore v. Cox, [1899] 1 Q. 33. 436. 
Consd. Nickoll & Knight v. Ashton, Kdridge, 904] 2 
kK. B. 126. Distd. Lebeaupin v. Crispin, [1920] 2 K. 
714, Consd. fe Wait, [1927] 1 Ch. 606. Retd. Kreil oa 
Henry, [1903] 2K. B. 740; fee Shipton, Anderson & 
Harrison’s Arbitration, [1915] 3 K. B. 676. Mentd. 
Clark v. Lindsay (1903), 88 L. T. 198; Jte Hull & Meux, 
[1905] 1 K. 3B. 588; Horlock v. Beal, [1916] 1 A. C. 486. 
367. Machine to be made.|]—PItf. contracted to 

make for defts. a copper plate press, to be ready 

in three months, defts. to pay part of the price 
by instalments, up to the delivery of the press, 
the remainder in six months:—lHeld: this was 

a contract relating to the sale of goods. 

If it had appeared that part of the contract was 
to fix it to the floor, or the walls of deft.’s house, 
so as to make it a fixture, I should have doubted 
whether it was a contract for the sale of goods 
within the meaning of the Act (Stamp Act, 1815 
(c. 184)] (PARKE, B.).—PINNER v. ARNOLD (1835), 
2 Cr. M. q i. 613; Gale, 271; Tyr & Gro lL; 5 
1. J. Kx 150 Ie. R. 261. 
pee ee --Refd. Chanter ». Dickinson (1843), 5 Man. 

& G. 253; Gurr 7. Seudds (1855), 11 Mxch. 190. Mentd. 

Santos v. Illidge (18: 59), 6 C. B. N.S. 841, 

368. Goods to be acquired by seller. | 
tract for the sale of goods, to be delivered at a 
future day, is not invalidated by the circumstances 
that at the time of the contract, the vendor neither 
has the goods in his possession, nor has entered 
into any contract to buy them, nor has any reason- 
able expectation of becoming possessed of them 
by the time appointed for delivering them, other- 
wise than by purchasing them after making the 
contract.—-HIBBLEWHITE v. M'‘MORINE (1839), 
5 M. & W. 462; 8 L. J. Ex. 271; 3 Jur. 509; 
151 E.R. 195. 

Annotations :—Refd. Mortimer v. M‘Callan (1840), 6 M. & W. 
683; Rarmloll TIM conse y toss v. Soojumnull Dhondmull 
(1848), 4 Moo. Ind. App. : 339. Mentd. Grizewouod v. Blune 
(1851), 11 C. B. 526; Sikes v, Wild ia 1B. & 3S. 587; 
Thacker v. Hardy (1878), 4Q. B.D. 

369. .| — Pitf. called on "det s agent, & 
told him he had a quantity of wool, part his own 
clip, part what he had contracted to buy of other 
farmers, & that the whole quantity amounted to 
2,300 stones, 100 stones more or less. PIltf. 
afterwards wrote to the same agent, saying that 
he had succeeded in getting the promise of another 
clip, which would stand about 550 stones, & that 








ly logs. }—POLLEY i. (1890), 2 Exch. C. ht. 


—CLARKE 1. 
24) 1 -—— N. 


141.—CA 

a. Contract for sale of copper.)— 
EcKERT v. LONDON ELEOTRIO Ry. Co, 
(1918), 57S. C, lt. 610,—CAN. 


Part JI].—ForMATIon or ConTRACT. 


v wwvuus £0 along with his other wool. In the 
ollowing month, deft.’s agent wrote to pltt., 
83, » deft. desires me to offer you for “ your 
wool ” 16s. a stone. Pltf. wrote back, ‘I 
to your offer for the wool, of 168. a stone.” 1ti. 
afterwards tendered 2,700 stones of wool, which 
deft. refused to accept :—Held: the written offer 
& acceptance formed a good contract in writing 
to purchase certain wool of pltf. described as 
_your wool ”’; evidence of the previous conversa- 
tion & letters was admissible to explain the ex- 
pression “ your wool” in the contract, & to point 
out that the subject-matter to which the contract 
applied was the wool which pltf. had under his 
control at the time of the contract, & was not 
limited to the quantity first mentioned, 2,300 
stones, 100 stones more or less; consequently, 
Itf. was entitled to recover.—MACDONALD v. 
NGBOTTOM (1860), 1 E. & E. 987; 29L. J. Q. B. 
256; 2L. T. 606; 6 Jur. N.S. 724; 8 W.R. 614; 
10 ne R. ae Ch. 
nnotations :— » Bank of New : ’ 
[1900] A. C. 182. Refd. MUIMIOR oF CEL wera 
7 0, B. N. 8. 305; Cullen v. O’Meara (1867), 15 W. Rt. 
1174; Newell v. Radford (1867), L. R. 3 C. P. 52: 
(i869) at P. 398 . suxto; Rast 1872), L. Te 
7 Exch. 279; Roden v. Samal Atte 876): 
46L.J.Q. B. 213; 


ondon Small Co. 
v. Dunn (1878), 3 C. 


° ) am 
443; Krell v. Henry, (1903] 2 K. B. 740; G. W. Ry. & 
SG Hs eC ORR in chisel 
GUT) MOL. Ts Babe ee ee ee 


_ 870. Contract for sale of manure.]—'The follow- 
ing agreement was held to be a contract re- 
lating to the sale of goods within the exemption 
in Stamp Act, 1815 (c. 184), Sched., Part 1, 
Title Agreement: ‘‘I do agree to take all the 
manure at fourpence each horse, a week, for forty- 
five horses by the year, & to keep it cleared away 
every week; & likewise to let the few gardeners 
have a few loads at the same price, & serve them ; 
& to let me have during year 60 loads of straw 
at £1 98. per load; begun the year July 23, 1853 
& ends July 23, 1855.”—Gurr v. Scupps (1855), 
11 Exch. 190; 25 L. T. O. S. 180; 3 W. R. 457; 
156 KH. R. 798. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—GoopDs TO BE ACQUIRED BY 
SELLER UPON CONTINGENCY. 
A. In General. 
See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 5 (2). 
371. Contract absolute on part of vendor.] — 
eae aa (1809), 2 Camp. 57,n.; 170 E. R. 


ed -———.]—-SIMOND v. BRADDON, No. 647, 
post. 
373. -|—Where there is an agreement to 





deliver goods on a condition which, without any 
default on the part of the vendor, never happens, 
he will not be liable for a non-delivery; but, 
where the agreement is absolute, or conditioned 
on an event which happens, the vendor will be 
liable for a breach, though without default on his 
part ; for, it is his own heedlessness, if he runs the 
risk of undertaking to perform an impossibility, 
when he might have provided against it by his 
contract. 

Defts. contracted to sell to pltfs. 50 cases of 
Hast India tallow, at 48s. 6d. per hundredweight, 
to be paid for by pltfs. in cash fourteen days after 

ishing the landing thereof; to be delivered by 
defts. to pltfs. on safe arrival of a certain vessel 
called the Countess of Elgin, then on passage 
from Calcutta to London :—Held: this was an 
absolute contract to sell & deliver the tallow 
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provided the ue arrived, é: defts. were liable for 

a breach, notwithstanding that the non-delivery 

was occasioned by the ship’s arrival, through no 

default on their part, without the tallow on board ; 

& thé stipulation as to payment fourteen days 

after finishing the landing introduced no additional 

condition.—HALB v. Rawson (1858), 4 0. B. N. 8. 

85; 27L. J. C. P. 189; 31 L. T. O. S. 59; 4 

Jur. N. S. 363; 6 W. R. 3839; 140 E. R. 1013. 
374. .|—A. contracted to supply to B. 

1,000 tons of coals, delivered at Rangoon, at 45s. 

er ton, alongside craft, etc., as might be directed 
y B.; payment, one-half of invoice value by bill 
at three months, on handing bills of lading & 
policy of insurance to cover the amount, or in 
cash, at £5 per cent. discount, at A.’s option, & 
the balance in cash on right delivery at Rangoon. 

A. chartered a ship, & in pursuance of his contract 

shipped on board 1,166 tons of coals, & delivered 

to B. the bill of lading & a policy of insurance 

covering half the invoice price, & B. paid to A. 

the half invoice price. On the voyage the shi 

became disabled, & part of the coals were oblig 
to be thrown overboard; & the master chartered 

another vessel, & transhipped the residue, 850 

tons, on board of her, at 45s. per ton freight to 

Rangoon. On arrival at Rangoon the master of 

the latter vessel offered the coals to B.’s agent on 

payment of the 45s. per ton freight. This offer 
being refused, the master put up the coals for 

auction, & B.’s agent bond fide bought them at a 

price of £1 5s. a ton:—Held: the Droverey in the 

coals passed to B. on A.’s shipping the coals on 
board & delivering to B. the bills of lading & 
policy of insurance; & A. having done this was 
entitled to retain the half of the invoice price that 
had been paid to him; A. was bound to have 
delivered to B. at Rangoon so much of the coals 
as had escaped the sea risk & arrived there; but 
the offer of the coals at Rangoon on the terms of 
paying 45s. per ton freight was not a delivery by 
A. according to his contract, consequently A. was 
not entitled to demand from B. any part of the 
residue of the invoice price ; &, semble: B. might 
sue A. for the non-delivery at n, & recover 
as damages the difference between £1 5s. per ton 
which B. actually paid to get the coals, & the 
£1 2s. 6d., which B. was to have paid under the 
contract.—BRITISH & INDIA STEAM NAVIGATION 

Co. v. DE Marros, DE MaTros v. BRITISH & INDIA 

Stream NAVIGATION Co. (1864), 4 New Rep. 67; 

12 W. R. 560; sub nom. CatcuTTA & BURMAH 

STEAM NAVIGATION Co., Lrp. v. DE MatTros, Dp 

MarTros v. CALCUTTA & BURMAH STEAM NAVIGA- 

TION Co., Lrp., 33 L. J. Q. B. 214; 10 L. T. 246; 

2 Mar. L. C. 11, Ex. Ch. 

Annotations :—Refd. Pletts v. Beattie (1896), 65 L. J. M.C. 
86; Dupont v. British South Africa Co. (1901), 18 T. L. R. 
24; Houlder v. Public Works Comr., Public Works Comr, 
v. Houlder, [1908] A. C. 276. 

.3875. .|—BARNETT v. JAVERI & Co., No. 

396, post. 

876. Contract conditional on both sides—Sale 
of ‘‘ all hemp that might be loaded.’’]|—-A. sold to 
B. all the hemp that might be shipped on board 
certain vessels at Riga, not exceeding 300 tons by 
C. the agent of the concern. O. shipped on board 
of these vessels only 71 tons of hemp on account 
of A., but upwards of 300 tons on account of other 

rsons :—Held: the contract must be co 

_ such hemp as C. should ship as agent to A., & 

A. was not answerable to B. for more than the 

71 tons.— HAYWARD v. SCOUGALL (1809), 2 Camp. 

56; 170 BH. R. 1080, N. P. . 

Annotation :—Consd. Fischel v. Scott (1854), 15 OC. B. 69. 
877. Contract conditional on part of vendor— 

Sale of cargo—Quantity ascertained from bill of 

DD 
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-A written contract was made for the 
: of “the cargo” of the “ P.” “now at 
Qusenstown, as it ds, consisting of about 
1,800 quarters Ibraila Indian corn, at the price of 
8308. per imperial quarter,’’ cost, freight & insurance 
to a safe port in the U. K., “the quantity to be 
taken from the bill of lading, & measure calculated 
at 220 quarters=100 kilos. ms. ent cash, on 
handing shipping documen e bill of ladi 
expressed that, at Ibraila, were shipped in goo 
condition on board the ‘‘ P., ”* bound to Queens- 
town for orders, 758 kilos. ‘deliverable to Z. or 
assigns, he or they paying freight according to 
charterparty. ‘‘ Quantity & quality unknown 
to” the master. <A few days r the gram oe of 
the eect ye shipping documents, inclu 
this bill of rong} were sent in by the vendor, 
with an er ebiting the purchaser with the 
price of the number of quarters in 758 kilos., at 
the rate of 100 kilos.=220 quarters, at 30s. per 
quarter, & crediting him with freight on the same 
number of quarters at 10s. 3d. The purchaser 
paid the balance, & ordered the ‘“‘ P.’’ to D., where 
she delivered her cargo. On the delivery, the 
actual number of quarters proved to be less than 
that calculated from the bill of lading. The 
bet hapa paid freight on the actual quantity 
een at 10s, 3d. per quarter ; & claimed to recover 
from the vendor 19s. 9d. per quarter for the 
non delivery, as an overpayment :—Held: the 
construction of the contract was, that the parties 
agreed to buy & sell the cargo at a price to be 
calculated from the quantity st.ted in the bill of 
lading, & not to depend upon the actual quantity ; 
& the purchaser took the chance of the actual 
quantity turning out more, or the risk of its turning 
out less, than the stated quantity; & conse- 
qucniy that he could not recover for short 
elivery.—Covas v. BINGHAM (1853), 2 E. & B. 


836; 2C,L. R. 212; 23L. J. Q. B. 26; 18 J.P. 
560 ; 18 Jur. 596; 118 E. R. 980; "sub nom. 
BINGHAM v. Covas, 22 L. T. O. 8.97; 2 W. R. 37. 
Annotations FRconir Tamvaco v. at (1859), 1 E. & iu 
581. Consd. y v. pearty, (18 L. R,. & P. 679 
Refd. Tiemmstan fe 1 y1855), ‘bs L; 0. S 113; 


British & India Neca Natok Co. v. De tos, De 
ee ey. British India Steam Navigation Co. wil B65, 12 


378. ———- Contingency taking place — Liability 
for breach.|—-HAL® v. Rawson, No. 373, ante. 
9. ——— Failure of contingency— Without de- 
fault of vendor.|—-HaLe v. Rawson, No. 373, ante. 
880. Contingency within control of vendor — 
Voluntary act of vendor preventing supply of goods 
—-Whether term implied in favour of buyer,]— 
An implication of a term in a contract ought to be 
made only where it is necessary in order to give 
the transaction such efficacy as both parties must 
have intended it to have, & to prevent such failure 
of consideration as cannot have been within the 
contemplation of either party. 

Defte., Nila carried on business as brewers, 
entered into an agreement in writing, by which 
al ho grat to sell to pltfs., & pltfs. agieea to buy, 

e grains made by defte., at the average of t e 

each year b certain s ecified firms, 

nse 10, 1885, Vintil ept. 30, 1895. In 1890 
defts, sold their business, & in consequence ceased 
to supply grains to pltfs.:—Held: a term could 
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not be im apie’ in the contract to the effect that 
deftse. would not by any voluntary act of their 

own prevent themselves from continuing the sale 

of grains to pltfs. for the period Sear — 

HAaMLyn & Co. v. Woop & Co., [1891] 2 Q. B. 

488; 60 L. J. Q. B. 784; 65 L. T, 286; 40 W. R. 

243 "9 T. L. R. 781, Pe A. 

Angotations -—Consd. solidated Goldfelda of South 
Africa Eplegel (1) (1908), 400, L. T. 851; Biddell v. Ciemens 
Horst Co ren & B. 934; Guaranty Trust Co. of 

New York v., Hees. 11918] 2k. B. 623 a Re como 


age Anversois & Power, [1920] 1 
v. Lyric iy (1894), 71 L. T. 396; 
in (18 136 i, Morell 


White v. Turnbull, Matt 98), 78 L. T. 
v. New London Discount Co. (1 1902 2), 18 
-Ogdens v. mewn. 0 ont Parnes (1904) 2K. B. 410; 


Douglas v, Bayn 47 77: Lazarus v, 
Tine. of Stoamships 3 112), 108 S.. T, 37 8; Merry weather 
v. Pearson, [1 ais us ares: Marriott v. er ped 
Line, rot7) 1 B. 72; Kensi & Knights 

Electric hting Co. v. Notting it’ Electric Tight ting 
Co. (1917), 7L. J. K. B. 565; walt, Oliveb ank v. D 


Svovlisyre Fabrik, ce 2K. B. 
nore -» [1919] A. C. 3373 eae mn 
[1921] 3 K. AW; vel v. Agdeshman (1922 
T. L. R. 588; Larrinaga Soc. Franco-Americaine 
Des Phosphates De Medulla (1923), 92 L. J. K. B. 455 ; 
wean Soc. Italiana Di avigaaioue v. Shipton, 


1923 B. 31; United States Shippin oo 
uffell, aces Durrell, Same v. Butt, [19231] « B. 739. 
Mentd. Krell v. Henry, [1903] 2 K. 'B. 740; Royal 


Aquarium & Summer & Winter Garden oe (1903), 20 
T. 385; Northern Assce. v. Farnham United- 
Wing 11912] 2 Ch. 125; The Devonshire & uy 
eel oe 13; Porter v. Tottenham U. D. 
(ot ME an Re Newman, Raphael’s Claim, Hoté} 
809 Kk, Warnce v. City of London Real Property Co., 
Webster v, Same, Sollas v. Same, Kersey v. Same, Oakley, 
Sollas Same (1918), 87 L. J. Ch. 601; Burridge v. 
Haines (918), 63 Sol. Jo. 621; Re Nott & Cardiff Co put 
[1918 B. 14 Turpin’ V. oe peo oe 18 
2K. de’. Cole v. ely a 2K. B.106; 


son ¥. Swiss’ Bank Corpn 921) 3 K. B. 110: ‘Moriarty 
1K. B. 423 


v. Regent’s Garage & eering Co., [1921] 1 
Cockburn v. Sm th 1923), 40 T. L. 13 ; Kelantan 
Government v. Duff Development Co. oy (1923) A C. 395; 


Tournier v. 7 art hag Provinoial & Union Bank of England, 
[1924] 1 K. B. 461 


B. Particular Instances. 


See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 5 

381. Sale of goods ‘‘ on arrival ’’—By particular 
ship—Ship arriving empty—-Without default of 
vendor.|—-If there be a contract for the sale of 
goods by a particular ship on arrival, this means 
on the arrival of the goods which the ship is ex- 
pected to bring, & if the ship arrives empty, 
without any default on the part of the vendor, 
he is not liable to the purchaser for the non- 
delivery of the goods.—BoyYD v. SIFFKIN (1809), 
2 Camp. 326; 170 EB. R. 1172, N. P. 

382, —— ——- ——_- _——,] Hawes v. HUMBLE 
(1809), 2 Camp. 327, n.; 170 BE. R. 1172, N. P. 
“Te :—Consd. Hale ». Rawson (1858), 27 ia J.C. P, 


— —— —— ——.]—HALE v. Raw- 


383 
5ON, No. 373, ante. 

384. On particular date—Sale of 
cargo after wreck of ship.]|—-The ship was wrecked 
off the coast of Scotland, but the cargo was saved, 
= might have been forwarded to the port of London 

y the given day. ‘The vendors resold the tallow 
in Scotland, the purchasers did not offer them any 
indemnity ‘if they would bring the tallow to 
London :—Held: under these circumstances, the 
vendors were not answerable for the non-delivery 
of the tallow.—IDLE v. te aa (1812), 3 Camp. 
274; 170 EB. R. 1880, N. P 
Annotation :—Retd. Thornton v. ‘Jones (1816), 2 Marsh. 287, 

385. Late arrival.|—In an action by 
vendee, for non-delivery of goods:—Held: in 








do so, & the seller dissents, there is no 
He gala by Psy for ae cars vromen (i934), 36 
ou have zoe RAIN 

entitled D. R., 462; ty ae ee 
es pga} 1W. w. R. 248, oA 
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ah agreement ‘‘ for the delivery of goods on arrival, 
to be delivered with all convenient speed, but not 
to exceed a given day,’’ the arrival in time for 
delivery. by that day is a condition precedent ; 
& if they do not so arrive, without default in 
vendor, the agreement is null,— YN v. PRYOR 
(1826), Ry. & M. 406; 171 BH. R. 1065, N. P. 
Annotation :—Reid. HaleZv. Raweon (1858), 4 Jur. N. 8. 363. 
886. ——— ‘‘Ship’s name declared as soon as 
known ’’—Short arrival.|—Under a contract to 
sell 60 tons of hemp at a price per ton, to be shipped 
from St. Petersburgh or Cronstadt in June or 
July, & the ship’s name declared as soon as known ; 
in case the ship should not arrive before Dec. 81, 
the contract to be void ; the seller is not bound to 


send all by one ship, & having announced more to: 


be coming by one ship than the fact was, he was 
at liberty to decJare the residue to be coming by 
other ships.—THORNTON v. Simpson (1816), 6 
Taunt. 556; 2 Marsh. 267; 128 BE. R. 1151. 


Annotation :--Refd. Borrowman v. Free & Hollis (1878), 
4Q. B. D. 500. 


387. Sale of goods ‘‘ to arrive °’—By particular 
ship—Arrival on different ship.]—Dcfts., by their 
broker, entered into a contract for the sale to 
plitfs., ‘of 50 tons of palm oil, to arrive per the 
Mansfield, etc. In case of non-arrival, or the 
vessels not having so much in after delivery of 
former contracts, this contract to be void.’ At 
the time this contract was entered into, defts. had 
several vessels on the coast of Africa for the purpose 
of obtaining Bar oil, & amongst others the Mans- 
field & the Watt. After the date of the contract, 
the Mansfield was loaded with 315 tons of palm 
ol, & sailed homewards. On her arrival at 
Cameroons defts.’ agent ordered the captain of 
the Mansfield to tranship part of her cargo to thé 
Watt, which was the larger vessel. This tranship- 
ment was accordingly made bond fide & without 
fraud, for the purpose of enabling the Wattto proceed 
home with a fullcargo. The Watt proceeded on her 
voyage, & arrived in Liverpool on April 8, 1838, & 
the Mansfield on May 20 following. The Mansfield, 
on her arrival, had on board 235 tons of palm oil, 
but the contracts made previously to the above 
contract amounted to 228 tons, leaving only 
7 tons applicable to this contract, which were 
delivered by defts. to pltfs. In an action for the 
non-delivery of the oil :—Held: the arrival of the 
oil in the Mansfield was a condition precedent, & 

Itfs. were not entitled to the oil brought by the 
Wait s the contract for the 50 tons was entire, 
& pitfs. were not entitled to the 7 tons brought 
by the Mansfield over what was required to satisfy 
former contracts.—LOVATT v. HAMILTON (1839), 
5M. & W. 630; 151 E.R. 271. - 

Annotations —Apla, Johnson v. Macdonald (1842), 9 M. 


& W. 600. td. Hale v. Rawson (1858), 4 Jur. N. S. 
363. Refd. Royal Exchange Assce. v. M‘Swiney (1849), 


14 Q. B. 646 
.|—Deft., by a bought & 











388. 
sold note, agreed to sell pltfs. ‘‘ 100 tons of nitrate 
of soda, at 18s. per hundredweight, to arrive 
ex Daniel Grant, to be taken from the quay at 
landing weights,’ etc.; & below the signature of 
the brokers there was the following memorandum, 
‘¢Should the vessel .be lost, this contract to be 
void’? :—Held: the contract did not amount to 
@ warranty on the part of the seller, that the nitrate 
of soda should arrive if the vessel arrived, but 
to a contract for the sale of goods at a future 
period, subject to the double condition, of the 
arrival of the vessel, with the specified cargo on 
board.— JOHNSON v. MACDONALD (1842), 9 M. & W. 
600; 12 L. J. Ex. 99; 6 Jur. 264; 152 E. RH. 


. Perrin 1 {1857 A te N.f 
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889. - §6 Provided the same be shipped 
for seller’s account.’"|—By means of bought & 
sold notes, pltfs. bought of deft. “the cargo of 
400 tons, provided the same be shipped for seller’s 
accotint, of Necrensie rice, more or less, of the 
average quality, as shipped aa Minna, to proceed 
from Akyab to a port in the Channel for orders, 
at lls. 6d. per cwt. for Necrensie rice, or at lle. 
for Larong, the latter quality not to exceed 50 tons, 
or else, at the option of buyers, to reject any 
excess, to be paid for in cash on the arrival of the 
vessel at the port of call, on delivery of the bills 
of lading, charterparty & policy of insurance; 
should the vessel be lost before the arrival at the 
port of call, this contract to be void” :—Held : 
(1) the contract did not disclose an absolute 
contract of sale or warranty to ship a cargo of 
rice of the quality mentioned; (2) the buyers 
were not entitled to the delivery either of the 
whole cargo or of the Larong rice, because the 
contract was for an entire cargo which wo 
substantially satisfy the description of Aracan 
Necrensie rice—VERNEDE v. WEBER (1856), 
1H. &N. 311; 25 L. J. Bx. 326; 27 L. T. O. 8. 
274; 156 EB. R. 1222. 


Annotation :—As to (2) Consd. Simond v. Braddon (1857), 
2C.B. N.S. 324 


390. —— ‘Ship now on her way.’’}— 
SIMOND v. BRADDON, No. 647, post. 

391. -——.J—A. contracted to sell 
to B. 1170 “‘ bales ’’ of gambier, ‘* now on passage 
from Singapore, & expected to arrive in London, 
viz. per Ravenscraig, 805 bales, per Lady Agnes 
Duff, 365 bales’? :—Held; (1) a warranty that 
the goods were then on passage ; (2) evidence was 
admissible to show, that, by the usage of the trade, 
a “bale”? of gambier was understood to mean a 
package of a particular description; & the con- 
tract was not satisfied by a tender of packages 
of a totally different size & description. (3) Qu. : 
as to the extent of the vendor’s liability on a sale 
of goods ‘‘ expected to arrive” by a particular 
ship, where goods of the description contracted 
to bs sold do arrive, but are consigned to a third 
party.—GORRISSEN v. PERRIN (1857), 2 C. B. N.S. 
681; 27 L. J. C. P. 29; 29 L. T. O. S. 227; 3 
Jur. N. S. 867; 5 W. R. 709; 140 E. BR. 583. 
Annotation :—As to (1) Apld. Corkling v. Massey (1873), L. lh. 














8 €. P. 395 
392. ‘‘ Expected to arrive ’’ by particular 
shi onsignment to third party.]—A. contracted 


to sell to B. 100 hogsheads of Gingelly oil ‘' expected 
to arrive by the ship Resolute from Madras.” The 
Resolute arrived with 100 hogsheads of Gingelly oil 
on board, but it turned out that 34 hogsheads only 
were consigned to or under the power or control of 
A. Semble, this did not excuse A. for the non- 

erformance of his contract, & it would not be per- 
lowed by a delivery or tender of the 34 hogsheads 
over which he had control.—FiscHen v. Scorr 
(1854), 15 CO. B. 68; 1389 H. BR. 344; sub nom. 
FrIrcHett v. Scott, 2 C. L. R. 1774. 


Apion -—Distd. Gorrissen v. Perrin (1857), 2 C. B. N.S. 


v. PERRIN, 

No. 891, ante. 
394. -—— — Reseisston of charterparty.|— 
Defts.’ dent at Valparaiso bought on 


their account of S. & co. 600 tons of nitrate of 
soda, & on July 16, 1868, they chartered the barque 
Precursor to bring it to England, & the , on the 
same day, wrote to defts. of this. On the receipt 
of the advice, defts. on Sept. 8, made a contract, 
through brokers, with pltf., ‘‘We have this day 
sold to you about 600 tons, more or less, being 
the entire parcel of nitrate of soda to 
arrive at port of call per Precursor, at ae Od. 
DD 
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Sect. 5.—Subject-matier of the contract: Sub-sect. 2, 

B.; sub-sects.3 d&o4. Sect.6: Sub-sects. 1 & 2.) 
per hundredweight. . . . Should any circumstance 
or accident prevent the shipment of the nitrate, 
or should the vessel be lost, this contract to be 
void.”’ In the meantime, on Aug. 13, an earth- 
quake had destroyed the greater part of the nitrate 
of soda, while | at the port of lading; &, it 





having been determined by arbitration, pursuant 
to the contract, that S. & co. were not bound to 


supply other soda, on Sept. 2, the Valparaiso house 
had cancelled the charter of the Precursor. After- 
wards, on learning from defts. that ey had sol 
the nitrate of soda to arrive, but not on what 
terms, they purchased other 600 tons of nitrate of 
soda, at above defts.’ limit, & obtained a transfer 
of a charter of the same barque Precursor, & 
shipped the nitrate about Dec. 23, to defts. to 
enable them to execute their contract if obliged 
to do so, or to sell at a profit, if free. The Pre- 
cursor arrived in England on May 8, 1869, & pltf. 
demanded the cargo under the contract of Sept. 8 : 
—Held: pltf. was not entitled to the cargo.— 
SMITH v. MyERSs (1871), L. R. 7 Q. B. 189; 41 
L. J. Q. B. 91; 26 L. T. 103; 20 W. R. 186; 
1 Asp. M. L. C. 222, Ex. Ch. 

395. _**To be delivered from quay.’’]|— 
A. contracted to sell to B. 500 bales of cotton at 
a given price, to arrive at Liverpool per ship or 
ships: from Calcutta. The contract contained 
provisions as to quality, & for arbitration in case 
of dispute; & then followed, ‘‘ The cotton to be 
taken from the quay; customary allowances of 
tare & draft; & the invoice to be dated from date 
of delivery of last bale’ :—Hela: the clause as 
to the place of delivery was not a condition pre- 
cedent, but a mere stipulation in favour of the 
sellers, & the contract amounted in effect to a 
contract to deliver the cotton at a reasonable time, 
& under reasonable circumstances, the article 
to be at the buyer’s risk & charge from the time 
of its being landed on the quay.—NEILL v, WHIT- 
WORTH (1866), L. R. 1 C. P. 684; Har. & Ruth. 
882; 35 L. J. C. P. 304; 12 Jur. N.S. 761; 14 
W. R. 844; sub nom. NIELL v. WHITWORTH, 
14 L. T. 670; 2 Mar. L. C. 352, Ex. Ch. 

396. Sale ‘‘ subject to safe arrival.’’/—Defts. 
entcred into a contract with pltf. for the sale 
fo him of about 4 tons of hematine crystals 
‘‘subject to safe arrival.”’ Defts. had made a 
contract for the delivery to themselves of the 
crystals, which were expected by their vendor 
to arrive from Alexandria. No ship was named 
in the contract between pltf. & defts. as that by 
which the crystals were to arrive. Defts.’ vendor 
not being able to obtain delivery of the crystals 
was unable to supply them to defts., who in their 
turn were unable to fulfil their contract with pltf. : 
—Held: under the contract between pltf. & 
defts. there was an obligation on defts. ship 
the goods or to get them so far under their control 
that they were placed on board some ship; not 
having done so they were not protected by the 
words ‘‘subject to safe arrival,’? which meant 
that provided defts. shipped the goods they were 
not to be liable for non-delivery consequent upon 
any accident occurring to the goods in transit 
& preventing their safe arrival; & defts. were 
liable to pltf. in an action for damages for non- 
delivery of the crystals.—BARNETT v. JAVERI & 
Co., [1916] 2 K. B. 390; 85 L. J. K. B. 17038; 
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sold defts. 75 tons of table-potatoes. 


SALE oF Goops. 


115 L. T. 217; 13 Asp. M. L. C. 424; 22 Com. 


Cas. 5. ‘ 
Annotation :—Mentd. Lake v. Simmons, [1926] 1 K. B. 366. 


SuB-sEcT. 3.—SALE OF CHANCE. 

397. General rule.]-——-No doubt a man may 
buy a chance of obtaining goods (MARTIN, B.).— 
BUDDLE v. GREEN (1857), 27 L. J. Ex. 338. 

898. Chance of quantity.|—-Covas v. BINGHAM, 
No. 377, ante. 


SUB-SECT. 4.—PRESENT SALE OF FUTURE 
Goops. 


See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), 8. 5. 

399. Operation as agreement to sell—Necessity 
for ratification by vendor.|—A grant of goods 
which are not in existence, or which do not 
belong to the grantor at the time of executing the 
deed, is void, unless the grantor ratify the grant 
by some act done by him with that view, after 
he has acquired the property therein.—LUNN v. 
THORNTON (1845), 1 C. B. 879; 14 L. J. C. P. 
ponte 4L. T. O. S. 417; 9 Jur. 350; 135 HE. R. 

87. 

Annotations :-—Consd. Hope v. Hayley (1856), 5 E. & B. 830. 
Apld. Carr v. Allatt, Allatt v. Carr (1858), 27 L. J. Ex, 385, 
Consd. Chidell v. Galsworthy (1859), 6 C. B. N. S. 471. 
Refd. Gale v. Burnell (1845), 7 Q. B. 850; Price v. Groom 
een 2 Exch. 542; Congreve v. Evetts (1854), 10 Exch. 

98; Edmands v, Best (1862), 7 L. T. 279; Holroyd 2. 

Marshall (1862), 10 H. L. Cas. 191; Joseph v. Lyons 

(1884), 54 L. J. Q. B. 1. Mentd. Flory v. Denny (1852), 

7 . 581; Martin v. Reid (1862), 11 C. B. N. 8. 730; 
zdte Harcourt, Danby v. Tucker (1883), 31 W. R. 578; 

Cochrane v. Moore (1890), 25 Q. B. D. 57. 

400. .|—In an action for not delivering 
foreign stock, the declaration alleged that pltf. 
‘bargained with deft. to buy, & then bought 
from him, & deft. then agreed to sell, & then sold 
to pltf., certain foreign stock, to wit, 28,000 
Spanish Active Stock, etc.’ :—Held: (1) the 
words ‘‘ bought’”’ & ‘‘ sold’’ must be construed 
with reference to the subject-matter of the con- 
tract, & as meaning an agreement to buy & sell ; 
& (2) a contract for the sale of stock, Exchequer 
Bills, & securities of that description, in which 
the property passes by delivery, differs from a 
contract for the sale of a specific chattel, inasmuch 
as a contract for the sale of stock, Exchequer Bills, 
etc., would be satisfled by the delivery of any 
stock or bills of the description bargained for, & 
consequently the contract for sale cannot mean 
an actual sale, but only a contract to deliver.— 
HESELTINE v. SIGGERS (1848), 1 Exch. 856; 18 
L. J. Ex. 166; 154 BE. R. 365. 

Annotation :—As to (2) Refd. Goodwin v. Robarts (1875), 

L. R. 10 Exch, 337. 





SEcT. 6.—PERISHING OF SPECIFIC GOODS. 
SUB-SECT. ].—BEFORE CONTRACT. 


See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 6. 

401. Whether contract void—Cargo sold while 
at sea.|—A cargo of corn was shipped by A. at 
Salonica in Feb. 1848, for delivery in ndon. 
On May 15 it was sold by H. a factor, who made 
the sale on a del credere commission. The contract 
described the corn as ‘“‘ of average quality when 
shipped,’’ & the sale was made at ‘‘ 278. per quarter 


Some of the potatoes at the time of the 
contract were not dug, & pltf. agreed 
to deliver them at a certain date. 
Unknown to pltf. the potatoes had at 


act made.j—PIiti. 
the date of the contract become unfit 


Part TI.—ForMaAttIon or Contract. 


free on board, & including freight & insurance to 
a safe port in the United Kingdom, payment at, 
etc., upon handing shipping documents.” In 
fact the corn had, a short time before the date 
of the contract, been sold at Tunis, in consequence 
of getting so heated in the early part of the voyage 
as to render its being brought to England im- 
possible. The contract in England was entered 
into in ignorance of this fact. When the English 
purchaser discovered it, he repudiated the con- 
tract. In an action for the price brought against 
the factor :—Held: the contract contemplated 
that there was an existing something to be sold 
& bought & capable of transfer, which not being 
the case at the time of the sale by the factor, he 
was not liable.—CovuTURIER v. Hastie (1856), 
5 H. L. Cas. 673; 251. J. Ex. 253; 28 L. T. 0.8. 
240; 2 Jur. N. S. 1241; 10 BE. R. 1065, H. L.; 
affg. S. C. sub nom. HASTIE v. COUTURIER (1853), 
9 Exch. 102, Ex. Ch. 
Annotations :—Apld. Griffith v. Brymer (1903), 19 T. L. R. 
434. Refd. Covas v. Bingham (1858), 2H. & B. 836; 
Hall v. Conder (1857), 2 C. B. N. S. 22; Pritchard v. 


Merchant’s & ‘Tradesman’s Mutual Life-Assce. Soc. 
(1858), 3 C. B. N. S. 622; Hare v. Brown (1859), 5 Jur. 

. 8 711; Ralli v. Universal Marine Insce. (1862), 4 
De G. F. & J. 1; Jeffreys v. Fair (1876), 36 L. T. 10; 
Joliffe v. Baker (1883), 11 Q. B. D. 255. entd. Wickham 
v. Wickham (1855), 2 K. & J. 478; Risbourg v. Bruckner 
1858), 30 L. T. O. S. 258; Reader v. Kingham ara 
32 L. J. C. P. 108; Mallett v. Bateman (1864), 16 C. B. 
N. S. 630; The John Belay (rer), LR. 3 A. & EB. 
129: Fleet v. Murton (1871), L. R. 7 Q. B. 126; Mount- 


stephen v. Lakeman (1871), 25 L. T. 755; Mollett v. 
Robinson (1872), L. R. 7 C. P. 84; Williams v. North 
China Insce. (1876), 1 C. P. D. 757; Sutton v. Grey, 


(1894] 1 Q. B. 285; Harburge India Rubber Comb Co. v. 


Martin, [1902] 1 K. B. 778; Davys v. Buswell, [1913] 
tora B. 47; Gabriel v. Churchill & Sim, [1914] 3 K. B. 
402. Cargo lost at sea.]—PIltf. a ship- 


broker & coal merchant at Newport, was, in Dec. 
last, in negotiation with deft., a merchant at 
Liverpool, with reference to pltf.’s shipping a 
cargo of coals on board a vessel at Newport called 
the Vectis, chartered by deft. for a voyage to Lisbon, 
the charter stipulating it was to be loaded in five 
clear working days, or demurrage would become 
payable. The coals were sold to deft. at Liver- 
pool on Dec. 14, at 10s. a ton, by pltf.’s agent 
there, who sent the order to pltf. by post on the 
same day, & on the following day, Dec. 15, sent 
him a telegram as follows: ‘‘ Please load Vectis 
for Lisbon, now ready at your port for C.,” to 
which pltf. replied that as his stem was at present 
so heavy he could not load the vessel, & that coals 
were not then to be got, deft. had better get coals 
elsewhere. In reply to that deft. wrote urging 
pltf. to do his best to load the vessel at once in 
order to save demurrage, & forwarding notice 
of lay days having commenced. Pltf. answered 
that it was impossible to load the vessel within the 
time, & asked for an extension of it, or if coals 
could be gotten elsewhere, to which on Dec. 19, 
deft. replied, hoping more time for loading had 
been procured, or that pltf. had been able to get 
equally good coal elsewhere at the same price. 
Pitf. procured the coal at an increased cost of 
6d. a ton, & informed deft. thereof, who on Dec. 20 
telegraphed to pltf. objecting to pay the extra 6d., 
& stating that the coals must be loaded at the 
contract price at once. On the same day pitf. 
telegraphed to deft., ‘‘ We have arranged to load 
the Vectis to-night,” & on Dec. 21 deft. instructed 
pltf. by telegram as follows: ‘‘ Load up Vectis 
immediately & save demurrage, & pay advance 


for human consumption, although to 
outward appearance they were in sound 
condition: —- Held: although the 
potatoes had not perished in specte, 


they had perished at the time the 1067,.—N.Z. 


contract was made within the meaning 
of Sale of Goods Act & 
the contract was void. —RENDEL v. 
TURNBULL & Co. (1908), 27 N. ZL. R. 
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as per charter. Will arrange price afterwards,’’ 
& by post of the same day he wrote to pitf. that 
if 6d. a ton extra were now charged he should 
deduct it from the next cargo loaded for him by 
the pitf. On Dec. 21 the loading of the vessel was 
ay rte & £46 advanced by pltf. to the captain 
for deft. on account of freight. On Dec. 22 the 
bill of lading was signed by the captain, expressing 
the delivery ‘‘ to order or to assigns’ at Lisbon, 
which bill was, with the invoice & a bill of exchange 
for the full price of 10s. 6d. a ton, sent by pitf. 
to his agent at Liverpool on that day, with in- 
structions to hold it till deft. had ‘‘ paid the 
advance & accepted the bill of exchange at 10s. 6d, 
a ton.” Deft. refused to accept the bill of ex- 
change, without an understanding as to the price. 
as mentioned in his letter of Dec. 21. After some 
discussion pltf., by post of Dec. 24, agreed to allow 
the extra 6d., & on Dec. 27 deft. repaid the advance 
& accepted the bill of exchange. The Vectis & 
her cargo were lost at sea, in the Bristol Channel, 
on the morning of Dec. 24, & in an action by pltf. 
to recover the amount of the above acceptance :— 
Held: making absolute a rule to enter the verdict 
for deft., as the coals had not been shipped in 
pursuance of any contract between the parties, 
pltf. could not recover. The contract was to load 
on board at 10s. a ton, & if, when pltf. charged 
6d. a ton extra, & deft. objected to it & said, ‘‘ load 
the vessel & we will arrange price afterwards,” 
pltf. had agreed to that proposal, he might have 
recovered on a quantum meruit; but he did not 
do so. He went on disputing as to the price, 
& instructed his agent to hold the documents till 
his terms were accepted by deft., & when at last 
he agreed to allow the extra 6d., it was too late, 
the coals had then gone to the bottom. The coals, 
therefore, were not shipped on board in conformity 
to any contract, enabling pltf. to maintain the 
action, & there was an absence of all consideration 
entitling him to recover on the bill of exchange.— 
WILLIAMS v. COHEN (1871), 25 L. T. 300. 

403. Cargo expected to arrive by particular 
ship—Voyage rendered impossible.|—-SMITH  v. 
Myers, No. 394, ante. 





SuUB-SECT. 2.—AFTER CONTRACT. 

See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), ss. 7, 20. 

404. Before risk passes—Goods consumed by 
fire..—Where turpentine in casks was sold by 
auction at so much per hundredweight & the casks 
were to be taken at a certain marked quantity, 
except the two last, out of which the seller was 
fill up the rest before they were delivered to the 
purchasers ; on which account the two last casks 
were to be sold at uncertain quantities; & a 
deposit was to be paid by the buyers at the time 
of the sale, & the remainder within 30 days on 
the goods be delivered ; & the buyers had the 
option of keeping the goods in the warehouse at 
the charge of the sellers for those 30 days, after 
which they were to pay the rent; & the buyers 
having employed the warehouseman of the seller 
as their agent, he filled up some of the casks out 
of the two last, but left the bungs out in order to 
enable the custom house officer to gauge them ; 
but before he could fill up the rest a fire consumed 
the whole in the warehouse within the 30 days :— 
Held: the property passed to the buyers in all 


1895, s. 8, PART II. SECT. 6, SUB-SECT. 2. 


;: 1 has passed 
payment made.jJ— Where goods, the 
subject of an executory contract of 
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6.—Perishing of epeci oods: Sub-sect. 2. 
Sect. 7 wT Subset, Vé& ae ] 


the casks which were filled up, because nothing 
further remained to be done to them by the seller ; 
for it was the business of the buyers to get them 
gauged, without which they could not have been 
removed; & the act of the warehouseman 
ving them unbunged after poet them u 

which was for the purpose of the » must 
taken to have been done as agen tbe the — 
whose concern the gau was. But the property 
in the casks not filled up remained in the seller, 
at whose risk they continued.—Rvuaea@ v. MINETT 
(1809), 11 East, 210; 103 EH. R. 9865. 


Annotations :—Oonad. Busk eo. Davis (1814), 2M. & 8. $97. 
Distd. Tansley Turner (1835), 2 Scott, 238. Apld. 


Acraman v. Morrico Baebes archer B, 449. . Gilmour 2, 
Supple esse). L 11 Moo. C. C. 552. pid, pbell v. 
Merse Biepoue rhe ate 863 Cc. B.N. 8. 
412: *raylo rv. . Caldwell (13 02). ® s. ta _ ite. 
Elphick v. Barnes (18 80), 8 eae Refd. 8 

v. Sve ay 6), 5 B. & C. 359 ; Gillett v. Hu (1834), 
3L. J. E 5; Spartall v. Beneeke ees C. B. 2123 

Aldridge &. Jolinson (1857), 7 Bb Cruel ey v. 
Bates (1863), 2H. & : vu e, Matthews e307 
36L.5.C 61; Appleby v. Meyers 167 8 

3881: Howell v. cues (18 : 

Anderson v. Morice (1876), 1 App. Cas. ii3, 





405. Transfer of horse upon trial—Death 
of horse before return.|;—On a bargain for the 
purchase of a horse, the horse was delivered to 
deft. upon trial. for eight days, the agreed price 
being £40. If found suitable for the intending 
buyer’s purposes, the bargain was then to be 
absolute. e horse died, i caheat fault in either 
paver within the eight days :—Held : the intended 

uyer was not liable for the pri:e.—-ELPHICK v. 
Bannes (1880), 5 0. P. D. 3821; 49 L. J. Q. B. 
698; 44 J.P. 651; 29 W. R. 189. 


Annotations : -——Distd. Lake v. Simmons (1926), 95 L. J. K. B. 
He Refd. Janesich v. Attenborough (1910), 102 L. T. 


406. After risk has passed——-Goods lost at sea.|— 
ALEXANDER v. GARDNER, No. 567, post. 

407. -] — Deft. in London buys of 
pitf. a ship, which pltf. builds beyond seas. Deft. 
writes to pltf., ordering him to provide a captain 
& crew, to load the vessel, & to insure her. Pltf. 
carries out the order, & the captain & crew sail 
in the vessel, which is lost on the voyage. Pitf. 
may recover ‘the price of the vessel under a count 
for goods sold & delivered. 

The celery yeaa the cause of action 
ee J.).—-H AZARD *HopeeEs (1859), 32 
0.8. 257; 7W. R. 904, 

° ——.]—-Pltfs. agreed with deft. to 
ship on board a vessel a cargo of fresh water ice, 
& to despatch the vessel with all speed to any 
ordered port in the United Kingdom, “ the 
vendors forwarding bills of lading to the purchaser, 
& upon receipt thereof, the purchaser takes 
upon himself all risks & d ers of the seas,” & 
deft. agreed to buy & receive the ice on its arrival, 
& pay for it in cash on delivery, at the rate of 
20s. a ton of 20 eyes ee weighed on board 
during eae The vessel was lost during the 
voyage by risks & dangers of the seas, within 
the meaning of the anreeeny. & after the receipt 
by the deft. of the bills of lading. Pltfs. having 
brought an ager a ainst deft. to recover the value 
of the cargo :—He pltfs. were entitled to re- 
cover.—CASTLE v. PLAYFORD (1872), LL. 
Exch. 98; 41 L. J. Ex. 44; 26 L. T. 315; 20 
W. R. 440; 1 Asp. M. L. O. 255, Ex. Ch. 
Annotations :—Apld. Mart Martineau v. Kitching (1872), L. R, 








sale, have passed into the possession 
of the vendee, without payment 
made, & have while in such possession 
been lost or destroyed through no 


for the oe a no 


fault of the vendor, the vendee is Hable 
thstanding tha 


oe ai in the goods had not, by the 
rms of the contract, pasaed to the A, R 


Sate or Goons. 


B, 6 
baat 718" Betde Stock e- Inglis (188i), 2 L. J. G. B. SO- 
400. Goods destro rie by fire.) — Mar- 





TINEAU v. ana No. post. 
Failure of su py —S¢ee Goxiraacr, Vol. XIL., 
pp. 381, 382, 49-3152 


Sect. 7.—THE PRICE. 
SUB-SECT, 1.—IN GENERAL. 


bid ee Sale of Goods Act, 1898 (c. 71), s. 8 
ecessity for statement in memorandum or 
writing. ~——See Sect. 4, sub-sect. 7, O. (dD), Ve es ante. 

410. Part payment in goods.] — A. agreed to 
give a horse, warranted sound, in exchange for 
a horse of ar & a sum of money. The ee 
were exc ed, but B. refused to pay the a 
pretending t t A.’s horse was unsound 
it might be recovered on an indebitatus scaah res 
horses sold & delivered.—SHELDON v. Cox (1824), 
a oo 420; 5 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 277; 107 
Annotation :—Apld. Bull v. Parker (1842), 2 Dowl. N. 8. 345. 

4 -] — Assumpsit. The declaration 
alleged, that, in consideration that pltf. would 
buy of deft. a horse, at & for a ‘‘ certain price 
or sum, to wit, the sum of £56 16s.”’ deft. promised 
that the horae was sound. Breach, that he was 
unsound. Plea, non assumpsit, & a traverse of 
the unsoundness. At the trial, it was proved 
that pltf., who was a tailor, agreed to give deft. 
for the horse £55, & a new pair of breeches, value 
£1 168. :—Held on motion to enter nonsuit, 
there was no variance.—SAXTY v. WILKIN ( 1843), 
11M. & W. 622; 12 L. J. Ex. 381; 7 Jur. 704; 
152 E. R. 954; sub nom. SAXBY v. WILKINS, 1 
L. T. O. S, 233. 

412. Discount for cash—How calculated.]— 
Where goods were sold under a written contract 
at so much per load, ‘‘ to be taken by the dock 
account, & paid for in cash, allowing 2} per cent. 
discount within fourteen days from the date; : 
the goods to be taken on board. & the duty 
deducted ’’; & the duty was payable by the buyer : 
—Held: the discount was to be calcualted on the 
sum to be received by the seller only, exclusive 
of the ae .—SMITH v. a ee (1825), Ry. & M. 
2573; 171 H. R. 1013, N. P. 

413. ——— No cash payments — Bankruptcy of 
buyer_-Whether creditor may prove for full invoice 
a ee traders supplied goods to a 
retail dealer on the terms that he was to be allowed 
a discount of 20 per cent. from the invoice pas 
on payment in cash within a month :—Held : 
payments not having been made, proof Hinae "ba 
admitted in the bkpcy. of the re dealer for the 
full amount of the oe rices of the goods.— 
Re CUMBERLAND, Ea ORTHINGTON (1876), 
8 Ch. D. 803 ; 45 L. J. cy. 1385; 34 1L. T. 951 
aAnncianon s —Refd. Chambers v. Gunstone (1897), 76 L. T. 


414. Article to be manufactured of certain 
material—Better material used—Whether higher 
price may be demanded.]—If A. agrees to make an 
article of certain materials for a stipulated price, 
but puts in materials of a better d, he is not 
at liberty on that account to charge more than 
the stipulated price, nor can he require the article 
to be returned, because the buyer will not pay an 
increased price on account of the better materials. 


vendee, & eas no negligence on 
t the art is sh —HESSELBACHER 
Ae Os rm, (1808), 28 O. R, 182; 26 


Part I1.—FoRMATION oF ConrTRACT. 


—WILMoT v. Sirs (1828), as reported in 8 O. & P. 


458; 172 E. R. 498, N. P. 
Annotations :—Mentd. Sanderson v. Bell (1833), 3 L. J. Ex. 
668; Pennell v. Stephens (1849), 7 O. B. 987. 


415. Price stated in memorandum of agreement 
—-Variation by parol evidence.]|—Pitf. by his 
declaration alleged that by a written agreement 
defts. bought certain bark of him at £6 per ton, 
& although pltf. had performed his part of the 
agreement, & defts. had had the benefit of it & 

ossession of the bark, & had paid to pltf. the 

eposit and other sums, etc., yet they had not paid 
the residue of the purchase-money; with the 
common counts. Defts pleaded a denial of the 
agreement, fraud, never indebted, payment, & 
also a8 an equitable plea, that pltf. was employed 
to sell, & did sell, the bark as agent of C., & on 
his behalf, at the then last year’s prices, plus the 
expenses of carting & ricking the bark in the then 
present year; & he then represented to defts. 
that such expenses could not then be correctly 
ascertained, but that same added to the price 
averaged between £5 & £6 per ton; & upon such 
representations of pltf., & at his request, & on 
his agreeing that defts. should be liable to pay only 
such prices & expenses when ascertained, defts. 
were induced to & did make the agreement, & 
were then requested by pltf. to pay the prices & 
a haar to C. That after making the agreement 
defta. discovered that the expenses added to the 
prices averaged only £5 2s. per ton; & that, 
before action, they paid to C., who then had 
notice of the premises, the whole amount due 
for the bark at the prices, together with the ex- 
penses so ascertained as aforesaid, & C. accepted 
same in full discharge & satisfaction of same, & 
of all liability of defts. in respect of the bark & 
expenses; of all which pltf. had notice before 
action :—Held: the real contract between pitf. 
& defts. was not in writing, & the written memo- 
randum was not signed for the purpose of evidenc- 
ing any contract, & so defts. were entitled to 
judgment on non assumpsit ; if there were a con- 
tract in writing intended to bind the parties, it 
was avoided by fraud, which defts. had not 
estopped themselves from pleading; under the 
plea of payment, payment to C. was a defence ; 
& the facts stated in the equitable plea disclosed 
a good answer to pltf.’s claim; & parol evidence 
was admissible in goes: of such plea.— ROGERS 
v. Hapiey (1868), 2 H. & O. 227; 32 L. J. Ex. 
241; 9 L. T. 292; 9 Jur. N. S. 898; 11 W. R. 
1074; 159 E. R. 94. 
Annotations :-—Apld. Bolockow v. Seymour (1864), 17 C. 

N. 5. 1063 Kempson v. Boyle (1865), 3 H. & C. 76 
Clever v. Kirkman (1875), 33 L. T. 672. 


PART II. SECT. 7, SUB-SECT. 1. 

417i. Effect of alteration in rate of 
exchange.}—ROSENFELD & Co. (PRO- 
PRIETARY), LTD. v. COWELL BROTHERS 
ree LTD., {1921} S. A. S. Rk. 13.— 


B. 
33 


{. Meaning of ‘ contract He Fi es dato of the v 
OCAMPBELL v, EDWARDS (1876), 24 Gr. 
152.—CAN. 

g. Meaning of ‘invoice price.”]— 
A gale of a stock of merchandiso at a 
certain rate on the invoice pus means 

rice charged the vendor when he 


360.—N 





tomary price for the produce of his 
voyages at the seal & cod fisheries, the 
jury in arriving at what are customary 
prices for the produce referred to, 
should not be governed either by the 
highest or the lowest price given at the 
arious transacti 
DAY v. Be ARON (1859), 4 Nfid. L. R. 


: “ Highest penny given in St. 
John’s ’?}~—Where an agreement was 
made on the Labrador early in Oct., 
between a fisherman & a 
the price to be paid for 
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416. Purchase by seller from third party——Con- 
cealment as to price by purchaser.|—LANGE v. 
BARTON (1891), 7 T. L. R. 451, D. C. 

417. Effect of alteration in rate of erciange | 
Re Hopason & Co. & WIGGLESwoRTH & Co., LTD., 
(1920] W. N. 198. 

Trade agreement as to minimum price—Whether 
restraint of trade.|—See Trapge & TRADE UNIONS. 


SUB-SEcT. ‘2.—‘‘ To BE FIXED IN MANNER 
AGREED.”’ 
A. In General. 


See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), 8. 8. 

418. Price charged to others for similar goods— 
Necessity for notice to buyer.|—Hoitmes v. TWIST 
(1615), Hob. 51; 80 E. R. 200. 


Annotations :—Apld. Henning’s Case (1617), Cro. Jac. 432. 
Mentd. Makin v. Watkinson (1870), L. R. 6 Exch. 25. 


419. -|—On a promise to pay as 
much for goods as every other pays, pltf. must 
give notice how much others pay.—HENNING’S 
CASE (1617), Cro. Jac. 482; 79 E. R. 370; sub 
nom. HAUL v. HEMING, 1 Roll. Rep. 285. 
Annotations :—Refd. Vyse v. Wakefield (1840), 6 M. & W. 

442. Mentd. Reynolds v. Davies (1796), 1 Bos. & P. 625 ; 

Murphy wv. Hurly, [1922] 1 A. C. 369. 


420. -}—Satt UNIon, Lrp. v. DEAKIN 
(1895), 11 T. L. R. 343, H. L. 

421. Price paid to others for similar goods — 
Addition to usual price.|—Where the contract 
declared upon was, that deft. should deliver to 
pltf. all his tallow at 4s. per stone; & the contract 
proved was that deft. should deliver it at 4s. per 
stone, & so much more as pitf. paid to any other 
person; this was held a fatal variance. LL 
PO eas (1786), 1 Term Rep. 447; 99 E. R. 


422. Price depending on weight—Payment by 
tun—Rateable sum for odd hogsheads.|—-A cove- 
nant to pay so much a tun is not broken by 
refusing to pay a rateable sum for odd hogsheads. 
—REN v. BARNES (1674), Freem. K. B. 379; 89 
i. R. 282. 

423. -———- Mistake in weight.]—A_ trader, 
having sold some silver articles, sent to & seen 
by the buyer, at a price calculated at a certain 
rate, on a certain weight of silver, which was paid, 
afterwards sought to recover the supposed balance 
of the price, upon double the weight of silver, 
alleging a manifest mistake in the weight, & setting 
up fraud in the buyer in taking advantage of it. 
Fraud being negatived by the jury, the verdict 
was entered for deft. & semble: there could be 


oods may be 
a& difference 














contract for the sale of 
complete although there 
between the parties as to the Rae an 
Re BEHUN (BANKRUPT) (1869), 20 
L. T. 179.—IR. 

, -/-LAVAGGI v», Pram & 
Sons (1872), 10 Macph. Neue of Sess.) 
312; 44 Sc. Jur. 1838.—S8COT. 


ons,.-—- 


Pp. -—— .}—-An agreement as 
to the price, or as to the manner in 
which the price is to be determined, is 
essential to the completion of a con- 
tract of sale.—-COLONIAL GOVERNMENT 





lanter, that 
sh sold was 


bought the oods.—-HEALMAN ¥. “ v. BARKLY WEST BRIDGE Co. (1908), 
Davi (1914), 38 -W, L. I, 528; 7 £9 be pangl to tho |) highest penny 95g. 0. 124, 334.8. AF. 
W.W. R. 180; 20D. L. R. 949.—CAN. meant that the price to be paid was q. Inade of price — Whether 
ing account with prices the average price pald in St. John’s ound for settin aside contract. }— 

ATTA U. PARK & Go. (1865), 3 Macph. 


h. Rendert 
stated. }—'The mere rendering an account 
with prices stated is not ascertaining 
the amount by the act of the parties.— 
MONTGOMERY v. MCDONALD (1883), 
1 Man. L. R, 232.—-CAN. Rule to 

k. Fishery agreement— ascer- 
au meaning CR oitclred price.] — 

an agree 
that defts. are to pay pitf. the cus- 


(1889), 11 A. R, 5 


at the date of the making of the agree- 
ment.—OLDFORD v. JOB BROTHERS & 
Co. (1899), 8 Nfld. L. R. 269.——-NFLD. 
m. Aacertainment of price—Evidence 
to explain ear? PN UGHES v. MOORE 
9.—CAN. 


n. Agreement as to price--Wahether 
deeenttal to completion of contract.}-—A 


(Ct. of Sess.) 508; 37 Sc. Jur. 342.— 
SCOT. 


PART II. SECT. 7, SUB-SECT. 2.—A. 
r. Anrcemens to pay highest market 
Ww, 


ry — A, 
contract to sell wheat & deliver k at 
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Sect, 7.—The price: Sub-sect.2,A.,B. & C.; sub- 
sect. 3.] 


ho claim on the prouna of implied contract.— 
FaLor v. Goocs (1865), 4 F. & F. 589. 

424, Destruction of goods.] — Pitfs., re- 
finers of , sold to deft., a broker, a certain 
number of “ titlers”’? or sugar loaves then lying 
in their warehouse. <A sold note delivered to the 
buyer, contained a raat ea of the numbers 
& marks on the titlers, & the following terms, 
viz., ‘‘ Prompt one month ... goods at seller's 
risk for two months.” It was the practice to weigh 
titlers so sold when & not until the brokers or 
their sub-purchasers came to remove them from 
the refiner’s premises; but an estimated price 
calculated on their approximate weight was paid 
on the “ prompt”’ day, & the difference between 
the sum then paid & the actual prite adjusted 
after the weighing was accomplished. The 
approximate price of the titlers in question was 
accordingly paid at prompt. They remained on 
the premises after the expiration of two months 
from the sale, & were subsequently destroyed by 
fire, together with a quantity of unsold sugar. 
Pitfs. havi insured all the contents of their 
warehouses by floating policies covering goods 
on the premises, * sold paid for, but not re- 
moved,’’ received the sum insured from the in- 
surance office, but the amount was not enough 
to cempensate them for the loss of their own 

oods. They had no agreement with their 
customers to insure sugar sold, but not taken 
away. An action having been brought by pltfs. 
against deft. for the price of t}.e sugar sold to 
him :—Held: they were entitled to recover.— 
MARTINEAU v. KITCHING (1872), L. R. 7 Q. B. 
Bane 41L. J. Q. B. 227; 26 L. T. 886; 20 W. R. 


Annotation :—Mentd. The Parchim, [1918] A. C. 157. 

425, —— .}—CASTLE v. PLAYFORD, No. 
408, ante. 

426. Market price—Average price of season.| — 
STOVELD v. BREWIN (1818), 2 B. & Ald. 116; 


106 E. R. 309. 
an s—Refd. Lechmere v. Fletcher (1833), 1 Cr. & M. 


427. Calculation on actual sales.] — The 
‘‘ market price’ is, in the absence of fraud, the 
price at which actual sales have been made. 

Action for the non-payment of the price of salt 
under a contract, by which P. was to receive & 
W. to deliver, 1,500 tons of salt, at 9s. a ton, 
with a discount of 6d. per ton for cash, within 
ten days of delivery; but if the market price 
was lower P. was to have the benefit thereof, 
& in no case was the price to be above Qe. a ton. 
The amount, at 6s. per ton less the discount, had 
been tendered & ped into ct. Upon the day 
wpon which the delivery, pursuant to notice, 
took place, sales had been made in the morning 
at 6a.; but none later in the day, & some of the 
witnesses stated that the price was higher, & that 
they would not have sold at that price. The judge 
directed the jury to take these facts into con- 
sideration in determining the market price, & 
they found that 7s. was the price, & a verdict was 
returned accordingly :—Held: the market price 
was not subsequent prices & speculations as to 
the prices at which parties would or would not 
have sold, but the actual transactions on that 
day, & there was no proof that the sale had been 
kept back on that day by any act of the parties ; 


the buyer’s mill within a reasonable 
time, the seller to receive whatever tained at 
may be the best market price at 

the time when he shall demand pay- 











any 


ment, is valid, for it may be ascer- 
time by the method 


agreed neon. McBain 
THORNE (1854), 11 U. C. R. 545.—-OAN. 


Sate or Goons. 


& no fraud was imputable.—WEBBER v. PRELLER 
(1845),5 L. T. O. S. 346. 

428. ———- Price charged to ordinary consumer.] 
—By a written contract, pltfis. agreed with deft. 
to make for him a covering for a tent of very large 
dimensions, the canvas used to be equal to pattern, 
& of the market value of 11d. per yard, & the. 

to be charged at 5d. per yard; & it was 
agreed that if the market value of the canvas 
should be less than 11d. per yard, the amount, the 
difference, should be deducted :—Held: ‘‘ market 
value’? meant the price in the market to an 
orguiary consumer, irrespective of the particular 
contract.—ORCHARD v. Smmpson (1857), 2 C. B. 
N.S. 299; 140 B. R. 431. 

429. ——— Effect of fall in price.]|—BircHGROVE 
STEEL Co., Lrp. v. SHaws Brow IRON Co. (1891), 
7T. L. R. 246, H. L. 

430. ——— Consideration of surrounding cir- 
cumstances.|—-A London brewing co. demised a 
public house to a publican, who covenanted to 
deal exclusively with the lessors for beer, provided 
ey, should be willing to supply the same to him 
at the fair market price. It appeared that the 
great bulk of the London brewers’ trade was done 
with tied houses; that the London brewers 
supplied beer at standard prices; that in the case 
of tied houses discount was allowed at certain 
recognised rates; but that in the case of free 
tenants the amount of discount was the subject 
of special bargain, & that free tenants often 
obtained a higher rate of discount :—Held: the 
term ‘‘ market ’’ was to be construed with refer- 
ence to the surrounding circyumstances, & upon the 
true construction of the proviso the lessee was to 
be charged the fair market price as applying to 
tenants of tied houses & was not entitled to 
discount beyond the recognised rates.—CHAR- 
RINGTON & Co., LTD. v. WOODER, [1914] A. C. 71; 
83 L. J. K. B. 220; 110 L. T. 548; 30 T. L. R. 
176; 58 Sol. Jo. 152, H. L 


Annotation :—Refd. G. W. Ry. & Mid. Ry. v. Bristol Corpn. 
(1918), 87 L. J. Ch. 414. 


431. Price depending on efficlency of goods.}/— 
Assumpsit for goods, a machine, sold & delivered : 
—He (1) deft. might show under the general 
issue, that the machine was manufactured by 
pltf. for deft., under a condition that if it did not 
work, nothing should be paid for it; it could not 
be made to work, & it was useless to deft.; (2) 
although the machine was not proved to have been 
returned to pltf., he was not entitled to any 
damages on the quantum valebat, without showing 
some new implied contract arising from deft.’s 
dealing with the goods—GROUNSELL v. 
ie 1M. & W. 352; 2 Gale, 28; 5 L. J. Ex. 


Annotations :—As to (2) Retd. Horsfall v. Thomas a 62), 
‘ ee sore i peners ly, Mentd. Broomfield v. Smith (1836), 


432. Price depending on quantity— Sale of 
timber.|—Resp. agreed to sell to applts. at an 
agreed price shares in a saw mills co. which had 
extensive rights of cutting timber over a large 
area of ground for long periods of time. The 
agreement contained a provision to the effect that 
the vendor was to give a satisfactory guarantee to 
the purchasers ‘“ that the quantity of timber on 
the different tracts of land as shown by the state- 
ment... attached hereto... is true & accurate,”’ 
& in the event of the quantity of timber on the 
said various tracts failing, on verification, to 
reach the quantity represented in the attached 


t. Price to be based on advance on 
invotce Necessity for production 
v. BERGERON 


(1912), 47 ° ©. R. 289.— AN. 


Part I].—Formation or Contract. 


statement the vendor was to repay to the pur- 
chasers the amount of shortage:—Held: the 
word ‘‘ timber ’’ must be held to mean all timber 
trees growing on the land which were reasonably 
fit for use in such a business as that carried on by 
the co.; & should not be restricted to such trees 
as were at the date of the apreement capable of 
being felled & sold at a profit at the then current 
prices.—-SWIrT v. DAVID (1912), 107 L. T. 71, P. C. 
433. Price depending on cost of labour.]—Pltfs. 
entered into a contract with buyers in Calcutta to 
manufacture & ship machinery by instalments 
over several months at agreed prices but subject 
to a stipulation that should the cost of labour or 
wages increase, there should be a corresponding 
increase in the purchase price. The buyers were 
also to open ‘‘ a confirmed irrevocable credit” in 
favour of pltfs. with a bank in this country & to 
pay for each shipment as it took place. In pur- 
suance of this arrangement defts., who were the 
buyers’ bankers in London, wrote to pltfs. stating 
that. they would pay bills drawn on the buyers to 
the extent of £70,000, the bills to be accompanied 
by documents & to be received before Apr. 14, 
1921, ‘‘ this to be considered a confirmed irre- 
vocable credit.’? Pltfs. shipped two instalments 
under the contract & received payment under the 
letter of credit. The buyers then found that the 
invoices included an increase in the purchase 
price on account of wages & material, & instructed 
defts. only to pay so much of the next invoices as 
represented the original prices. Defts. accordingly 
refused to pay the bill presented on the next ship- 
ment & pltfs. then cancelled the contract, claiming 
damages from defts. as on a repudiation by the 
buyers :—Held: the credit being irrevocable, the 
refusal of defts. to take & pay for the particular 
bills on representation of the proper documents 
constituted a repudiation of the contract as a 
whole, & pltfs. were entitled to damages so 
reckoned. The basis of this form of banking 
rpenae is that the buyer is taken, as between 
himself & the banker, to accept the seller’s 
invoices as correct. 
made by way of refund by the seller & not by way 
of retention by the buyer.—URQUHART LINDSAY 
& Co., Lrp. v. EASTERN BANK, Ltp., [1922] 1 
K. B. 318; 91L. J. K. B. 274; 126 L. T. 5343; 27 
Com. Cas. 124. 
Annotation :—Mentd. Prosperity v. Lloyds Bank (1923), 39 
T. L. R. 372. 


B. Wager Involved. 

434, General rule—Contract void.]— An action 
was brought for a breach of the following agree- 
ment. Pltf. agreed to buy & deft. agreed to sell 
his horse, Partington, for £200 provided he trotted 
18 miles within one hour, within one month; & 
if the task was not performed, the horse was 
thereby sold to pltf. for 1s. which pltf. that day 
paid to deft. At the trial it appeared that the 
task was not performed, & that deft. had refused 
to deliver the horse to pltf.; a verdict was found 
for pltf.:—Held: upon a motion to arrest the 
judgment, this agreement was illegal.—BROGDEN 
v. MarRiotr (1836), 3 Bing. N. C. 88; 2 Hodg. 
136; 2 Scott, 712; 5L. J.C. P. 302; 1382 E. R. 


343. 
Annotation :—Consd. Carlill v. Carbolic Smoke Ball Co. 
(1892), 67 L. T. 837. 


PART Il, SECT. 7, SUB-SECT. 2.—B. T8085, OF, 
a. Agreement as to price of mare-— 

Whether amounting to es Held 

& deft. agreed that pltf. should take 

deft.’a mare in exchango for that of uv 
Itf., that deft. should give pltf. the w 

halt of the winnings of her t two 


Any adjustment must be 


in case she should be sold 

before then, deft. should pay 

third * weet she rate his : 
: the agreement, being one simply 

to give an increased price to 

on the ‘occurrence of a state of 

Mich might add to 

legal contract, & not in the nature of a 
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435. -|—Pltf. & deft., while convers- 
ing as to some rags which pltf. proposed to sell & 
deft. to purchase, dispu as to the price of a 
former lot of rags, Pe asserting the price to have 
been lower than deft. asserted it to have been. 
They agreed that the question should be referred 
to M., a spirit merchant, & that whichever party 
was wrong should pay M. for a gallon of brandy, 
& that, if pltf. was right, the price of the lot now 
on sale should be 6a. ta hundredweight, but, if 
deft. was right, 3s. . decided that pltf. was 
right. Plitf. sent the rags to deft., but deft. 
refused to accept them at 6s., offering 5s. To an 
action for goods bargained & sold, deft. pleaded 
the facts specially, except as to the reference to 
M., averring that 6s. was higher & 3a. lower than 
the value of the rags bargained for, & justified the 
refusal to accept on the ground that the agreement 
was made by way of wager, & therefore within 
Gaming Act, 1845 (c. 109), s. 18:—Held: the 
plea was good, & was supported by the facts, & 
this, whether or not the fact of the agreement 
relating to the brandy was taken into considera- 
tion.— ROURKE v. SHORT (1856), 5 BE. & B. 904; 
25 L. J. Q. B. 196; 26 L. T. O. S. 235; 2 Jur. 
N.S. 352; 4 W. R. 247; 119 E. R. 717. 
Annotations :—Distd. Wilson v. Cole (1877), 36 L. T. 703. 

Refd. Higginson v. Simpson (1877), 20. P. D. 76. 

436. Gambling in differences.] — LANCASTER v. 
TURNER (J. F.) & Co., No. 462, post. 


C. Alternative Price. 


437. How far contract valid—‘‘ If the horse 
suited.’’]|—Declaration averring the consideration 
for the purchase of a horse to be ‘“‘ that the buyer 
should give a large price, to wit, 100 guineas.”’ 
Proof, that the buyer was to give ‘‘ 100 guineas & 
£10 more if the horse suited him” :—WHeld: no 
variance. 

A verbal representation by the seller to the 
buyer, in the course of dealing, that he “‘ may 
depend upon it the horse is perfectly quiet & free 
from vice ”’ is a warranty. 

That [the representation] amounts to a warranty 
if made before the bargain takes place. The term 
warrant or warranty is not necessary (BAYLEY, J.). 
—CAVE v. COLEMAN (1828), 3 Man. & Ry. K. B. 2 ; 
7L.J.0.8. K. B. 25. 

Annotations :-—Refd. Hopkins v. Tanqueray (1854), 15 C. B. 
130; Heilbut, Symons v. Buckleton, [1913] A. C. 30. 
438. ‘‘If the horse was lucky.’’]—Declara- 

tion, ‘‘ that in consideration, pltf. would buy of 

deft. a horse, at & for a certain price or sum, to 
wit, £63, deft. undertook, that the horse was 

sound.’ Evidence that the bargain was for 60 
ineas, ‘‘ & if the horse was lucky to pltf., he was 

o give £5 more, or the buying of another horse ”’ : 

—Held: there was no substantial variance between 

the declaration & the evidence.—GETHING v. 

LYNN (1831),9 L. J. O.S. K. B. 181. 





SUB-SECT. 3.—COURSE OF DEALING. 

See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 8. 

439. Price not definitely agreed between parties 
—Implied from course of dealing.]|—There may be 
a complete contract so as to pass the property in 
goods from the seller to the buyer, although the 
price has not been definitely agreed on between 


wager.—CROFTON v. COLGAN (1859)> 
ltf. one- 10 ° C. L. KR. 133 ; 12 Ir. Jur. 36.— 
sold for:— IR. 
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Seet. Io—T he price Py Sub-seats. 3, 4, 5 & 6, ‘ 

v. SWANN (1864), 17 C. B. N.S. 84; 
144 BH. R. 34. 
Annotations 


s—Distd. Moakes v. Nicolson (1865), 19 C. B. 
N. 8. 290. 8 ve v. Union Marine Insce. (1 866), 
L. R.10. P. 305; Williams v. Cohen (1871), 25 L. T. 300 ; 
Anderson v. Morice (1876), 1 App. Cas. 718; The Parchim, 
(1938] A. O. 187. 








SUB-SECT. 4.—-REASONABLE PRICE. 


See Sale of Goods Act, 1898 (c. 71), s. 8 (1). 

440. Presumption against demand of plaintiff.| 
-——~WALLER v. DALT (1676), 1 Cas. in Ch. 276; 1 
Dick. 8; 1 Eq. Cas. Abr. 90; Oas. temp. Finch, 
295; 22 E.R. 798. 

Where defendant not guilty of rae 

——-Where there has been no fraud on the part o 

deft., the presumption of law is against the demand 

of pltf.—CLUNNES v. PEzzEyY (1807), 1 Camp. 8; 

170 E. R. 857, N. P. 

Annotation :—Apld. Lawton v. Sweeney (1844), 8 Jur. 964. 
442. Undertaking to pay quantum valebant— 

Whether good count in action of debt.|—A count 

that deft., in consideration that pltf. had sold & 

delivered divers goods, undertook to pay quantum 
valebant, upon demand, with an averment that 
the goods were worth £20, whereby an action hath 
accrued to pitf., is not a good count in debt, & 
cannot be joined in a declaration with counts in 

aa v. SmiTH (1805), 2 Smith, K. B. 
18., 

Annotations :—Refd. Gardner v. Bowman (1834), 4 Tyr. 
412; Compton v. Taylor (1838), 1 Hi rn & E 223; Simp- 
king v. Pothecary (1850), 5 Exch. 253. entd. Brill v. 

Neele (1819), 3 B. & Ald. 208. 

‘ Evidence of agreed price—Whether 
displaced by proof of inferiority of goods.|—Praa 
v. STEAD, No. 965, post. 

444, Latitude as to price.)|—-LAINa v. FIpGEonN, 
No. 765, post. 

445. Price not fixed—Executed contract.] — 
ACEBAL v. Levy, No. 167, ante, 

44, Executory contract.) —(1) A memo- 
randum of a contract for the sale & B prieaey of 
goods, to satisfy Stat. Frauds, is good though no 
mention be made of price, provided none be 
stipulated for; &, where the contract is for the 
sale of goods to be manufactured, & alterations 
or additions are made in the progress of the work, 
such alterations or additions need not be made 
the subject of a distinct contract in writing. 

(2) In all cases of executory contracts for the 
purchase & sale of goods, where the parties are 
silent as to price, the law will supply the want of 
an agreement as to price, by inferring that the 
parties intended to sell & to buy at a reasonable 
price,—HOADLY v. M‘LAINE (1834), 10 Bing. 482 ; 
oe & 8. 3840; 3 L. J. C. P. 162; 181 E. R. 
Annotations :—As to (1) Refd. Jo ; : 

Cc. B. N.S. 84. As do (8) eld. Vaipy' nr Gibson (184%), 

Generally, Refd. Pontifex v. Wilkinson 


1845), 
. Mentd. Malpas v. L. & 8. W. Ry. e008), L, ae 
oar P, 336; Sanderson v. Graves (1875), L. . 10 Exch. 











SaLE or GOODS. 


447. .]—A_ contract of sale may be com- 
plete & binding, though silent as to the price, such 
silence being equivalent to a stipulation for a 
reasonable price, & as to the time & mode of pay- 
ment.—VALPY v. GIBSON (1847), 4 C. B. 887; 16 
L. J. O. P. 241; 9 L. T. O. 8. 484; 11 Jur. 826 ; 
186 EB. R. 737. 


Annotations :—~Refd. Re Cock, Ex p. Rosevear China Clay 
1879), 11 Ch, D. 560; 8 


; Kendal wv. tevens 
(ise Jes ae D. 356; Re Isaacs, Ex p. Miles (1885), 
448. Mutual mistake as to price.]|—-On the 
sale of a specific article for a certain price, a dis- 
pute afterwards arising as to the amount :+—Held : 
if the parties never were ad idem as to the price by 
reason of mutual mistake, there would be an im- 
lied contract, the article having been retained so 
ong that it could jnot be returned in the same 
condition, to pay its real value.—WeEst v. DE 
WEZELE (1865), 4 F. & F. 596, N. P. 


SuB-sECT. 5.—CHANGE OF CUSTOMS OR EXCISE 
Duty. 


See Finance Acts, 1901 (c. 7), 8. 10; 1902 (c. 7), 
s. 7, &, generally, REVENUE, pp. 227-232, ante. 

449, Whether additional duty may be added.]— 
Contract for spirits to be paid for by bills at three 
months from delivery. No oe aaataeht for 
delivery given by purchaser, till a new duty 
imposed on spirits by 43 Geo. 3, c. 81. Decided 
that under these circumstances the distiller was 
entitled to charge the amount of the additional 
duty on the ee v. NAPIER (1818), 1 
Dow, 255; 3 H. R. 681, H. L. 

450. Action relating to price pending.|— 
Under Finance Act, 1801 (c. 7), 5. 10 (1), the seller 
of goods under a contract made before the new 
duties on goods were imposed can add the new 
duty to the contract price of the goods, in the 
absence of an agreement to the contrary, even 
though an action relating to the price of the goods 
was pending at the time when the Act was passed. 
—CONWAY BROTHERS & SAVAGE v. MULHERN & 
Co., Lrp. (1901), 17 T. L. R. 730. 

451. ——- ‘‘ Duty paid.’’"]—By Oustoms Con- 
solidation Act, 1876 (c. 36), s. 20, as applied by 
Finance Act, 1900 (c. 7), 5. 8, the new excise duty 
on beer imposed by the latter Act may be added 
to the contract price of the beer where the contract 
or agreement for the sale or delivery of the beer 
duty paid was made before the passing of the 
Act. An agreement under which the purchaser 
is bound to buy his beer from a certain brewer, 
provided the latter is willing to sell it to him duty 
paid, at a certain price is not a contract for the 
sale or delivery of the beer within Customs Con- 
solidation Act, 1876 (c. 36), s. 20. The contract 
for sale in such case is made only when the order 
for the delivery of beer is given to the brewer in 
pursuance of the conditional agreement, &, if 
such order was given after the passing of Finance 
Act, 1900 (c. 7), the brewer is not entitled under 
sect. 8 to add the new duty to the price payable 
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by the purchaser though the conditional agreement 
mes oan oor eee ro ge RHONDDA 
REWERY Oo. v. EVANS 02), 86 L. T. ; 
T. L. R. 896, D.C. ea tania as 
-|—Corn Propvucts Co. 
v. Fey & Sons, [1917] W. N. 224. 
— - American Co . 0 
(1910), 95. L.'R. 924.” Rela. Hartley Hymans, (19201 
458. | — Pltfs. sold to defts. 100 
ounds of saccharin to be shipped from New 
ork to a British port at the price of 2208. a 
pound, c.if., ‘‘ duty paid.” Between the date of 
the contract & delivery of the goods the import 
duty was increased & pltfs. were obliged to pay 
the increased duty. In an action by the sellers 
against the buyers to recover the amount of the 
increase :—Held: ,the words ‘“‘ duty paid ’’ in the 
contract did not constitute an agreement that the 
sellers should not be entitled to recover the amount 
of the increase, & therefore Finance Act, 1901 
(c. 7), 8s. 10, applied, & pltfs. were entitled to 
succeed.— AMERICAN COMMERCE Co., Lrp. v. 
BoEuM (FREDERICK), Lrp. (1919), 35 T. L. R. 224, 
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SUB-SECT. 6.—VALUATION BY THIRD PARTY. 
, A. In General. 

See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71). 5s. 9; 
VALUERS & APPRAISERS. 

454. Condition as to soundness—Allowance on 
damaged goods.|—-A declaration in assumpsit stated 
in the first count that pltfs. were possessed of 
lands for the residue of three terms, which re- 
spectively commenced on Feb. 15, 1785; that 
they put them up to auction, subject to a condition 
that the purchaser should take the stock-in-trade 
at a valuation; that deft. ee the same, & 
that the stock was valued at a sum specified ; 
breach, non-payment of that sum. The second 
count was for lands bargained & sold, & counts 
for goods sold & delivered; & the money counts 
were added. The leases under which pltfs. derived 
title, were dated on the day laid, habendum from 
the day of their date; & the valuation proved, 
after stating the prices of each article of stock, 
was indorsed with a memorandum, that certain 
pans were valued as sound, but should any of 
them prove broken the first time of boiling, an 
allowance was to be made thereon, & with that 
condition the stock was appraised at a certain 
sum, the same as that laid in the declaration :— 
Held: the statement of the day of commencement 
of the terms was immaterial; & the valuation 
might be considered as absolute, as there was no 
proof of the pans being broken at the time men- 
tioned.—_ WELcH v. FISHER (1818), 8 Taunt. 338 ; 
2 Moore, C. P. 878; 129 HK. R. 412. 

455. Whether parties bound by acceptance of 
valuation.|—Deft. agreed verbally with pltf. to 
take a house & purchase the fixtures at a valuation 
to be made by two brokers. An inventory of the 
furniture & fixtures was accordingly made, de- 
scribed generally as ‘‘ an inventory of the fixtures, 
etc.,’’ with the gross amount placed at the foot 
thereof. In an action for goods sold & delivered, 
with a count on an account stated :—Held: deft. 
having taken possession of & enjoyed the fur- 
niture & fixtures, & paid part of the sum deter- 
mined by the brokers, to be due for the same, he 
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was liable on the account stated for the remainder, 
& could not afterwards object to pltf.’s defective 
title to the house.—SALMON v. WATSON (1819), 4 
Moore, C. P. 73. 

Annotation :—Mentd. Bates v. Townley (1848), 12 Jur. 606. 


456. Subsequent agreement as to price of part 
of goods.]—A declaration stated, that by a certain 
indenture deft. covenanted to pay pltf. £400 in 
equal moieties on Nov. 11, & May 11, & that it 
was agreed that the drugs, stock-in-trade, utensils, 
& shop fixtures in certain premises should be 
valued by a person to be named by pltf. & deft., & 
one moiety of the amount paid immediately upon 
such valuation, & the residue at the expiration of 
a year. Averment, that the said drugs, etc., were 
valued by one L., named by pltf. & deft., at £190. 
Breach, that deft. refused to pay the second 
moiety of the £400 on May 11, & also the residue 
of the £190 at the expiration of the year. Pleas, 
set off for money had & received, money paid, & 
on an account stated, & that the said drugs, etc., 
were not valued by a person named by pitf. & 
deft. ; on which issues were joined. It appeared 
in evidence that L. was agreed upon by plti. & 
deft. to value the drugs, stock-in-trade, utensils, 
& shop fixtures, & that, after the valuation was 
complete, except as to the drugs, £70 was agreed 
on by the parties as the value of the drugs, & £50 
as the value of a horse & gig pelonging to pitf., 
which sum, together with the rest of the valuation, 
amounted to £190 :—Held: the jury were rightly 
directed that if the horse & gig were part of the 
stock-in-trade, or were treated as such by the 
parties, pltf. was entitled to a verdict on the last 

lea.— RAWLINSON v. CLARKE (1846), 15 M. & W. 
92; 15 L. J. Ex. 171; 6 L. T. 0.8. 396; 153 
E. R. 860, Ex. Ch. 

457. Necessity for communication of name of 
valuer to other party.|—-TEw v. Harris, No. 476, 

ost. 

E 458. Value to be fixed by arbitration, if neces- 
sary.]—A. being possessed of certain plant & 
materials for the construction of a canal & other 
engineering works in Holland, in Mar. 1853, 
agreed by parol to sell the same to B., & two per- 
sons were sent to the spot to value them. An 
inventory was accordingly made, &, on Mar. 31, 
A. & B. signed the following memorandum at the 
foot thereof: ‘‘ Agreed between B. & myself, 
£4,509 12s.” On May 8, a written contract for the 
sale of the plant & materials was executed by 
A. & B., by which it was agreed ‘‘ that A. should 
sell, & B. should purchase, all such parts of the 
plant, materials, & things then on or about the 
works of the canal, which belonged to A., & that 
the price to be paid for the same should be the 
fair amount of the value thereof, such amount to 
be settled, in case the parties should differ as to 
the same, by arbitration,” in manner therein 
provided; ‘‘ & that B. should pay to A. the 
amount of such price or value within two calendar 
months after such price or value should have been 
fixed & determined as aforesaid.’’ B. was let into 
Lest of the plant immediately after Mar. 31, 

remained in possession. No arbitration was 
ever demanded, or any dissatisfaction expressed 
by B. at the price fixed by the valuers :—Held: 
the event upon which the arbitration clause of the 
contract of May 8 was to take effect, viz. the 
parties differing as to the value, never having 
arisen, A. was entitled, at the expiration of two 
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months from that date, to recover the value agreed 
on by the memorandum of Mar. 31, on a count 
for goods sold & delivered.—CANNAN v. FOWLER 
(1863), 14 C. B. 181; 23 L. J.C. P. 48; 2 W. R. 
101; 139 BE. R. 75; sub nom. CANAAN v. FOWLER, 
20. L. R. 48. 

459. What amounts to valuation—Figures left 
to be added be gee agreement between A. & B. 
it was agreed that B. should buy of A. certain 
plant, materials, & tools, ‘‘ at a valuation to be 
made by A. & a person to be appointed by B.” & 
that B. should pay for the same by a bill for £150 
at two months from the valuation, & by another 
bill for the balance of the valuation at three 
months after date. Under this agreement, B. was 
let into possession, & A. & one J., who repre- 
sented B., met & proceeded to value, having a list 
of the articles to be valued, as to all of which, 
except certain timber, the prices were finally 
agreed upon; but, as to the timber, the price per 
foot & the superficial measurement only were 
agreed upon, the calculation of the cubical con- 
tents & the carrying out the amount being left 
to be filled in by B.’s foreman. A. & J. never met 
again, & did not agree upon the sum total; but 
B., after action brought for it, paid the £150 :— 
Held: sufficient evidence to warrant the jury in 
finding that a valuation had been made by A. & J. 
—GORDON v. WHITEHOUSE (1856), 18 C. B. 747; 
25 L. J.C. P. 300; 189 EB. R. 1564. 

Axnotation :—Refd. Collins v. Collins (1858), 26 Beav. 306. 


460. Mistake in valuation.}]-—Upon the sale by 
auction of land under the direction of the ct., one 
of the conditions was that the timber should be 
taken at a price to be fixed by the auctioneer at 
the sale, or by valuation, at the option of the 
purchaser. J. became the purchaser of lot 2, & 
elected to take the timber at the price stated by 
the autioneer. The chief clerk confirmed the sale, 
& his certificate was filed. It afterwards appeared 
that by mistake the timber on a portion of the 
land had not been valued by the auctioneer. An 
application by the vendors to compel the pur- 
chaser to pay the value of the timber thus omitted 
was refused, with costs.—GRIFFITHS v. JONES 
(1873), L. R. 15 Eq. 279; 42 L. J. Ch. 468; 387 
J.P. 357; 21 W. R. 470. 

Annotation :— Refd. Re Clayton, Smith v. Clayton, [1920] 

1 Ch. 257. 

461. -|—In the sale of a grocery & malt 
business the valuers, by a slip, valued 542 sacks 
of malt as 542 quarters. The purchaser having 
accepted bills for the amount of the purchase- 
money, refused to pay so much thereof as repre- 
sented the excess caused by the overvaluation of 
the malt. In an action by the vendor to recover 
this amount :—Held: this was a mere clerical 
error, & not an erroneous exercise of judgment & 

Itf. was not entitled to recover.—GOSDEN v. 

UNNELL (1899), 15 T. L. R, 547. 

462. Goods invoiced back on default of sellers— 
Closing price declared by trade association— 
Balance in favour of sellers..—A contract for the 
sale of Japanese peas to be shipped from abroad 
contained a clause providing that disputes should 
be referred to arbn.; it also contained a clause, 
numbered 8 in the contract, providing that if the 
sellers made default in shipping or declaring ship- 
ment the contract should be closed by invoicing 
back the goods at such price, whether higher or 
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lower than the contract price, as the London Corn 
Trade Assocn. should determine; that the said 
Assocn. should if requested by either party 
declare the closing price ; that this price should be 
accepted as final-by all parties, & that settlement 
should be made on the asia of that price by net 
cash not later than a certain date. The sellers 
failed to ship or tender any goods under the con- 
tract. They then applied to the <Assocn. to 
declare a closing price & gave notice to the buyers 
that they were doing so. The market price had 
fallen since the date of the contract. The Assocn. 
declared a closing price at which if the goods were 
invoiced back to the sellers a balance would be 
found in their favour. The sellers claimed this 
balance; the buyers refused to pay it, & the 
dispute was referred to arbitrators, who awarded, 
subject to a special case, that the buyers should 
pay the balance to the sellers :—Held: clause 8 
applied, notwithstanding that the sellers were the 
arty in default, & they were entitled to the 
alance in their favour r the goods had been 
invoiced back to them by the buyers at the closing 
price properly declared by the Assocn.; the 
closing price should be fixed with reference to the 
date on which the buyers received notice of the 
sellers’ inability to perform their contract. 

Qu.: whether the clause would apply if the 
sellers’ default were voluntary, or if the parties 
were merely gambling in differences.—LANCASTER 
v. TURNER (J. F.) & Co., [1924] 2 K. B. 222; 93 
L. J. K. B. 1024; 131 L. T. 525; 29 Com. Cas. 
207, C. A. 

463, —— Date-of fixing price.] — LAN- 
CASTER v. TURNER (J. F.) & Co., No. 462, ante, 

Distinction between arbitration & valuation 
generally.|—See ARBITRATION, Vol. II., pp. 319- 
322, Nos. 51-71. 





B. Valuer’s Failure to Act. 


See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), 8. 9; & 
generally, VALUERS & APPRAISERS. 

464. General rule—-Agreement avoided.]— 
Assumpsit for the value of goods, which deft. 
agreed to purchase at the valuation of N. & M. 
Averments, that N. was ready to value for pltf., 
but that deft. & M. refused to value for deft. ; that 
pltf. gave notice to deft. that his valuer, N., was 
ready to meet M., or any other valuer deft. might 
appoint, at any time within ten days which deft. 
might fix for making the valuation; that deft. 
refused to appoint any day for that purpose, & 
refused to appoint any other valuer, or to take 
any steps to value the goods or procure them to 
be valued, according to his agreement, & has ever 
since refused to value them, or to let them be 
valued, according to his agreement: whereupon, 
after the lapse of a month, N. valued them, & the 
price amounted to, etc.; alleging a breach in not 
taking the goods & paying such amount :—Held: 
the count was bad; for deft. could not be liable 
for the price of the goods until they had been 
valued by both valuers, pursuant to the agree- 
ment; at least without a distinct averment that 
the deft. refused to permit M. to value.—THURNELL 
v. BALBIRNIE (1837), 2 M. & W. 786; Murp. & H. 
285; 6L. J. Ex. 255; 1 Jur. 847; 150 E. R. 975. 
Annotations :—Retd. Lowndes v. Stamford (1852), 18 Q. B. 

4253 Scott v. Avery (1856), 5 H. L. Cas. 811. 

465. -}—In an action on an agree- 
ment for the sale of goods, at a valuation to be 
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—-Watver of objection—W hether 8 
bound valuation.}-—-BLAcK v. Mot- 
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made by A., the issue was, whether a valuation 
was made by A. It appeared that the goods were 
in fact valued by B., A.’s clerk :—Held: deft. 
was not bound by it, unless it were shown that it 
was agreed between the parties that B.’s valuation 
should be taken as A.’s; & the fact of deft.’s 
seeing B. valuing, & making no objection until B. 
told him the amount, was not evidence of such 
agreement.—Ess v. TRUSCOTT (1837), 2 M. & W. 
385; Murp. & H. 75; 6L. J. Ex. 144; 1 Jur. 
358; 150 EH. R. 806. 

466. Failure of mode of valuation -—— Reference 
to master.]—-Where there are circumstances under 
which a mode of valuation agreed upon by the 
parties fails, the ct. will ascertain the value by a 
reference to the master. 

In a contract for the purchase of timber, time 
is of the essence ofthe contract ; & if, by difficulties 
improperly raised by the vendor, the timber is 
prevented from being felled & carried away at the 
time limited by the agreement, the ct. will not 
afterwards enforce the performance of the con- 
tract.— ARKWRIGHT v. STOVELD (1824), as reported 
in 8 L. J. O. S. Ch. 49. 

467. Two valuers agreed upon—Refusal of one.] 
—THURNELL Vv. BALBIRNIE, No. 464, ante. 

468. Delegation of valuation.]—Ess v. Trus- 
coTT, No. 465, ante. 

469. Effect on property—Payment of deposit— 
Payment of balance on completion of valuation.|]— 
In an agreement between A. & B. whereby A. 
agreed to let, & B. to take, a certain brewery for 
a term of years at a yearly rent; it was stipulated 
that A. should take also the casks & stock of beer, 
a horse & dray, & the book debts, at a valuation 
to be estimated by two indifferent persons; ‘‘ & 
in consideration of the above grant being fulfilled, 
A. has paid a deposit of £20 & upon the valuation 
being complete, payment to be made as under ”’: 
—Held: the property in the casks, etc., passed 
to A. by that agreement, though no valuation 
had been made.—CHALLON v. HUMMELL (1849), 
14L. T. 0. S. 178. 

470. Disagreement of valuers — Valuation by 
chief clerk.|— A. B. agreed to purchase a factory at 
a certain price, & to take the plant & fixtures at a 
valuation, the amount to be ascertained by 
valuers appointed on each side, or by an umpire 
to be appointed by the valuers before proceeding 
with the business. The valuers could not agree & 
had neglected to appoint an umpire. At the 
instance of the vendor the ct. decreed specific 
performance, & directed the value of the plant & 
fixtures to be ascertained by the chief clerk.-— 
JACKSON v. JACKSON (1853), 1 Sm. & G. 1843 22 
L. J. Ch. 873; 21 L. T. 0. S. 98; 1 W. R. 264; 
65 Ik. R. 80. 

Arnionon :—Refd. Richardson v. Smith (1870), 5 Ch. App. 


471. Consumption of goods — Quantum 
meruit.|—Plitf. entered upon the occupation of a 
farm under a written agreement, by which he 
agreed, amongst other things, ‘‘ to pay £5 sterling 
for every load of fodder, straw, haum, dung, or 
turnips which should be sold or carried off the 
premises, & the same sum for every load of hay 
or wheat straw sold or carried off the premises, 
for which there should not be two loads of good 
dung or other manure, at the option of the land- 
lord to be spent on the premises”; & also “ to 
purchase all the hay, sanfoin & tares now in the 
yard, also all the dung & manure now on the 
premises, also all the straw from the crops now 
stacked or about to be stacked in the yard, paying 
a fair price for same, to be ascertained by valuers 
on both sides :—Held : the incoming tenant having 
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consumed the straw, & the valuers named by the 
parties not having agreed upon the valuation, or 
appointed an umpire, pltf. waa entitled to maintain 
an actjon for it as upon a ye nie b meruit,—CLARKE 
v. WESTROPE (1856), 18 O. B. 765; 25 L. J. C. P. 
287; 20 J.P. 728; 189 BH. R. 1572. 

Annotations . Re Constable & Cranswick (1899), 80 


:—Refd 
L. T. 164. Mentd. Kellett v. New Mills U. D. C. (1900), 
2 Hudson’s B. C., 4th ed, 298. 


472. Valuation by umpire—-Whether in 
nature of award on arbitration.|—On the sale of 
land one of the conditions of sale was that the 
purchaser should pay for the timber on the land 
at a valuation, & it was provided for the purpose 
of such valuation that each party should appoint 
a valuer, & the valuers thus appointed should, 
before they proceeded to act, appoint by writing 
an umpire, & that the two valuers, or, if they 
disagreed, their umpire, should make the valuation. 
The two valuers appointed being unable to agree, 
the umpire made the valuation :—Held: such 
valuation was not in the nature of an award on 
an arbn., & an application to set it aside must 
be refused.— Re CARUS-WILSON & GREENE (1886), 
18 Q. B. D. 7; 56 L. J. Q. B. 530; sub nom. 
Re WILSON & GREENE, Re CASTERTON EstaTes, 55 
L. T. 864; 35 W.R. 43; 3 T. L. R. 22,0. A. 
Annotations :—Consd. Re Hammond & Waterton (1890), 

62 L. T. 808. Mentd. Re Carpenter & Bristol Corpn. 


(1907), 71 J. P. 417; Kennedy v. Barrow-in-Furnesa 
Gorpn. (1909), 2 Hudson’s B. C., 4th ed, 411, 


473. ——— Valuation determined by arbitration 
—Apbortive reference—Valuation of court.]|—-Where 
an arbn. has become abortive it is the duty of a 
ct. of law, in working out a contract of which such 
ae was part of the machinery, to supply the 

efect. 

Where in a contract for the sale of goods it was 
agreed that the purchaser should be entitled to 
deduct from the price the value of any goods not 
delivered, such value to be determined by arbn., 
& the arbitrators appointed were unable to agree, 
the purchaser was entitled, in an action brought 
by the vendor to recover the contract price to 
apply to the ct. to fix the value of the goods not 
delivered & to deduct it from the price due, 
without bringing a cross action.—CAMERON v. 
Cuppy, [1914] A. C. 651; 83 L. J. P. C. 70; 110 
L. T. 89, P. C. 

474. No implied promise that valuer should act 
—Remedy against valuer.}|—An agreement to 
settle disputes between two parties as to the 
amount to be paid by one of them in respect of 
the value of goods belonging to, or work done by 
the other of them, by a reference to two valuers, 
one to be appointed by each party, does not import 
any undertaking by the former that the valuer 
whom he may appoint shall act in the valuation, 
nor any liability for his not acting. The party is 
only bound to appoint a valuer on his part; & 
if the person appointed does not act, the other 
party is remitted to his original cause of action, 
& may revoke his submission; or may possibly, 
if the valuer has undertaken to act & failed in his 
duty, have a right of action against him; but has 
no right of action against the party who appointed 
ea v. SHUTTLEWORTH (1856), 25 L. J. 

x. 114. 

Annotation :—Retd. Clarke v. Westrope (1856), 18 C. B. 765. 





C. Valuation Prevented by Party. 
See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), 5s. 9; 
VALUERS & APPRAISERS. 
475. General rule—Party in default Hable.|— 
THURNELL v. BALBIRNIE, No. 464, ante. 
476. Valuation by other party’s valuer alone.}|— 
Assumpsit on an agreement between pltf. & deft. 
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Sect. 7 —— Zhe price: Sub-sect. 6, Cc. 
Part IIT. Scet. 1: Sub-sect. 1.) 


that pltf. should sell & deft. purchase crops at a 
valuation to be made by two persons, one named 
by each party, &, if such persons disagreed by a 
third person to be named by them before enterin 
on the valuation ; that each party should appoin 
a referee by May 31, & if either should neglect to 
appoint, the referee of the other alone might make 
a Anal decision ; &, in case either party or his 
referee should neglect to attend any reference after 
notice, the party or the referee attending should 
enter upon the reference ex p. & make a final 
decision ; the valuation to be made by June 8. 
The declaration alleged that on May 31, pltf. 
appointed a referee, & gave notice thereof to deft. 
a reasonable time before June 3, but no appoint- 
ment of which pltf. had notice was made by deft. ; 
& pltf., a reasonable time before June 8, gave deft. 
notice of the intention of pltf.’s referee to proceed 
in the valuation on June 2; but deft. did not 
attend, wherefore pltf.’s referee valued at a sum 
named; which deft. though requested had not 
paid. Plea: that pltf. did not, within the time 
appointed appoint his said referee in manner, etc. 
It appeared at Nisi Prius that, under the above 
ment, pltf. did nominate his referee late on 
ay 31, & sent by that night’s post a notice 
thereof to deft., who received it on June 1 
Held: the issue on the plea must be found for 
deft., since the appointment was not complete 
without notice thereof to the opposite party.— 
Tew v. HARRIS (1847), 11Q.B.7; 17 L. J. Q. B. 
1; 11 Jur. 947; 116 BE. R. 876; eub nom. Dew 
v. Harris, 10 L. T. O. S. 87. 

477. Specific performance.|—A,. & B., being in 
partnership as distillers, came to an agreement 
whereby B. was to buy out A., & it was agreed 
that if B. should, during A.’s life, be desirous of 
retiring, he should give notice, & A. should then 
have an option of repurchase, on the terms that 
within six months after notice by A., the premises, 
goodwill, stock-in-trade, & all such of the subsisting 
contracts as A. should be willing to take, should be 
valued ‘‘in the usual way ’’ by two valuers, one 
to be named by A., the other by B., or by the 
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umpire of the two valuers. B. gave notice of his 
intention to retire; whereupon A. gave notice of 
his intention to repurchase; & two valuers were 
appointed ; but the appointment B. refused 

allow his valuer to proceed with the valuation : 
—Held : there was no contract between the parties 
which the ct. could specifically enforce.— VICKERS 
saan (1867), L. R. 4 Eq. 627; 36 L. J. Oh. 


Annotations :—Oonsd. Smith v. Peters (1875), L. R. 20 Eq. 
511. Refd. Richardson v, Smith ae 6 Ch. App. 648 ; 
Loftus v. Roberts (1902), 18 T. L. R. 533. 

478. .|—R. agreed with S. for the purchase, 
at a fixed price, of an estate & certain fixtures. 
By the contract R. was to take certain furniture, 
etc., at a price to be ascertained by valuers, to be 
mutually agreed upon. No valuers were appointed, 
& S. declined to complete the contract :—Held : 
R. was entitled to have the contract for the pur- 
chase of the estate & fixtures specifically per- 
formed.—RICHARDSON v. SmrrH (1870), 5 Ch. App. 
648; 89 L. J. Ch. 877; 19 W. R. 81,L.C.& L. J. 

479. Injunction.]—-Where an agreement has 
been entered into for the sale of a house at a fixed 
price, & of the fixtures & furniture therein at a 
valuation by a person named by both parties, & 
he undertakes the valuation, but is refused per- 
mission by the vendor to enter the premises for 
that purpose, the ct. will make a mandatory order 
to compel the vendor to allow the entry to enable 
the vaJuation to proceed. The ct. has jurisdiction 
to make any interlocutory order which is reason- 
ably asked as ancillary to the administration of 
justice at the hearing.—SmitH v. PETERS (1875), 
L. R. 20 Eq. 511; 44 L. J. Ch. 613; 23 W. R. 783. 


Annotation :—Mentd. County Hotel & Wine Co. v. L. & N. 
W. Ry., (1918) 2 K. B. 251. 





Sect. 8.—CONDITIONS AND WARRANTIES. 
See Part III., post. 


SEcT. 9.—STAMPS, 
See REVENUE, pp. 272, 278, antic. 


Part I11—Conditions and Warranties. 


Sect. 1.—CONDITIONS AND WARRANTIES 
GENERALL 


SUB-SECT. 1.—CONDITIONS. 


See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 11. 

480. Whether stipulation amounts to condition 
—Dependent on construction of contract.]-—A 
declaration stated that by a certain contract 
plitfs. agreed that they would during a certain term, 
su ply to defts. & that defts. would take from them 

coke defts.’ co. should require at L. according 

to the capacity of certain ovens, provided that the 
coke should be of the best quality ; pltfs. on their 
pert engaging that same should be large, & of the 
t quality, & equal to that made from the best 

B. coal, be be Hi a by els ag a the co.’s in- 
specting officer for the time being ; & agreeing that 
the co. should have power to refuse to accept coke 
of inferior quality or small in its pieces; & to 
purchase what bat might elsewhere if pltfs. did 
not supply coke of the best quality, & equal to 
that above described, & to the satisfaction of the 
co.’s officer, & to charge pitfs. with the excess of 


price beyond the contract price. The declaration 
then contained an averment, that, during the term, 
pitfs. manufactured & supplied to defts., in the 
manner provided by the agreement, certain coke 
which they required at L., which was of the quality 
required 4 the agreement, & equal to that made 
from the Bb. coal, & large in its pieces & laid as a 
breach the refusal of defts. to accept the coke :— 
Held: according to the true construction of the 
agreement, it was a condition precedent to the 
right of pltfs. to insist upon defts.’ acceptance of 
the coke, that it should be to the satisfaction of 
their inspecti officer; & consequently the 
declaration which omitted that allegation, was bad 
in substance.—GRAFTON v. EASTERN COUNTIES 
Ry. Co. (1853), 8 Exch. 699; 10. L. R. 573. 
A ee Scott v. Liverpool Corpn. (1857-8), 


481. ——- ——— With circumstances admissible 
in evidence.|—KipsTron & Co. v. Moncorau IRon- 
WORKS Co., No. 581, poat. 

482. ——— Finding of jury as element in 
decision.|—In an action brought by the vendors 


Parr IIl].—Conprrions AND WARRANTIES. 


against their vendees for refusal to accept, evidence 
was given to show the circumstances under which 
the contract was made, & that it was of vital 
importance that the vessel should be in the port 
named at the time of making the contract. ihe 
jury found, that the condition “ship now at 
Rangoon,”’ had not been fulfilled, & that it was a 
condition absolutely vital:—Held: (1) it was 
rightly left to the jury to say under what circum- 
stances the contract was made; (2) the words 
‘‘ ship now at Rangoon ” amounted to a warranty 
justifyin deft. in saying that there had been a 
failure of performance of a condition precedent & 
in refusing to carry out the contract ; (3) the find- 
ing of the jury was rightly taken as an element in 
enabling the ct. to say that the words amounted 
to a condition precedent.—OprENHEIM v. FRASER 
(1876), 34 L. T. 624; 3 Asp. M. L. ©. 146. 
Annotation :—As to (1 - 

Anversois i powe, oot te a re aneg 

483. Representation amounting to condition.]— 
BANNERMAN v. WHITE, No. 776, post. 

484. Distinguished from  warranty.] — Deft. 
bought of pltfs., at a price named, “‘ 413 bales of 
wool, to arrive ex Stige, or any vesscl they may be 
transhipped in. The wool to be guaranteed about 
similar to samples in the selling broker’s possession ; 
& if any dispute arises it shall be decided by the 
selling brokers, whose decision shall be final.”” On 
the arrival of the wool, it turned out not about 
similar to sample, & the brokers, after protest from 
deft., awarded that defts. should take it at a 
certain abatement in the price of different bales :— 
Held: as the contract was for the sale of specific 
goods, the guarantee was not a condition but only 
a warranty, & deft. could not reject the wool on 
account of its inferiority ; the brokers had power 
to award as they had, & deft. was bound to take 
the wool accordingly. 

Generally speaking, when the contract is as to 
any goods, such a clause is a condition giving to 
the essence of the contract ; but when the contract 
is as to specific goods, the clause is only collateral. 
. -. Here there is merely a warranty as distinguished 
from a condition (BLACKBURN, J.).—HEYWORTH 
v. HUTCHINSON (1867), L. R. 2 Q. B. 447; 36L. J. 
Q. B. 270. 

Annotations :-—Refd. Azemar v. Casella (1867), 36 L. J. C. P. 

263 ; Ite Green & Balfour v. Williamson (1890), 63 L. T. 97. 


ihe .|—BALDRY v. MARSHALL, No. 762, 
post. 

486. Warranty amounting to  condition.] — 
OPPENHEIM v. FRASER, No. 482, ante. 

487. ———.|—-The sellers sold to the buyers a 
quantity of beans in b er S.S. Luzo “ afloat ”’ 
from Portugal, payment in London by cash agaizist 
documents on arrival of steamship. In fact the 
vessel had, without the knowledge of either sellers 
or buyers, arrived & discharged the goods before 
the date of the contract. The buyers took up the 
documents & then discovered that the vessel had 
already arrived & discharged her cargo :—Held: 
the word ‘“‘ afloat ’’ was used in reference to the 
goods & not to the ship, & was intended to be a 
condition & not a mere warranty, & the buyers 
were entitled to reject the goods & to recover the 
money which they had paid for them.—_BENabU & 
Co. v. Propuce Broxers Co., Lrp. (1921), 37 
T, L. R. 851; sub nom. Re BENABU & Co., SELLERS 
& ProDUCE BROKERS Co., LTpD., 26 Com. Cas. 335, 
C. A. 

488. ——-.|—Brra (V.) & Sons v. LANDAUER, 
No. 885, __. 

480. Statutory conditions for protection of 
buyer—Whether strict performance essential.|— 
17 Geo. 3, c. 42, which requires bricks for sale to be 
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of certain dimensions, & gives a penalty for the 
breach of that regulation, ia pees to protect 
the huyer against the fraud of the seller ; if bricks 
be sdld & delivered under the statutable size 
unknown to the buyer, the seller cannot recover 
the value of them.—Law v. Hopson (1809), 11 
East, 800; 2 Camp. 147; 103 H.R. 1019. 
Annotations :—Apld. nv. Hughes (1813), 1 M. & S. 
593; Little v. Poole (1829), 9 B. & C. 192. Expld. 
Brown wv. Duncan (1829), 10 B. & C. 93. 
v. Taylor (1834), 5 B. & Ad. 887. Apld. Cundell v. Daw- 
gon (1847), 4 C. B. 376: Mellias v. Shirley L. B. (1885), 16 
Q. B. D. 446. Refd. ayeon vw. Thomas (1825), M‘Cle. & Yo. 
119: Cope v. Rowlands Gene 6L. J. Ex. 63; Swan v. 
Bank of Scotland (1836), 10 Bli. 627 ; Smith v. Mawhood 
1845), 14 M. & W. 452: Taylor v. Crowland Gas & Coke 


‘o. (1854), 10 Exch. 293; Anderson v. Daniel, [1924] 
1 K. B. 138. Mentd. M‘Callan v. Mortimer (1842), 9 
M. & W. 636 

490. ———.]—-Where an Act of Parliament 





has been passed to prevent the committing of 
frauds in a particular trade, the omitting to comply 
with those regulations will prevent the party who 
omits from recovering in an action founded upon 
the transaction in which the omission has been 
made, although it be not proved that any fraud 
has been committed ; & although the party against 
whom the action is brought, has had the full 

benefit of his contract.—-LIrTLE v. POOLE (1829), 

9B.&C.192; 7L.3.0.8. K. B. 158; 109 E.R. 

71. 

Annotations :-—Consd. Forster v. Taylor (1834), 5 B. & Ad, 
887. Apld. Cundell ». Dawson (1847), 4 C. B. 376. Consd. 
Anderson v. Dantel, (1924) 1 K. B. 138. Refd. Brown v. 
Duncan (1829), 10 B. & C. 93; Smith v. Mawhood (1845), 
14 M. & W, 452. Mentd. M‘Callan v. Mortimer (1842), 9 


491. .|—The mere omission to comply 
with excise regulations, to which a particular 
penalty is annexed, will not render the sale of 
goods, subject to those regulations, void; there- 
fore, where the permit misstated the strength of 
spirits sold, it being required by 6 Geo. 4, c. 80, 
8. 117, that the permit accompanying any spirits 
should express the true strength thereof, pitf. was 
held entitled to recover, notwithstanding.— 
WETHERELL v. JONES (1832), 3 B. & Ad. 221; 1 
L. J. K. B. 139; 110 BE. R. 82. 

Annotations :—Consd. Forster v. Taylor (1834), 5 B. & Ad. 

887. Apld. Bailey v. Harris (1849), 12 Q. B. 905, Refd. 
Cope v. Rowlands (1836), 2 M. & W. 149; Cundell v. 
Dawson (1847), 4 C. B. 376; Taylor v.. Crowland Gas & 
Coke Co. (1854), 10 Exch. 293. Mentd, Barton v. Muir 
. R. 6 PRP. C. 134; BSeott v. Brown, Doering, 

oNab, Slaughter & May v. , Doering, McNab, 

[1892] 2 Q. B. 724; Kregor v. Hollins (1913), 109 L. T. 

22° ‘Brightman v. Tate, [1919) 1 K. B. 463. 

492. -.]— Where a statute contains 
regulations for the protection of buyers against the 
fraud of sellers, a seller cannot recover for the price 
of goods sold in contravention of the regulations, 
although the statute does not in terms prohibit 
such a sale, but imposes a penalty upon the seller. 

Where butter was sold in firkins not branded 
according to 36 Geo. 3, c. 86, & 38 Geo. 3, c. 73, 
‘to prevent abuses & frauds in the packing, weight, 
& sale of butter,” which require that ers of 
vessels for the packing of butter shall brand them 


with th 








eir names under a pecuniary penalty, & 
that sellers of butter shall, under a further penalty, 
use vessels so branded, & brand their own names: 
—Held: an action for the price could not be 
maintained. 

Secua, in the case of a breach of a mere revenue 
regulation which is enforced by a _ penalty.— 
Forster v. TAYLOR (1834), 5 B. & Ad. 887; 110 
B. R. 1019; sub nom. Foster v. TAYLOR, 3 Nev. & 
M. K. B. 244; 3L. J. K. B. 187. 

: 1836), : : 
Ais onal Coney eran Mae BE 
o hewenn (i847), VOB 8 (1sig) f Arm A185 Cundell 

TORN 8. $0. Mentd. Shearwood ». Hay, Wills v. 
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Sect. 1—Conditions and warranties generally: Sub- 
sects. 1 & 2, A.] 
Langridge gad 6 Ad, & El. 383; Palk v. Force (1848), 


17 L. J. Q. B. 399: Waugh v. Morris (1873), 28 L. T. 265; 
Brightman v. Tate, [1919] 1 K. B. 463. 
493. 


-|—When a statute for the denis 
pose of protecting the buyers, prescribes regulations 
to be followed in the sale & delivery of an article, 
the vendor cannot recover the price of such article 
sold & delivered by him without observing the 


regulations. 
plead ed 








o debt for goods sold & delivered, deft. 
in substance that the goods were quantities of 
coals sold & delivered by him to pitfs., respectively 
exceeding 560 Ib. & respectively delivered within 
the city of London, in divers, to wit, two carts, 
without delivering, before any such quantities of 
coals were unloaded, a ticket signed by pltfs. 
according to the form of the statute; & that deft. 
did not purchase the same at the coal market :— 
Held: the statute being passed for the protection 
of the purchasers of coal, the plea was an answer 
to the action.—CUNDELL v. DAWSON (1847), 4 
C.B. 376; 17L. J.C. P. 311; 9 L. T. 0.8. 1738; 
11 Jur. 6384; 136 E. R. 552. 


Annotations :—Apld. Anderson v. Daniel, [1924] 1 K; B. 


138. Refd. techie v. Smith (1848), 18 L. J. CG PP. 9 
Mentd. Pilgrim v. Southampton & Dorchester RY. at ), 


13 Jur. 515; Ramsden v. Lupton (1873), 43 L. J. 

Brightman v. Tate, [1919] 1 K. B. 463. 

494. -.|—Sweet spirits of nitre are not 
‘*‘ spirits ’’ for- the removal of which a permit is 
required by Excise Licences Act, 1825 (c. 80), 
s. 115, & Excise Permit Act, 1881 (c. 16), ss. 10, 11. 
Nor ‘are they within Excise Licences Act, 1825 
(c. 80), ss. 6, 7, by which penalties are imposed for 
distilling spirits without a licencz, & the spirits are 
forfeited & may be seized, etc., or within Excise 
Management Act, 1827 (c. 53), s. 32, which enacts 
forfeiture of excisable goods deposited in any place 
with intent to defraud the revenue. Assuming 
that, by any of the above enactments, the spirits 
or oe are liable to forfeiture, & the maker to 
& penalty, he may nevertheless, except where they 
have actually been lost to the purchaser by seizure, 
maintain an action against a purchaser for the 

rice; for the statutes do not avoid the contract. 

f deft. in such action pleads that, by reason of the 
a having been so illegally distilled or deposited, 
the sweet spirits of nitre were seized while in his 
possession, & an information laid against him in 
the Exchequer, where they were afterwards con- 
demned, such plea does not amount to the general 
issue, but, admitting a sale, shows only a failure of 
consideration.—BASLEY v. HARRIS (1849), 12 Q. B. 
905; 18L. J.Q. B. 115; 12 L. T. O. S. 553; 18 
Jur. 341; 116 E. R. 1109. 

495. Waiver of performance of condition.] — 
A contract provided for the sale of rosewood for 
shipment in 1908, to be delivered at Hull in instal- 
ments during that year, cash payable against bill 
of lading. While the first consignment of rosewood 
was on the sea, the buyers repudiated the contract 
& refused to accept any rosewood under it upon the 
ground that the seller had committed a breach of 
a collateral oral agreement not to supply rosewood 
to any other person in the trade during 1903. 
When the bill of lading for the first consignment 
was tendered to the buyers they refused to accept 
it or to pay for the rosewood comprised in it; 
the rosewood was therefore sold by the seller as 
against the buyers, & the seller claimed as damages 
from the buyers for their refusal to accept the 


PART III. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 2.—A. 

4961. Warranty imports lUability.}—~ 
A seller who gives an express warranty 
with the article sold must cupply an 
article which complies with the war- 


ranty.—MAENNEL 


TINENTAL, LTD , (19 
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e. Extension of warranty — By im- 
plication — Express warranty — War- 
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consignment the difference between the contract 
price & the price at which it was sold as against the 
contract. ‘he second consignment, consisting of 
the balance of the rosewood, was likewise refused 
by the buyers on the same ground & sold as se gee 
them. It subsequently came to the knowledge of 
the buyers that a portion of the rosewood in the 
first consignment did not answer the description 
of the quality of rosewood in the contract, & it was 
admitted that there was some inferiority in a 
portion that would be compensated for by an 
allowance of about 6 per cent. on the value of the 
consignment. The second consignment was in 
accordance with the contract. e seller having 
sued the buyers for damages for not accepting the 
rosewood, the judge at the trial found as a fact 
that the collateral oral agreement relied upon by 
the buyers had never been entered into :—Held : 
the original repudiation of the contract Dy the 
buyers was wrongful & by refusing to take delivery 
of the consignments on arrival on the ground that 
they had already repudiated the entire contract 
the buyers had waived the performance of condi- 
tions precedent on the part of the sellers, who were 
entitled to damages based upon the difference 
between the contract price of the rosewood & the 
price at: which it had been sold by them as against 
the contract.—BRAITHWAITE v. FOREIGN HaRD- 
woop Co., [1905] 2 K. B. 543; 741. J. K. B. 688 ; 

92 L. T. 637; 21 T. L. R. 413; 10 Asp. M. L. C. 

52: 10 Com. Cas. 189, C. A. 

Annotations :—Apld. Taylor v. Oakes Roncoroni (1922), 127 
L. T. 267. Consd. British & Beningtons v. N. W. Cachar 
Tea Co., [1923] A. C. 48. Refd. Colley v. Overseas 

Exporters, [1921] 3 K. B. 302. Mentd. McKenna v. City 


Life Assce. (1919), 88 L. J.-K. B. 1223; Acties Nord- 
it ia Rederiet v. Casper Edgar (1923), 28 Com. Cas. 


SUB-SECT, 2.—WARRANTIES. 
A. In General. 


See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 11. 

496. Warranty imports Liability.|—ANowN. (1507), 
Keil. 91; 72 E.R. 254. 

Annotations :—Refd. Barr v. Gibson (1838), 1 Horn & H. 
70; Burnby v. Bollett (1847), 16 M. & W. 645. 

497. .]—Trespass on the case for selling a 
jewel, affirming it to be a bezar stone, ubi revera 
it was not a bezar stone, will not lie unless it be 
alleged that deft. knew it was not a bezars, or that 
he warranted it was a bezar.—CHANDELOR v. 
Lopus (1603), Cro. Jac. 4; 79 E.R. 33; sub nom. 
Lopus v. CHANDLER, Dyer, 75, n., Ex. Ch. 
Annotations :-—Consd. Heilbutt, Symons v. Buckleton, [1913] 

A.C. 30. Refd. Gray v. Cox (1824),1 C. & P. 491; Jones 

v. Bright (1829), 6 Bing. 533; Ormrod v. Huth (1845), 14 

j. J. Ex. 3663; Atkinson v. Pocock (1848), 12 Jur. 60 ; 

Hall v. Conder (1857), 2 C. B. N.S. 22; Smith v. Chadwick 

(1884), 9 App. Cas. 187 

498. .|—In an action on the case in tort 
for a breach of a warranty of goods, the sctenter 
need not be charged, nor if charged need it be 
proved.— WILLIAMSON v. ALLISON (1802), 2 East, 
446; 102 BE. R. 439. 

Annotations :—Retd. Shearm v. Burnard (1839), 10 Ad. 
El. 593; Cornfoot v. Fowkes (1840), 6 M. & W. 358 ; 
Fuller v. Wilson (1842), 3 Q. B..58; Morley v. Atten- 
borough (1849), 3 Exch. 500. Mentd. Turner v. Eyles 
(1803), 3 Bos. & P. 456; Bailey v. Harris (1849), 13 Jur. 
341; Legge v. Tucker (1856), 1 H. & N. 500; Goldrei, 
Foucard v. Sinclair & Russian Chamber of Commerce in 
London, [1918] 1 K. B. 180. 

499. .]—In the case of a representation, to 
render liable the party making it, the facts stated 
must be untrue to his knowledge; but in the case 


rang of parts extended to warranty as to 
whole.|/-—-NORTH-WEST THRESHER Co. 
“e pia yO (Alta.) (1908), 8 W. L. R. 


{. Evidence of warranty — Expresa 
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of a warranty, he is liable whether they are within 
his knowledge or not (TINDAL, C.J.).—Bupp v. 
FAIRMANER (1831), 5 O. & P. 78; 172 B. R. 885, 
N. P.; subsequent proceedings, 8 Bing. 48. 

500. -}—In an action by a tradesman 
against the manufacturers of an iron safe, for the 
breach of an alleged warranty that it was strong 
enough to resist all attempts that might be there- 
after made to force it open, it having in fact been 
broken open by burglars more than six years after 
the sale & delivery, & there being evidence that 
it was broken open easily, & that it was far less 
strong & secure than it ought to have been :— 
Held: the warranty, as declared upon & set up at 
the trial, was an absolute warranty of perfect 
security for all time to come, was one so extensive, 
even if it would be valid, that it required cogent 
evidence of express warranty to that extent, & 
was not sustained by proof of mere representations 
that the safe would be strong enough to resist 
burglars. Semble: even assuming that such a 
warranty had been given, though it had certainly 
been broken, the statute ran from the time of the 
delivery of the safe, not from the burglary. 

The question, however, will be upon the whole 
of the evidence whether the warranty set up was 
given. The warranty set up is one which is to last 
as long as the safe itself shall endure, which may 
endure from generation to generation for a hundred 
years. It is a warranty which is to be co-existent, 
& continuing during the whole of that period or 
during all that time is to impose an unlimited 
liability upon the seller from which he can never 
divest himself. Is it likely that any one in his 
senses would take upon himself such a responsi- 
bility ? (CocKBURN, C.J.). : 

It is undoubtedly true that there may be a 
warranty without the use of the word ‘‘ warrant ’’ ; 
but then there must be words used tantamount 
to it & such as men of business would recognise 
as imparting a warranty. ...A warranty imports 
an absolute liability on an undertaking. ... It is 
not because the seller represented that this safe 
was secure against burglars or used other eulogistic 
language about it... that therefore he is to be 
held liable as for a warranty (COCKRURN, C.J.).— 
WALKER v. MILNER (1866), 4 F. & F. 745. 

501. General or qualified.;—-Woop  v. 
SMITH, No. 529, post. 

502. Necessity for word ‘‘ warrant ’’ or ‘‘ war- 
ranty.’’?]—CAVE v. COLEMAN, No. 437, ante. 

503. ———.|—-A. sent his horse to Tattersall’s 
for sale by public auction where he was to be sold 
without a warranty. On the day prior to the 
intended sale, meeting B. at the stable, & secing 
him in the act of examining the horse’s legs, A. 
said, ‘‘ You have nothing to look for: I assure 
you he is perfectly sound in every respect ”’ ; 
whereupon B. replied, ‘‘ If you say so, I am per- 
fectly satisfied,” &, upon the faith of the repre- 
sentation so made to him by A., which was 
admitted to have been made in perfect good faith, 
became the purchaser :—Held: there was no 
evidence of warranty to go to a jury, the repre- 
sentation made by A., on the day preceding the 
auction forming no part of the contract of sale. 

There is no necessity that the word warrant or 
promise should occur in the bargain. ... Nor is it 
necessary that the statement or representation 
should be simultaneous with the close of the 
bargain: if it be part of the contract it matters 
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not what period of the negotiation it is made 
(JERVIS, C.J.). 

The fact of that conversation passing between 
Itf, & deft. at the time when it was known to 
oth that the sale was to take place by public 

competition on the following day, affords my 
mind a very strong reason for thinking that deft. 
could not have intended what he then said to be 
imported as a warranty into the transaction 
(MAULE, J.).— HOPKINS v. TANQUERAY (1854), 15 
C. B. 130; 20. L. R. 842; 23 L. J.C. P. 162; 23 
L. T. O. S. 144; 18 Jur. 608; 2 W. R. 475; 


139 E. R. 369. 

Annotations :—Refd. Sayers v. London & Birmingham Flint 
Glass & Alkali Co. (1858), 27 L. J. Ex. 294; Carter v. 
Crick (1859), 28 L. J. Ex. 238; Stucley v. Baily (1862), 
1H. & C, 405. 


504. .|—Pltf., having heard that deft. had 
some barley to sell, went to his counting-house, 
when his agent produced a sample which he said 
was “seed barley,” offered to deft. at 398., & if 
pltf. would take it at 40s. he might have it. Pltf. 
looked at the barley & said it was a good sample 
of seed barley, & agreed to buy it. At pltf.’s 
request deft. wrote to the person who had offered 
it to him saying that he would accept it, & asking 
what sort it was as it would do well for seed. 
Pitf. afterwards sold it under a warranty in 
writing as ‘‘ Chevalier seed barley.’ It turned 
out that it was ‘‘ barley bigg,’’ a species of barley 
unfit for malting purposes ; & the person to whom 
pltf. had sold it recovered damages against him 
for the breach of warranty :—Held: there was no 
warranty by deft. that the barley was ‘“‘ seed 
barley’; the contract was satisfied by the 
delivery of barley fit for sowing; & if the term 
‘““seed barley’? meant barley fit for malting 
purposes, that ought to be shown by clear & 
irresistible evidence. 

I do not doubt the proposition contended for 
on behalf of pltf., that a statement at a sale may 
be a warranty although the word “ warrant ’’ is 
not used. If a person asks a dealer for a particular 
article, & he produces something which he says is 
the particular article, that amounts to a warranty. 
Here there is no warranty: both parties say that 
the barley is seed barley (BRAMWELL, B.).—CARTER 
v. CRICK (1859), 4 H. & N. 412; 28 L. J. Ex. 
238; 33 L. T.O.S. 166; 7W.R. 507; 157 H.R. 
809. 

505. ———- Words tantamount thereto—Recog- 
nised by business men.]—-WALKER v. MILNER, No. 
500, ante. 

506. Breach of contract with warranty — 
Whether warranty extends to subsequent sale of 
same goods.|—If the first contract with warranty 
be broken off, the warranty will not extend to a 
subsequent sale.—ANON. (1721), 1 Stra. 414; 93 
H. R. 605. 

507. Collected from more than one document— 
Advertisement & contract of sale.|——An action of 
deceit does not lie against a person making an 
untrue representation to another, on the faith of 
which the hearer acts & thereby incurs damage, 
if the party making such representation did not 
know it to be untrue. The owners of a ship 
circulated advertisements of sale beginning with 
a description of the ship, which stated her to be 
copper fastened; after which was a notice, that 
the hull, masts, yards, & rigging were to be taken 
with all faults. Under this was printed the word 
‘inventory ’’ which was followed by a list of the 


is founded on the 








implied warrant 


ee v. BUCHANAN (1879), 2 of fact, & not of law.— Dempster & resumed intentions of the parties.— 
N.S. W. 8. C. R. N.S. 102.—AUS. WALSH v. SIMPSON (1904), 7 W. A. L. R. ILL vw. Rick Lewis & Son, Lrp. 

g- - Question of fact.}-—The ques- 103.—-AUS. (1913), 28 O. L. B, 368 5, we oO. W.N, 
tion of whether there any par- h. Intention of parties.}—An 953; 12 D. L. R. 588. : 
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Sect. 1.—Conditions and warranties generally: Sub- 
sect. 2, A. & B.] 


ship’s stores & tackle; & there was then a further 

announcement that the vessel & her stores were 

to be taken with all faults, & without allowance 
for weight, length, quality, quantity or any defect 

whatever. The owners afterwards executed a 

written contract of sale not stating the vessel to 

copper fastened but containing this clause: 

‘‘On payment of the purchase-money the said 

brig with what belongs to her shall be delivered 

according to the inventory which has been ex- 
hibited ; but the said inventory shall be made 
good as to quantity only ; & the said brig together 
with her stores, shall be taken with all faults in 
the condition they now lie without any allowance 
for weight, length, quality or any defect, whatso- 
ever ’’ :—Held: assuming that the advertisement 
could, by words of reference, be incorporated with 
the contract of sale, the word “‘ inventory ’”’ in the 
contract referred only to the list of stores, etc., & 
not to the prior part of the advertisement; &, 
therefore, on the two documents taken together, 
no warranty appeared that the ship was copper 
fastened.— FREEMAN v. BAKER (1833), 5 B. & Ad. 

797; 2 Nev. & M. K. B. 446; 3L. J. K. B. 17; 

110 E. R. 985. 

Annotations :—Distd. Taylor v. Bullen (1850), 5 Exch. 779. 
Refd. Gibson v. D’Este (1843), 2 Y. & C. Ch. Cas. 542. 
508. Express statement—Forming part of con- 

tract—Though collateral thereto.|—CHANTER v. 

HOpKIns, No. 753, post. 

509. Extension of warranty—By implication— 
Express warranty.|—Upon a contract for the sale 
of goods, with a particular extress warranty, the 
ct. will not extend such warranty by implication. 

The declaration stated a bargain for the sale by 
defts. to pltf. of a certain cargo, to wit, the cargo 
of Indian corn then shipped at Orfano, on board 
the Ottoman, at a certain price, including freight & 
insurance to Cork, Liverpool, or London, & that 
it was agreed that the quality of the said Indian 
corn was cqual to the average of the shipments of 
that article in the season of 1847, & that the said 
Indian corn had been shipped in good & mer- 
chantable condition; & alleged for breach, that 
the corn was not, at the time of shipment, or at 
any other time, in good & merchantable con- 
dition, or in a fit & proper condition for the per- 
formance of the voyage from Orfano to Cork, 
etc. The judge left it to the jury to say whether 
the corn was, at the time of shipment, in a good & 
merchantable condition for a foreign voyage :— 
Held: a misdirection ; inasmuch as it was extend- 
ing by implication the express warranty contained 
in the contract.—DICK80N v. ZIZINIA (1851), 10 
C. B. 602; 20L. J.C. P. 73; 16L. T. O. S. 866; 
15 Jur. 359 ; 188 E. R. 238. 

Annotations :—Relid. Covas v. Bingham (1853), 2 E. & B. 
836; DBigge v. Parkinson (1862), 8 Jur. N.S. 1014. 

510. .|— PINDER v. BUTTON 
(1862), 1 New Rep. 21; 7L. T. 269; 11 W. R. 26. 

511. Evidence of warranty —- Express warranty 
—Statements in invoice or prospectus.|—When a 











513i. Distinguished from conditions. 
—A rebuilt engine is a second-han 
engine & the representation that an 
© 6 was rebuilt is not a condition or 
sale but a warranty, for the breach of 


order. 
which the vendors are liable in damages. 


The price 
a low one :—He 


—NEW HAMBURG MFG. Co. v. WERB 

(1911), 18 O. W. R. 216; 20. W.N. 

688; 23 0. L. R. 44.—CAN. it was 
time o 


k. Construction of warranty—Mat- 
ters for constderation —- Time of sale 

& surroundi circumstances. }—PItf. 1. 
brought an action against deft. claim- 


ing damages fur breach of warranty & 





misrepresentation on the sale of two 
second-hand motor cars. 
that deft. had warranted or represented 
that the cars sold were in goo 
aid for the cars was 
: tho warranty or 
representation must be construed in 
the light of the circumstances in which 
ven & which existed at the 
sale.—SHAW vv. 
(1919). 22 W. A. L. R, 15.—AUS. 
Inclined againat person giving 
warranty.) — Guarantees be 
construed reasonably, according to the 


SALE OF GOODS. 


man. purchases a patented article, with a known 
title, there is no implied warranty that it will 
wer any particular purpose; but it is for the 
whether there was an express warranty, & the 
mere fact that in printed invoices or prospectuses 
the invention is described as effecting an object, 
is not in itself conclusive evidence of a warranty.— 
PRIDEAUX v. M‘MurrRay (1860), 2 F. & I. 225. 
512. Admissibility of antecedent or 
subsequent negotiations.|—-Under a contract in 
writing which contained no mention of the par- 
ticular purpose for which they were required, the 
pltis. bought ‘‘ the 24/40 h.p. Fiat omnibus ” they 








had inspected & “six 24/40 h.p. Fiat omnibus 


chassis’? at an agreed price. The articles when 
delivered were not fit to perform the work required 
of them. In an action for damages :—Held: this 
was not a contract for the sale of a specified article 
under its patent or trade name, & there was an 
implied condition that the goods should be 
reasonably fit for the purpose for which they were 
required within Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), 
s. 14 (1), & also they should be of merchantable 
quality within sub-sect. 2 of the same sect., & 
consequently the pltfs. were entitled to recover 
damages for breach of the contract. 

The proviso at the end of sect. 14 (1) assumes 
the absence of any express assurance by the seller 
& deals only with the case of express or implied 
information by the buyer of the purpose for which 
he requires the article, so framed as to show that 
he relied on the seller’s skill or judgment, but the 
seller is not bound to refrain from carrying out 
his order for a particular article because it is ill 
adapted for the purpose mentioned in tho order, 
provided the article has in fact a patent or trade 
name under which it can be ordered. 

The condition implied by sect. 14 (2) that the 
goods are of merchantable quality applies to all 
goods bought from the seller who deals in goods of 
that description whether they are sold under a 
patent or trade name or otherwise. 

When the contract is expressed in a formal 
document or in a letter of offer & a letter of accept- 
ance, no antecedent or subsequent negotiations 
are admissible to construe such a contract (FAR- 
WELL, L.J.). 

The phrase [‘‘ merchantable quality ’’] in sect. 
14 (2) is, in my opinion, used as meaning that the 
article is of such quality & in such condition that 
a reasonable man acting reasonably would after 
a full examination accept it under the circum- 
stances of the case in performance of his offer 
to buy that article whether he buys for his own 
use or to sell again (FARWELL, L.J.).—BRISTOL 
TRAMWAYS, ETC., CARRIAGE Co., Lrp. v. FIAT 
Motors, Lrv., [1910] 2 K. B. 831; 79 L. J. K. B. 
1107; 103 L. T. 443; 26 T. L. R. 629, C. A. 
Annotations :—Consd. Niblett ». Confectioners’ Materials 

Co., (1921]3 K. B. 387. Refd. Sanday v. British & Foreign 

Marine Insce., [1915] 2 K. B. 781; Sumner, Pearmain v. 


Webb (1921), 91 L. J. K. B. 228; Manchester Liners v. 
Rea, [1922] 2A. OC. 74 


513. Distinguished from conditions.] —- Hry- 
WORTH v. HUTCHINSON, No. 484, ante. 


intent of the parties, & the more 
strongly against those giving them.— 
GREENWAY v. GARDINER, 20 C. L. T. 


68.—CAN. 
m. —— ——.]—JENKINS v. KENT, 
[1922] N. Z L. R. 882.—N.Z. 


n. Parol warranty—V alidity—Where 
inconsistent with written warranty.j}— 
COCKSHUTT PLOW Co. v, MILLS (1905), 7 


Terr. L. lt. 397; 2 W. L. R. 355.—OAN. 


oO. Exclusion by written ware 
ranty.}—A sales order for a tractor 
provided that there was no warranty 


Pitf. set up 
working 
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Part [J]1.—ConpiTrlioNs AND WARRANTIES. 


514. Warranty limited in time—Sale of pro- 
visions.|—BArRE JOHNSTON & Co. v. OLDHAM 
(1895), 11 T. L. R. 401, P. C. 

——— Warranty as to animals.|—See ANIMALS 
Vol. IL, pp. 267, 270, 271, Nos. 456-458, 481-484. 


B. Whether Representation Amounts to Warranty. 


See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), 8. 11. 

515. Intention of parties.| —Case for falsely 
affirming the goods to be his own when they were 
the proper goods of another without saying sciens 
they were the goods of another good.—CRossE v. 
GARDNER (1688), Carth. 90; Comb. 142; Holt, 
K. B. 53; 3 Mod. Rep. 261; 1 Show. 68 ; 90 H.R. 


656. 
Annotations :—Apld. Modina v. Stoughton (1700), , Ld. 
arm, 698. pprvd. Pasley v. Freeman (1789), 3 Term 
$51. Consd: Adamson v. ats UeeT) 4 Bing. 66. 
Re d. Collins v. Evans (1844), 5 Q. B. 820; D 
eee | 14 APD; Cas. 337; De Lassalle v. Guildford eh 
5; Prrellbut, Symons v. Buckleton, [1913] A 

30; Ganrcites Trust Co. of New York v. Hannay, iv18i 

2 K. B. 623. 

516. -.—-Where seller has the possession 
of chattels, the bare affirming them to be his make 
@® warranty; otherwise if out of possession.— 
MEDINA v. STOUGHTON (1700), 1 Salk. 210; Holt, 
K. B. 208; 1 Ld. Raym. 593; 91 E. R. 188. 
OLA OnS :—Ap rvd. Pasley v. Freeman (1789), 3 Term 

51. Consd. Adamson v. servis (1827), 4 Bing. 66. 

Re d. Dobell v. Stevens 825), 3 J. O. 8. K. B. 89; 

Collins v. Evans (1844), 5 Q. B. ue Morley v. Atten- 

por ueh a cree) 3 Iixch. 500; Sims v. Marryatt (1851), 

17 Q. D. 281; Kichholtz v. Bannister (1864), te 

Cc. B. ND Ss. 708; De Lassalle v. Guildford, oot) a K. 

215; Heilbut, ‘Symons v. Buckieton, [1913] A C. 30: 

Guaranty Trust Co. of Now York v. Hannay, [1918] 2 

K. B. 623. Mentd. Godson v. Good (1816), 2 Marsh. 299. 

517. --—- According to evidence.|—An affirma- 
tion at the time of a sale is a warranty provided 
it appear on evidence to have been so intended 
(BULLER, J.).—PASLEY v. FREEMAN (1789), 3 


erry v. Peck 
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aah webury “ Pere one 2 Scott, N. R. 588; Taylor 
Ashton 43), 1 & W. 401 ; Money v. Jorden 


acag, 372 ; ance tee v. paeeuquet (1852), 
Tatton v. Wade (1856),4 W. R Robson 
Pe on (1851). 29 L. T. O. 8. 300; Ghidese &. Wooler 
(1860), 2B. & E287; Bentley v. Mackay (1862), 31 Boav. 
143 5 Re Overend, Gurney, Hz p. Oakes & Peek a 867), 
L. R, 3 Eq. 576; Hyde v. Bulmer (1868) 18 L. T. 293: 
a v. Warburton (1870), 35 J. P.116; Re London & Leeds 
Bank, Hx p. Carling, Bt v, Peadee & Leeds Bank 
(1887) 56 L. J. Ch. 321; Ke Dene Trusts (1889), 58 
Ch. 315; Wilkinson v. Do [1897] 2 Q. B. 57; 
Allen v,. "Flood, (1898} A i Tallerman v. Dowsing 
Radiant Heat Co. [1900] V Ch. 1; Cackett v. Keswick, 
[1902] 2 Ch. 456; Cavalier v. Pope (1905), 74 L. J. K. B. 
857; Nash »v. Calthorpe, {1905} 2 Ch, 237; Nocton ». 
Ashburton, (1914] A. C. 932; Hulton v. Hulton, jPenT 


(i852), 15 
6 Jur. 919 ; 


1K. B. 813; Janvier v. Sweeney, [1919] 2 K. B. 

518, ——— -.|—POWER v. BARHAM, sa 863, 
post. 

519. ~.|—In an action for the case of 





false representations on the sale of a ship, whereby 
she was classed lower in Lloyd’s books than she 
would have been had she been built of the materials 
described. Such representations having been 
made by an agent without any express authority 
from deft.:—Held: the judge was warranted in 
leaving it to the jury to infer from the subsequent 
conduct of deft., ex. gr. from his not having 
repudiated the warranty when apprised of it, that 
he was privy to, or impliedly assented to the 
misrepresentations of his agent.—WRIGHT v. 
CROOKES (1840), 1 Scott, N. R. 685, Ex. Ch. 

520. .|—Where it is sought to import 
a warranty into a contract of sale contained in 
letters which are ambiguous in their terms, it is 
competent to the party sought to be charged to 
give evidence of all the surrounding facts & 
circumstances, for the purpose of showing that a 
warranty was not contemplated by the parties.— 
STucLEeEY v. BalLy (1862), 1 H. & C. 405; 31 
L. J. Wx. 483; 10 W. R. 720; 158 E.R. 948. 








Term Rep. 51; 100 I. R. 450. 
Sa aa -—Consd. 


v. Bannister (1864), 17 C. B. N. 


v. Buckleton, [1913] A. C. 30. 
Co. of New 


(1801), 1 Kast, 318 ; 
92; Clifford 
Alexander (1806), 2 Bos. & P. N. 
Charles (1830), 4 Moo. & P. 61; 
4 Moo. & P. 741; 
Pilmore wv. Hood 1838), 6 Scott, 827; 
M. & A 358 : 


v. Gibson ee 
17 Beav. 279; 
518; Wr 
Ward (1 (18 2), 31 Beav. 1; 


Joliffe v. Saker (1883), 11 
wick (1884), A y ADP. Cas. 1 7; : 
ADP: Cas. 3 anbury v, 


a pra 
0; . Carr (1814), 3 Vos. & 
(810), 5 A. & 8. 374; 


other than the one in writing & the 
written warranty provided to the same 
effect :—Held : effect should not bo 
ven to a verbal warranty.—MAGER v. 
AIRD RANCHING Co., [1921] 1 W. W. 
R. 811; 57D. L. Rt. 2838.—OAN. 


PART III. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 2.—B. 

6171. Intention of parties—According 
to Sie ti }— IRVINE v. GODARD (1841), 
3 .N. B. R. (1 Kerr) 364.—CAN. 

617 -}—TISDALK v, CON- 
NELL (tga 1 Kerr, 401.—CAN. 

617 iii. .J)— FEEAAN v. 
MoLEaNn (1854), 4 Niid. L, R. 42.— 
peoeye 








517 i ———.]) — BAKER_ v. 


Adamson v. Jarvis (1827), 5 L. J. 
.S. C. P. 68; Lungridge ». Levy (1837), 2 M. & W. 519 ; 
eye v. Attenborough (1849), 3 Exel. 500 ; 
5 
Guildford, [1901] 2 K. B. 215. Apprvd. Heilbut, Symons 
onsd. Guaranty Trust 
York v. Hannay, [1918] 2 K. B. 623. Refd. 
Kvans v. Bicknell (1801), 6 Ves. 174; 
Haycraft v. Creasy (1801), 2 Kast, 
v. Brooke (1806), 13 Ves. 131; 
R. 241; 
Foster v. Charles (1830), 
Aaa ». Barnard (1836), 1 M. & W. 101; 
Cornfoot v. Fowko 
Pontifex v. aa aaer 
Dowl. 860 ; Collins v. Evans (1844), 5 Q. B. ; Wilae 
. L. Cas. 605; Bushby v. Salis (1853). 
Slim v. Croucher (1860) 
ht v. Leonard (1861), 11 C. BN 258; Re 
Ramshire v. oe (1369), 
R. 8 HE . 294; Schroeder ». Mendl (1877), 37 L. T. 452 ; 
B. D. 255; Smith v. Chad- 
Derry v. Peek (1889), 14 
"Bank ‘of Montreal, [1918 | 
*réntd. Burrowes v. Lock (1805), 10 Ves. 
B. 108; Nash v. Palmer 
Ames v. Millward pate 2 Moore, 
13; Bromago. v. Prosser (1825), 4 B. & C. 247; 
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Kichholz 
De "Lassalle v. 


Eyre v. Dunsford 
Hamar vw. 
Foster v. 


deft. 
1 De a K. & 


for :—-Held: 


§17v. ——- ——-.]— BENNETT v. TRE- 
GENT (1875), 24 C. P. 565. Hessinke 

517 vi. ———. }-W URZB v. 
ANDREWS (1896), 28 N.S. R. B87. 
CAN. 


517 vii. -+—-An affirmation 
at the time of the sale is a warranty, 
provided it appears on evidence to be 
so intended, which intention is to be 
deduced from the whole of the evidence. 
—GARDNER v. ST (1919), 43 














517 viii. eee ie DESMARAIS v. 
Fawcertr (1924) 18° Sask, R. 165 ; 
(1924) 1 W. W. R. 1035. © CAN 


617 ix. ——,}—An affirmation 
at the time of ‘the. sale of goods is & 
warranty, provided it appear on 








.|— Deft. received an order 


from a correspondent at Bremen to purchase for 
him bar iron of a description known there as 8S. & 
H. crown iron. Upon inquiry, he found that the 
firm of Snowden & Hopkins, whose mark that 
was, had ceased to exist, & had been succeeded by 
a firm of Hopkins & co., plitf. : 
through a broker, bought of pltf. 67 tons of iron, 
which was described in the bought & sold notes 
as S. & H., crown, common bars. 
tendered was found to bear the mark of the new 
firm H. & co., with a crown, & was rejected by 
In an action for refusing to accept the iron, 
the jury found that the mark S. & H. was not a 
material part of the bargain, & that the article 
tendered was substantially what deft. bargained 
construing the contract by the sur- 
rounding circumstances, the mark S, & H. might, 
if necessary, be rejected as falsa demonstratio, & 
the contract was complied with by the tender of 
iron marked H. & co.—HOPKINS v. HITCHCOCK 
(1863), 14 C. B. N.S. 65; 


& he accordingly, 


The iron when 


2 New Rep. 32; 32 


evidence to be so ae hee Vv. 
KROEKER (Man.), [1928] 1 D. L. R. 
97; {1927] 3 W. W. R. 636.—CAN. 


p. Whether displaced by stipu- 
lation for des sige -}—An affirmation 
at the time or during the negoti- 
ations for sale, is a warranty, if it was 
80 intended by both parties to the 
contract. A stipulation for inspection 
does not necessarily displace the con- 
tention that a warranty exists.— 
THOMAS v. NELSON (1920), 20 S. R. 








N.S. W. 579; 37 N.S. W. W.N. 165. 
-—AUS. 

q.. —— Marking goods of 
particular lity.J—-Where & person 
manufacturing flour, marks it as of a 


particular |\quality, that amounts to n 
EE 2 
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Sect. 1.—Conditions and warranties generally : Sub: 
sect. 2, B. & C.] 
L. J.0. P. 154; 81. T. 204; 9 Jur. N.S. 896; 11 


W. R. 597; 143 H.R. 369. 
No. 


——.]— WALKER v. MILNER, 





.]—To the name of @ mare in a 
printed catalogue of horses to be sold by auction, 
were appended the words, in foal to Warlock. 
Other mares in the same catalogue were described 
as having been served by or stinted to certain 
horses :—Held: looking to the expressions used 
with respect to the other mares & to the nature 
of the tact represented, the words in question 
must be taken as intended by the parties to amount 
to a warranty.—GEE v. LUCAS (1867), 16 L. T. 357. 

524. ——_- ——_.] — Deft., living at Cardiff, on 
Nov. 9, 1874, wrote to pltf., living in London, 
offering to sell him a secondhand locomotive 
engine, in ‘‘ good working order,” for £385, & 
asking if pltf. would get it inspected, & see if he 
could take it, to which pltf., on Nov. 10, replied, 
saying, ‘‘ Tell me who are the makers, what 
material are the fire box & tubes made of, & how 
old is the engine.’’ Deft.’s answer of Nov. 12 was 
as follows: ‘‘ KE. & co. are the makers of the 
locomotive, age about thirteen & a half years, 
fire box & tubes are copper. Can you let some one 
inspect her?” Inreply.to which pltf., on Nov. 14, 
wrote as follows: ‘‘ If you can assure me that the 
loco. is in good working order I will, on the faith 
of that, send an engineer down to look at it.” 
Deft. having on Nov. 16 written, saying ‘“ the 
engine is now in good order,’’ pltf. thereupon sent 
an engineer to Halifax, where tae engine was, to 
inspect & give him an estimate of the value, with 
particulars of the size, & diameter of the cylinder 
& wheels, & their condition. The engineer in- 
spected the engine, & in the course of his examina- 
tion he cleared away the soot & smoke from one 
of the tubes, &, finding it to be of brass, he took 
for granted that all of them were of that matcrial, 
& carried his examination in that respect no 
farther. He then sent his report, giving a detailed 
description of the engine to pltf., stating, amongst 
other particulars, ‘‘ copper fire box & brass tubes,’’ 
& specifying the repairs necessary to be done. 
Upon this pltf., on Nov. 27, wrote to deft. saying, 
‘“The condition of the engine, & all things con- 
sidered, I cannot offer you more than £300 for it, 
& if you like to accept that I will take the engine.”’ 
That offer deft. accepted, & the bargain was there- 
upon concluded between them. Upon taking the 
engine to pieces some months afterwards, pltf. 
found that only five of the boiler tubes were of 
brass, the remaining one hundred & thirty-one 
being of iron, & thereupon, on the strength of 
deft.’s representation, in his letter of Nov. 12, 
that the tubes were copper, he claimed compensa- 
tion from deft. for the difference in value between 
the two metals, which deft., denying his liability, 
refused to make. - Pltf. then brought an action, 
at the trial of which a verdict was formally 
entered for him, with leave to deft. to move to 
enter the verdict on the ground that on the true 
construction of the correspondence, deft. did not 
warrant as alleged, & that the representation 
therein contained did not enter into or form part 
of the subsequent contract :—Held: (1) deft.’s 











warranty of its being of such quality: Yr. 
—Held: in this case the evidence 
of representations made by the seller i 
at the time of sale were sufficient to CAN. 
warrant the jury in fin an express 

v. UDFOOT 


warranty.—-CHISHOLM t. —-_ ——., 
(1858), 13 U. C. R. 203.—CAN. to the character 


Statement relied upon by 
purchaser. |}—TAYLOR v, POIRIER (1908), 
8 W L. Kn. 949 . J Sask. L. R. 204.— 


}—Every affirmation as 
of goods made at 


SALE OF GOODS. 


letter of Nov. 12 amounted to an express warranty 
by deft., on the faith of which pltf. acted in con- 
cluding the bargain, that the tubes of the engine 
were of brass or copper; (2) the subsequent 
inspection by pltf.’s engineer, which was intended 
only to apply to the ascertaining the engine’s 
working condition & state of repairs, & not to the 
material of the tubes, did not do away with or in 


age way affect such previous warranty.—CowDy 
v. THOMAS (1876), 36 L. T. 22. 
525. —— Assertion by seller of fact un- 





known to purchaser.|—It was laid down by BULLER, 
. in Pasley v. Freeman, No. 517, ante: ‘It 
was held ...in Crosse v. Gardner, No. 515, ante, 

& Mdina v. Stoughton, No. 516, ante, that an 

affirmation at the time of sale is a warranty pro- 

vided it appears on evidence to have been so 
intended.’’ In determining whether it was so 
intended a decisive test is whether the vendor 
assumes to assert a fact of which the buyer is 
ignorant or merely states an opinion or judgment 
upon a matter of which the vendor has no special 
knowledge & on which the buyer may be expected 
also to have an opinion & to exercise his judgment. 

In the former case it is a warranty in the latter 

not (A. L. SmirH, M.R.).—DE LASSALLE v, GUILD- 

FORD, [1901] 2 K. B. 215; 70 L. J. K. B. 533; 84 

L. T. 549; 49 W. R. 467; 17 T. L. R. 384, C. A. 

Annotations :—Dbtd. Heilbut, Symons v. Buckleton, [1913] 
A. C. 30. Refd. Lioyd v. Sturgeon Falls Pulp Co. (1901), 
85 L. T. 162; Milch ». Coburn (1910), 27 T. L. R. 170; 
Collins v. Hopkins, {1923} 2 K. B. 617. 

526. -]|—The question whether 
an affirmation made by the vendor at the time of 
sale constitutes a warranty depends on the in- 
tention of the parties to be deduced from the whole 
of the evidence, & the circumstance that the 
vendor assumes to assert a fact of which the pur- 
chaser is ignorant, though valuable as evidence of 
intention, is not conclusive of the question.— 
HEILBUT, Symons & Co. v. BUCKLETON, [1913] 
A.C. 30; 821. J. K. B. 245; 107 L. T. 769; 20 
Mans. 54, H. L. 

Annotations :—Apld. Harrison v. Knowles & Foster, [1918] 
1K. B. 608. efd. Guaranty ‘Trust Co. of New York v. 
Hannay, [1918] 2 K. B. 623; Niblett v. Confectioners’ 
Matorials Co., (1921) 3 K. B. 387; Collins v. Hopkins, 
[1923] 2 K. B. 617; Jucobs v. Batavia & General Plante- 
tions Trust, [1924] 2 Ch. 329. 

527. .|— Defts. being desirous of 
selling two steamships to the pltfis. gave to pltfs. 
particulars in writing of the ships which stated 
‘inter alia) that the dead weight capacity of each 
ship was 460 tons. The particulars also contained 

~ 3 words not accountable for errors in descrip- 

tion. Pltfs. relying upon the particulars agreed 

00 buy the ships, & a memorandum of the contract, 

hich did not in terms refer to the particulars, 

was signed by the parties on Dec. 9, 1915. The 
ships were delivered to & accepted by pltfs., & 
‘t was subsequently discovered that the dead- 
weight capacity of each ship was only 360 tons. 
“n an action by pltfs. to recover damages for a 
breach of a condition of the contract, & alterna- 
iively for breach of warranty :—Held: on the 
vidence that the statement in the particular of 
the ships as to the dead-weight capacity which 
was made bond fide was not part of the contract, & 
defts. were not lable. 

It is a question of intention whether a repre- 
sentation amounts to a warranty. ... In my 


’ 

















the time of the sale thereof is a war- 
ranty, provided -it was so intended & 
was relied upon by the purchaser.— 
WINTERBURN wv. BOON haere 23 
CAN R. 556 ; 3 Ww. Ww. Xe 1088.— 


Part III.—CoNnpDITIONS AND WARRANTIES. 


opinion the particulars formed no part of thé 
contract between the parties (ScrutToN, L.J.).— 
HARRISON v¥. KNOWLES & FostrErR, [1918] 1 K. B. 
608; 87 L. J. K. B. 680; 118 L. T. 566; 34 
T. L. R. 235; 14 Asp. M. L. C. 249; 23 Com. Cas. 
282, C. A. 

528. Time of making statement—Materiality— 
Simultaneously with conclusion of bargain.|— 
In an action on the case, a declaration stating that 
pltf. bought such wines of deft., & deft., in con- 
sideration thereof, then & there warranted them 
to be merchantable, is good, after verdict; for 
it shall be intended that the warranty & the 
contract were made at the same time.—MEW v. 
RUSSEL (1683), 2 Show. 284; 89 BE. R. 942. 

529. -|—-The general rule is, 
that whatever a seller represents at the time of 
a sale is a warranty. A warranty may be either 
general or qualified—Woop v. SmirH (1829), 
4C. & P. 45; 5 Man. & Ry. K. B. 124; 81. J. 
QO. 8S. K. B. 50; 172 B. R. 600. 

530. ——- ——- ———.]—Count stating that, in 
consideration that pltf., through placing confidence 
in defts. that they were then acting fairly by pltf. 
in then recommending him to purchase certain 
hops at a certain price, purchased of defts. on their 
said recommendation the said hops at the said 
price, defts. promised pltf. that they were not 
abusing his confidence in recommending him to 
purchase the hops at the said price. Averment 
that pltf., relying, etc.. did then through placing 
confidence, etc., as before, purchase of defts. on 
their said recommendation the said hops at the 
said price, whereof, ctc., notice. Breach, that 
they were abusing his confidence, the hops not 
being worth the price:—Held: the count 
sutficiently disclosed that the promise was part 
of the transaction, contemporaneous with the 
sale; & the consideration was sufficient & the 
count good.—-WEsT v. JACKSON (1851), 16 Q. B. 
280; 20 L. J. Q. B. 240; 16 L, T. O. S. 362; 
15 Jur. 990; 117 E. R. 886. 

















531. ~——.|—-HOPKINS v. TANQUERAY, 
No. 503, ante. 
532. — Before conclusion of bargain.|— 





CAVE v. COLEMAN, No. 437, ante. 

533. ——— After conclusion of bargain.|— 
The declaration stated that heretofore, to wit, 
on Sept. 29, 1840, in consideration that pltf. at 
the request of deft. had bought of deft. a certain 
horse, at a certain price, to wit, £30, deft. promised 
pltf. that the horse was sound & free from vice : 
—Held: the promise appeared to have been made 
in respect of a precedent executed consideration ; 
it must be taken to have been an express promise, 
but that no express promise on such a considera- 
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tion, though executed at request, could extend 
beyond the promise which the law would imply 
while the consideration was executory; at the 
tima of sale the only implied promise was to 
deliver the horse on request, & after the sale there- 
fore there was no consideration for the subsequent 
express promise of warranty.—ROSCORLA v. 
THOMAS (1842), 3 Q. B. 234; 2 Gal. & Dav. 508 ; 
lL L. J. Q. B. 214; 6 Jur. 929; 114 EB. R. 496. 


Annotations :—Refd. Kaye v. Dutton (1844), 2 Dow. & L. 
291; Tanner v. Moore (1846), 9 Q. B. 1; HKarle v. Oliver 
(1848), 2 Exch. 71; Elderton v. Emmens (1848), 6 C. LB. 
160; Stindt v. Roberts (1848), 2 Saund. & C, 212; Atkin- 
sOn v. ptcphons (1852), 7 Exch. 567; Aris v. Orchard 
(1860), 6 H. & N. 160. Mentd. Kennedy v. Broun (1863), 
9 Jur. N. 8. 119. 


534. —— At private inspection previous 
to public sale.|—Hopkins v. TANQUERAY, No. 503, 
ante. 

535. Statement accepted by buyer as warranty.| 
—Although a person may disclaim against making 
a warranty of a horse, yet, if he give him a character 
for a particular quality, as by saying, that he is 
quiet in harness, & do it in such a Manner as 
reasonably to make an impression on the mind 
of the buyer, that he is generally quiet in harness, 
he will be bound by that representation; & if it 
is not true, an action will lie to recover back the 
price of the horse.—lIortT v. NEwRY (LORD) 
(1823), 1 L. J. O. S. K. B. 237. 

536. Affirmation to stranger——-In (hearing of 
buyer.|—If a person hearing a representation as to 
goods being made to a stranger, & afterwards 
buys the goods, no such representation being made 
to him at the time, this is not evidence of a 
warranty.—HENSHAW v. Morton (1847), 8 L. T. 
O. S. 393. 

537. Both parties agreeing as to statement— 
Quality of seed.|—CarTFR v. Crick, No. 504, 
ante, 

538. Words of commendation.|] — WALKER v. 
MILNER, No. 500, ante. 

539. .|— OSBORN v. Hart, No. 721, post. 








C. Approval by Third Person of Warranted 
Goods. 

540. Whether approval conclusive of  per- 
formance of warranty.|—Assumpsit on a contract 
for sale & delivery by deft. to pltfs. of iron rails, 
to be inspected & certified as then agreed upon 
between the parties, & to be equal in quality to 
any rails made in Staffordshire; charging, as 
breach, that certain rails so delivered by deft. were 
not equal, etc. Plea, that, by the agreement, 
the rails were to be inspected & certified as in the 
count mentioned, viz., to be inspected before 
delivery by an agent of pltfs., who was to be at 


Sc. L. R. 794.--SCOT. 


528 i. Time of making statement—  v. FINLAY (1900), 21 N.S. W. LL. R. vendor as to the price he paid for an 
Materiality—Simultaneously with con- (L.) 100; 16 N. S. W. W. N. 218.— article should be regarded as merely 
clusion of bargain.J—MALCOLM v. Cross AUS, ‘* dealer’s talk.”’ Caveat emptor applies. 
(1898), 25 RK. (Ct. of Sess.) 1089; 35 b. —--- --——.J—-PENINSULAR SUGAR —~YOUNG v. MCMILLAN (1894), 40 


538 i. Words of commendation.]—- 
Mere expressions of commendation by 
the seller are not reprosentations or 
warranties.— ROBERTSON wv. MORRIS 
(Alta.) (1908), 1 Alta. L. R. 493; 8 
W.L. lt. 611.—CAN. 

638 ii. .) —— ALLIA - CHALMERS - 
BULLOCK v. WALKER (1910), 15 W. L. J. 
357 ; 21 Man. L. R. 770.—CAN. 

538 iii. ./—-HUTCHISON v. OXEN- 
BOULD (1873), 1 N. Z. Jur. 48.—N.Z. 

638 iv. J—The statement by a 
vendor of hops to a purchaser, that 
they are “ splendid hops,’ is merely 
commendation, & not an express 
warranty.—ZOHRAB & NEWMAN 2. 
FULLER (1884), 3 N. Z L. R. 210 
(S. C.).— «De 

a. Estimates—Of quantity. }—-REILLY 











Co., Lrp. v. HOWLETY?, (1926)1 D. L. fh. 


397; [1926] S. C. R. 18.—CAN. 





Cc. .—Where goods aro 
identified with reference to independent 
circumstances, & the quantity is named 
with the qualification of ‘‘ about ’”’ or 
‘* more or less,’’ or words of like import, 
the contract of sale applies to the 
specific goods, & the naming of the 
quantity is not regarded as a warranty, 
but only as an estimate of the probable 
amount, in reference to which good 
faith js all that is required of the party 
making it.—ELLiotr v. McCKIiLLop 
(1902), 19 S. C. 350.—S. AF. 

d. ——— Of capacity.—LaTTrER v. 
ee (1879), O. B. & F. 116.— 


e. Representations as to price paid 
by vendor.}—Representations by a 


N.S. 2. 52.—CAN 


{. Statement of opinion—By person 
not in possession of goods.}—LILLDAL v. 
MEOTA RURAL MUNICIPALITY No. 468, 
[1920] 2 W. W. R. 3386; 52 DL. R. 
743; 13 Sask. L. R. 254.—CAN. 

g. Whether subject-matter of sale 
material—Sale of engine—Representa- 
tion as to cost of production of steam.)— 
Rospey & Co., Lin. ». STKIN & Co. 
(1900), 3 EF. (Ct. of Sess.) 278; 38 
Se. L. R. 201; 88S. L. T. 345.—SCOT. 


PART III. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 2.——C. 


h. Whether approval conclusive of 
performance of warranty—Approval of 
interested party.J—BROWN v. ALLAN, 
Cass. Dig. 2nd ed. 146.—CAN, 


k. -J—The maxim that 
‘‘no man shall be a judge in his own 
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Sect. 1.—Conditions and warranties generally: Sub- 
sect.2.C.,D. & E.; sub-sect.3. Sect.2: Sub- 
sects. 1 & 2.) 


liberty to approve & accept for pltfs., as he should 
think fit, any of the rails, & to certify as he should 
think fit, to pltf. respecting the same; & that the 
rails in question were inspected before delivery, 
& were thereupon approved & accepted, in per- 
formance of the agreement, for pltfs., by G., their 
agent, appointed in pursuance of the agreement : 
—Held: a bad plea, as giving no complete answer 
to the declaration.—Birp v. SmiTH (1848), 12 
Q. B. 786; 17 L. J. Q. B. 309; 12 L. T. O. S. 
104; 12 Jur. 916; 116 E. R. 1065. 

saath aad :—Refd. Weedon v. Woodbridge (1849), 13 Jur. 


541. .|— The proper construction of an 
agreement to make a machine “ for cutting glue 
pieces according to drawing, etc., strong & sound 
workmanship, to the approval of A.,’’ is, that the 
approval of A. is to be as to the strength & work- 
manship of the machine, not as to its efficiency 
for cutting glue pieces.— RIPLEY v. LORDAN (1860), 
21. T. 154; 6 Jur. N.S. 1078. 

542, ———.|—Cowpy v. Tuomas, No. 524, ante. 

543. .|—Applts. having committed a 
breach of contract made by their agents with 
respt. in regard to delivery to a railway co. of 
teakwood sleepers reasonably fit for its purposes 
relied, in defence to an action for damages, on a 
provision contained therein that the passing by 
applts. at the port of shipment ‘‘ is as usual final 
as regards both measurements & quality,” & 
pleaded that the sleepers in question had been 
so passed in the impartial & lonest exercise of 
their judgment by two experts employed by them 
for that purpose :—Held: the passing relied on 
was not within the meaning of the contract. 
There had been no decision by the experts that 
the sleepers were in conformity with the contract 
but merely that they were fit to be sent out as 
their employers’ manufacture.—-BOMBAY BURMAH 
TRADING Corpn., LTp. v. AGA MAHOMED KHALEEL 
SHIRAZEE (1911), L. R. 38 Ind. App. 169, P. C. 

544. Approval condition precedent to acceptance 
of goods.|—QGRAFTON v. EASTERN COUNTIES Ry. 
Co., No. 480, ante. 


D. General Warranty and Patent Defects. 


545. Whether buyer protected.)—On an agree- 
ment to carry goods at so much per hundred- 
weight an action will not lie for falsely affirming 
that they contained a less quantity of hundred- 
weights than in fact they weighed; for pltf. 
might have inquired into the truth of the assertion. 
—BAYLY v. MERREL (1615), Cro. Jac. 386; 79 
ui R. 3313 sub nom. BAILY v. MERRELL, 3 Bulst. 
Annotations :—Consd. Pasley ». Freeman (1789), 3 Term 

Rep. 51.  Distd. Brass v. Maitland (1856), 6 I. & B. 470. 

Refd. Smith v. Chadwick (1884), 9 abe, Cas. 187; Nash 

v. Calthorpe, [1905) 2 Ch. 237. entd. Derry v. Peek 

(1889), 14 App. Car. 337. 


546. ———.|—-In a contract of sale, even in the 
case of an express warranty, defects patent & 
known to the buyer must be taken to be excluded 
from the warranty. The rule appears to me, 
a fortiori, applicable in the case of an implied 











cause ’’ does not apply where both 
parties ee to abide by the decision 
of an interested third party.—S&rcreE- 
TARY OF STATE FOR INDIA v. ARATHOON 
(1879), I. L. R. 5 Mad. 173.—IND. 

5441. Approval condition precedent to 
acceptance of goods.}—PALMER v. NoR- 
MAN ee 8S. R. N.S. W. 809; 38 
N. 8, W. ry N, 282.—AUS. 

544 11. ——.]—-AITCITESON v, COOK 


defects, &, 


(1875), 37 U. C. R. 490.—CAN. 


of 
PART III. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 2.—D. (1904), 21 8. C. 669.—S. AF. 


645 i. Whether buyer protected.J—The 
seller does not imp edly 

articles sold to be free from patent 
apart from express or 
implied warranty, is not Hable to remit 
part of the purchase price, or com- 
pensate the purchaser for damages the 


Sant or Goons. 


warranty (COCKBURN, C.J.).—BURGES v. WICKHAM 
(1863), 8 B. & S. 669; 38 L. J. Q. B.17; 81 T. 
47; 10 Jur. N.S. 92; 11 W. R. 902; 1 Mar. L. C. 


303; 122 EH. R. 251. 

Annotations :-—Refd. Turnbull v. Janson (1877), 36 lL. T. 
635. Mentd. Clapham v. Langton (1864), 5 B. & S. 729; 
Readhead v. Mid. Ry. (1867), L. R. 2 Q. B. 412; Williams 
ow. Ayers (1877), 8 App. Cas. 183; The Vortigern, [1899] 
v. ue0 : cone juecoanice Brindisino v. Janson (1912), 


—— Sale of horses.|—See ANIMALS, Vol. II, 
pp. 261, 262, Nos. 402-406. 


HE. Authority to Warrant. 
. See AGENCY, Vol. I., pp. 380-382, 606, Nos. 
845-865, 2354, 2355. 


SuB-SECT, 3.—BREACH OF CONDITIONS AND 
WARRANTIES, 


See Sect. 19, post. 


Srcr, 2.—STIPULATIONS AS TO TIME. 
SUB-SECT, ].—-IN GENERAL. 


See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 10 (1), (2). 

547. Whether time essence of contract —Con- 
tract for purchase of timber—To be felled.|—ArxK- 
WRIGHT v. STOVELD, No. 466, ante. 

548. In absence of stipulation.|— MARTIN - 
DALE v. SMITH, No. 555, post. 

549. —-— Intention of partles—As disclosed in 
terms of contract.|—THAMES Sack & Baa Co., 
Lrp. v. KNowLes & Co., Lrp., No. 560, post. 

550. Punctual delivery of bills of lading to 
purchaser.|—-SANDERS v. MACLEAN, No. 557, post. 

551. Specification to be given within certain 
time—‘* Beginning of May ’’—Given between 
twelfth & fifteenth thereof.|—Whether or not a 
term of a contract is a condition precedent must 
be collected from the provisions of the instrument 
creating the contract & the circumstances legally 
admissible in evidence with reference to which it 
is to be construed. 

Defts. agreed to sell & deliver to pltfs. 1,000 tons 
of iron. By the sale note it was provided: 
‘* Delivered ... cost & freight Japan, direct 
port, specification to be given in the beginning of 
May. ‘Time of shipping May & June from Antwerp. 
It was known by both parties that the specifica- 
tion had to be sent from Japan, &, in fact, the 
specification was given in various parts between 
May 12 &15. Allthe iron could be manufactured 
by defts. in eight days, & opportunities of ship- 
ment in May & June were frequent from Antwerp 
to Japan:—Held: ‘specification to be given 
in the beginning of May’”’ was not a condition 
precedent, a breach of which entitled defts. to 
repudiate the contract, but, even if it was, the 
giving of the specification between May 12 & 15 
was sufficient compliance.—KiIpsTon & Co. v. 
MoncEAU IRONWORKS Co. (1902), 86 L. T. 556; 
18 T. L. R. 320; 7 Com. Cas. 82. 

552. Dating of bills of lading—-To be considered 
evidence of shipment—-Shipment within specified 
time—Bills dated later.|—-A contract for the sale 


suffered by him, owing to the existence 
such Sap hae Pua wart v. HOBBS 
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l. Whether time essence of contract— 
Intention fe ee in a con- 
tract a definite time had been fixed for 
ietdai och the ct. will consider whether 

rue intontion of the parties at the 


warrant the 


Part I[I.—ConDITIONS AND WARRANTIES. 


of beans, made in the form adopted by the London 
Corn Trade Assocn., contained the clause, ‘‘ Ship- 
ment made or to be made, & bill or bills of lading 
dated or to be dated during Dec. 1909 &/or Jan. 
1910.”’ It also contained the clause: ‘‘ Bill of 
lading to be considered proof of date of shipment 
in the absence of evidence to the contrary ” :— 
Held: the stipulation that the bills of lading were 
to be dated during Dec. 1909, &/or Jan. 1910, was 
a condition of the contract, & therefore the buyers 
were entitled to reject the beans where they were 
shipped in Jan. 1910, but the bill of lading tendered 
was dated Feb. 1910.—Re GENERAL TRADING Co. 
& VAN STOLK’S COMMISSIEHANDEL (1911), 16 Com. 
Cas. 95. 

arenas :—Apld.. Aron v. Comptoir Wegimont, }[1921] 


B. 435. Refd. Hansson v. Hamel & Horley, [1922) 
2A. C. 36. 


553. Delivery’ of notice of appropriation.] — 
Resps. in Rotterdam contracted to buy from 
applts. in Hamburg 6,000 tons of South Russian 
wheat, the conditions of the contract providing that 
notice of appropriation with ship’s name & date 
of bill of lading should be given by the shippers 
to the buyers within seven days from date of bill 
of lading & that provisional invoice with ship’s 
name & date of bill of lading should be sent by 
the shippers’ London house to the buyers within 
three days from the arrival of the documents in 
London. The sellers shipped the wheat at Novo- 
rossisk, & within the seven days the sellers sent 
to the buyers a telegram & confirming letter, which 
the sellers alleged to be a notice of appropriation, 
but neither document stated the date of the bill 
of lading. On the same day the sellers posted to 
the buyers a provisional invoice which gave the 
date of the bill of lading, but the provisional 
invoice was not received by the buyers until after 
the expiry of the seven days. The buyers con- 
tended that there had bcen no tender in con- 
formity with the contract, & it was found by the 
appeal committec in an arbn. that there had been 
no good notice of appropriation in the telegram & 
confirming letter & that the provisional invoice 
was not intended as a notice of appropriation & 
that it was a recognised custom that notice of 
appropriation & provisional invoice should be 
separate documents, & that therefore the buyers 
were under no lability to the sellers :—Held: 
even if the provisional invoice constituted a notice 
of appropriation, yet, as it was not received by the 
buyers within the contract time, the sellers had 
not satisfied the contract, &, as the custom was not 
unreasonable & was not inconsistent with the 
contract, the provisional invoice was not a notice 
of appropriation, & the award of the appeal com- 
mittee must be upheld.—COMPAGNIE CONTINEN- 
TALE D’ IMPORTATION v. HANDELSVERTRETUNG 
DER UNION DER S.S.R. IN DEUTSCHLAND (1927), 
447. L. R. 10. 


SuB-sECT. 2.—PAYMENT. 


See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), 8. 10 (1), (2). 
554. Whether time essence of the contract.|— 
R. agreed to supply W. with straw, to be delivered 
at W.’s premises, at the rate of three loads in a 
fortnight, during specificd time; & W. agreed 
‘“to pay R. 33s. per load for each load of straw so 


time of contracting was to fix a reason- 
able time or to determine the time 
essential to the contract.—BERGL & 
Co. v. TROTT BROTHERS (1903), 24 n 
N. IL. R. 503.—S. AF. 


PART III. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 2. 
m. Whether time essence of contract— 


Gr. 7 4,—CAN. 





Express term of contract.|—WHELAN ¥. 
Coucn, Coucn v. WHELAN (1878), 26 


Q Jurisdiction of court,}-—Sale 
of Goods Ordinance, s. 12 (1), does not, 
mean that the ct. is entitled to inquire 
into the general circumstances of the 
case & to decide that in such circum- 
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delivered on his premises’? during the above 
period. After the straw had been supplied for 
some time W. refused to pay for the last load 
deliycred, & insisted on always keeping one pay- 
ment in arrear:—Held: according to the true 
effect of the agreement each load was to be paid for 
on delivery, & on W.’s refusal so to pay for them, 

R. was not bound to send any more.—WITHERS v. 

REYNOLDS (1831), 2 B. & Ad. 882; 1L. J. K. B. 

30; 109 E. R. 1370. 

Annotations :—Distd. Clarke v. Burn (1866), 14 L. T. 439. 
Apld. Re Edwards, Hz p. Chalmers (1872), 42 L. J. Bey. 
2; Bloomer v. Bernstein (1874), L. R. 9 C.. P. 588 ; 
Freeth v. Burr (1874), L. R. 9 C. P. 208. Consd. Mersey 
Stee] & Iron Co. v. Naylor, Benzon (1884), 9 App. Cas. 
434, Refd. Franklin v. Miller (1836), 4 Ad. & Kl, 599 ; 
Zujueta v. Miller (1846), 2 C. B. 895; Bradford v. Williams 
ge L. R. 7 Exch. 259; Simpson v. Cr ppin (1872), 27 

. T. 546; Corcoran v. oser (1873), 22 W. R. 222; 
Rhymney Ry. v. Brecon & Merthyr Tydfil Junctio ans 
1900), 69 L. J. Ch. 813; Martin v. Stout, [1925] A. C. 
359. Mentd. Prickett v. Badger Ae 1c. B. N. Su 
296; Unwin v. Clarke (1866), L. R. 1 Q. B. 417; Luker 
v. Dennis (1877), 7 Ch. D. 227: Cornwall v. Henson, 
[1900] 2 Ch. 298; HKmery Co. v. Wells, [1906] A. O. 6153 
Re Rubel Bronze & Metal Co. & Vos, [1918] 1 K. B. 315. 
555. -.|— Deft. sold pltf. stacks of oats, 

then on deft.’s ground, under a written agreement, 
by which pltf. was to have liberty to leave the 
stacks on the ground for four months, & was to 
pay for them in twelve weeks from the agreement. 
Deft., at the end of the twelve weeks, called on 
pltf. to pay, which he did not do. After the 
expiration of the twelve weeks, pltf. tendered 
payment, which deft. refused to accept. After- 
wards deft. sold the stacks, which had remained 
on his ground. In an action of trover, plea, not 
possessed :—Held: pltf. was entitled to recover. 
For the sale of a specific chattel on credit, 
though that credit may be limited to a definite 
period, transfers the property in the goods to the 
vendee, giving the vendor a right of action for the 
price ... but that default of payment does not 
rescind the contract. ...%In sale of chattels, 
time is not of the essence of the contract unless 
it is made so by express agreement (LorD DEN- 

MAN, C.J.).—MARTINDALE v. SMITH (1841), 1 

Q. B. 389; 1 Gal. & Dav. 1; 10 L. J. Q. B. 155; 

5 Jur. 9382; 118 BH. R. L181. 

Annotations :—Apld. Chinery v. Viall (1860), 5 H. & N. 288. 
Refd. Page v. Cowasjee Eduljee (1866), L, R. 1 P. C. 127; 
Cohen v. Roche, [1927] 1 kK. B. 169. 








556. J—LocKkET?T v. NICKLIN, No. 343, 
ante. 
557. -}—Where by the terms of the con- 


tract of sale of goods to be shipped payment is to 
be made in exchange for bills of lading of cach 
shipment the purchaser is bound to pay when a 
duly indorsed bill of lading, effectual to pass tha 
property in the goods, is tendered to him, although 
the bill of lading be drawn in triplicate, & all the 
three are not then tendered or accounted for; 
&, if he refuses to accept & pay, he does so at his 
ownrisk as to whether it may turn out be the fact 
or not that the bill of lading tendered was an 
effectual one, or whether there was another of the 
set which had been so dealt with as to defeat tho 
title of the purchaser as indorsee of the one 
tendered. 

The seller of such goods should make every 
reasonable exertion to forward the bills of lading 
to the dere ei as soon as possible after the ship- 
ment, but there is no implied condition in such a 


stancer the time for payment ought to 
be of the essence or that it would be a 
natural thing for the parties so to agree, 
but it means that the ct. must discover 
from the terms of the contract whether 
the parties did toey agree, at least 
im iledly, that time should be essential. 
-—-HAYDEN v. RupD (1922), 66 D. i. 1. 
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Sect. Pe ig saad as to time: Sub-secis. 2 
J 


contract that the bills of lading shall be delivered 
to the purchaser in time for him to send them 
forward so as to be at the port of delivery, either 
before the arrival of the vessel with the goods or 
before charges are incurred there in respect of them. 
—SANDERS v. MACLEAN (1883), 11 Q. B. D. 327; 
52 L. J. Q. B. 481; 49 L. T. 462; 31 W. R. 698 ; 
5 Asp. M. L. C. 160, C. A. 

Annotations :—Consd. Biddell ». Clemens Horst Co., [1911] 





1 K. B. 934; Orient Co. v. Brekke & Howlid, [1913] 1 
K. B. 531, Refd. Cederberg v. Borries, Craig (1885), 2 
T. L. R. 201; Cahn v. Pockett’s Bristol Channel Steam 


Packet Co., [1899] 1 Q. B. 643; Landauer v. Craven & 
Speeding, [1912] 2 K. B. 94; Arnhold Karberg v. Blythe, 
Green, Jourdain, Theodor Schneider v. Burgett & Newsam, 
(1916) 1 K. B. 495; Sharpe v. Nosawa, [1917] 2 K. B. 
814; Guaranty Trust Co. of New York vw, Hannay, 
[1918] 2 K. B. 623; Manbre Saccharine Co. v. Corn 
Products Co., [1919] 1 K. B. 198. Mentd. Glasgow 
Assce. Corpn. v, Symondson (1911), 104 L. T. 254. 

558. .|—Resps. bought from applt. co. 
5,000 tons of steel of the co.’s make, to be delivered 
1,000 tons monthly, commencing Jan. 1881, 
payment within three days after receipt of shipping 
documents. In Jan. the co. delivered part only 
of that month’s instalment, & in the beginning of 
Feb. made a further shes fe On Feb. 2, shortly 
before payment for these deliveries became due, 
a petition was presented to wind up the co. 
Resps. bond fide, under the erroneous advice of their 
solr, that they could not without leave of the ct. 
safely pay pending the petition, objected to make 
the payments then due unless the co. obtained the 
sanction of the ct., which they asked the co. to 
obtain. On Feb. 10 the co. in‘ormed resps. that 
they should consider the refusal to pay as a breach 
of contract, releasing the co. from any further 
obligations. On Feb. 15 an order was made to 
wind up the co. by the ct. A correspondence 
ensued between resps. & the liquidator, in which 
resps. claimed damages for failure to deliver the 
Jan. instalment, & a right to deduct those damages 
from any payments then due; & said that they 
always had been & still were ready to accept 
such deliveries & make such payments as ought to 
be accepted & made under the contract, subject 
to the right of set-off. The liquidator made no 
further deliveries, & brought an action in the name 
of the co. for the price of the steel delivered. 
Resps. counterclaimed for damages for breaches of 
contract for non-delivery :—Held : upon the true 
construction of the contract, payment for a previous 
delivery was not a condition precedent to the right 
to claim the next delivery ; the resps. had not, by 
postponing payment under erroneous advice, acted 
so as to show an intention to repudiate the contract, 
or so as to release the co. from further performance. 
—MERSEY STEEL & IRON Co. v. NAYLOR, BENZON 
& Co. (1884), 9 App. Cas. 484; 53 L. J. Q. B. 497; 
51 L. T. 637 ; 32 W. R. 989, H. L. 

Annotations :—Consd. Soc. Générale de Paris v. Milders 
(1883), 49 L. T. 55; Booth vw. Bowron (1892), 8 T. L. R. 
641; Dickinson v. Funshaw (1892), 8 T. L. R. 271; 

Ebbw Vale Stee], Iron & Coal Co. v. Blaina Iron & Tin- 

plate Co. (1901), 6 Com. Cas. 33; Rhymney Ry. v. Brecon 

& Merthyr Tydfil Junction Ry. (1905), 69 L. J. Ch. 813; 

Payzu v. Saunders, [1919] 2 K. B. 581. Refd. Gueret v. 

Audouy (1893), 62 L. J. Q. B. 633; Cornwall v. Henson, 

. 298; Millar’s Karri & Jarrah Co, (1902) v. 
eddel, Turner (1908), 100 L. T. 128; Biddell v. Clemens, 


Horst (1910), 103 L. T. 661; Dennis v. Tunnard & Mo 
(1911), 56 Sol. Jo. 162; Veithardt & Hall »v, Rylands 





618; 17 Alta. L. R. 452; [1922] 1 
WwW. Ww. R. 884,.—CAN. 

oe Payment & delivery _to be 
concurrent. }—MOONEY v. LIPKA (Sask.), 
oan R. 647; [1926] 3W.W.h. 





me, ae Doss v. 


Waiver by eee of ene) 
OWE , e ° * 
6 Cale, 64 ; 6 Cc. L. R, gece ts! 


q. ej aas 
of the contract that an act should be 


Sate or Goons. 


(1917), 116 L. T.. 706; Ertel Bieber v. Rio Tinto Co., 
ynamit Act. v. b, Konigs & Laurahtitte 
Act. v. Same, [1918] A. C. 260; Morris v. Baron, [1918] 
A. 0.1; Bank Lino v. Capel, (1919) A. C. 435; Bradle 

v. Newsom, [1919] A. C. 16; Martin v. Stout, [1923] 
A. O. 359. _Mentd. Eberle’s Hotels & Restaurant Co. v. 
Jonas (1887), 18 g. BR. D. 459; Pratt v. Inman (1889) 
43 Ch. D. 175; Sovereign Life Assce. v. Dodd, [1892] 
1 Q. B. 405; Christie v. Taunton, Delmard, Lane, Re 
Taunton, Delmard, Lane, [1893] 2 Ch. 175; Re Hott, 
Maylor (1894), 10 TL. R. 412: Re Auriforous Properties 


(No. 2), [1898] 2 Ch. 428; Re Daintrey, Kx P;, Mant, 
n 


{1900} 1 Q. B. 546; General Billposting Co. v. son, 
[1909] A. C. 118; Inverkip S.S. Co. v. Bunge, [1917] 2 
K. B. 193; Re Rubel Bronze & Metal Co. & Vos., [1918] 


1K. B. 315; Re Lavey, Ez p. The Trustee, [1920] 1 K. B. 
674; Ruffy-Arnel), etc., Co. v. R., [1922] 1 K. B. 599; 
Tyldesley U. D. C.’v. Leigh R. D. C. (1925), 23 L. G. R. 
243; Re City Life Assce., [1926] Ch. 191. 


559. .|—By a contract for the sale of steel 
tinplate bars to be delivered over a period of three 
months, payment to be made in cash in fourteen 
days after delivery, it was provided that all pay- 
ments should be made on due date as a condition 

recedent to future deliveries. The purchasers 

aving made default in payment on due date :— 
Held : the vendors were justified in unconditionally 
refusing to make any further deliveries.—EKBBW 
VALE STEEL, Iron & CoAL Co., Lrp. v. BLAINA 
IRON & TINPLATE Co., Lrp. (1901), 6 Com. Cas. 
33, C. A. 

560. .|—In an agreement for the sale of 
goods the question whether time is of the essence 
of the contract will depend on the intention of the 
parties as disclosed in the terms thereof. 

‘‘ Ascertained goods,’’ within Sale of Goods 
Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 52, are goods the individuality 
of which has in some way been found out at the 
time of the contract. 

By a sold note dated Sept. 12, 1916, the sellers 
sold to the buyers ten bales of Hessian bags, all 
conditions according to the ‘ spot,’’ which meant 
that the goods were available & ready for delivery— 
contract form of a certain trade assocn., terms net 
cash against delivery order on or before Sept. 19, 
1916, delivery prompt, rent & insurance free to 
Sept. 19, 1916. On the same day, but after 
the sold note was given, the sellers sent to the 
buyers an invoice for the goods which gave the 
specific marks & numbers of the bales as 10.30 
ex 6782/6806, & stated that the sale was ‘‘ ex 
wharf, London.’’ On Sept. 19, no cheque for pay- 
ment having been received, the sellers wrote to 
the buyers cancelling the contract. On Sept. 20 
the buyers tendered the price, which was refused. 
On a reference to arbn., it was decided as a fact, 
so far as it was a question of fact & not of law, 
that it was a recognised custom in the trade that if 
the sellers tendered to the buyer an invoice giving 
specific marks & numbers of the goods, such goods 
were specifically appropriated to the contract, & 
were ready for delivery against payment, that if 
the price was tendered within a reasonable time 
before notice of resale, the buyer was entitled to 
delivery of the goods against payment, & that, 
no such notice having been given, the contract 
stood. Onan award stated in the form of a special 
case :—Held: (1) time was of the essence of the 
contract to make payment & take delivery, the 
buyers were in default, & the sellers were entitled 
to cancel the contract ; (2) in any event, the buycrs 
were not entitled to specific performance of the 
contract, as the goods were not “ ascertained ”’ 
within Sale of Goods Act. 1893 (c. 71), 8s. 52.— 








completed by a fixed date, an extension 
of the time does not operate as an 
absolute waiver of that condition, but 
only substitutes the extended time for 
the original time.—STERN & Co. v. 
MoRrRayY, [1908] T. 8S. 324.—S. AF. 
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THAMES Sack & BaG Co., Lrp. v. KNow1zs & Co., 
Lrp. (1918), 88 L. J. K. B. 585; 119 L. T. 287. 
Annotation :—As to (2) Distd. Re Wait, [1926] Ch. 962. 


peer generally.|—See Part VI., Sect. 4, 
post. 


SUB-SECT. 3.—SHIPMENT, 

See Sale of Goods Act, 1898 (c. 71), s. 10 (1). 

561. Whether time essence of contract — Cargo 
*‘shipped as per bill of lading ’’—Goods not all 
shipped before bill of lading given—Shipment com- 
plete at date of contract.|—-A. contracted to sell to 
B. a specific cargo of wheat, described in the bought 
& sold note as ‘‘shipped per Diletta Mimbella, 
as per bill of lading dated Sept. or Oct.,” & which 
was all on board at the date of the contract :— 
Held: this did not necessarily entitle the buyer 
to rescind the contract on its turning out that all 
the wheat was not shipped before the bill of Jading 
was given.—CGATTORNO v. ADAMS (1862), 12 C. B. 
N.S. 560; 142 BB. BR. 1262. 


Annotations :—Refd. British Columbia 
Nettleship (1868), L. R. 3 C. bP. 499. 
Guibert (1865), L. R. 1 Q. B. 115. 


562. Shipment in part before time — 
Whether compliance with condition.] — Defts. 
employed pltfs. as brokers to buy cotton, & 
received from them this note signed by them as 
brokers ‘‘ bought by order & for account of Messrs. 
Shand & co. at, etc., the following cotton 600 
bales June &/or July shipment.’’ Pltfs. had no 
principal, & in performance of their contract with 
defts. tendered cotton which they were selling on 
their own account, of which defts. were ignorant 
& this cotton, being of May shipment, was refused. 
Within a reasonable time pltfs. tendered other 
cotton, also on their own account, of June & July 
shipment, & this cottom also was refused by 
defts. :—Held: assuming a contract of purchase 
& sale between pltfs. & defts., pltfs. were not, by 
declaring cotton of May shipment, estopped from 
declaring other cotton of June or July shipment 
in performance of their contract.—TETLEY v. 
SHAND (1871), 25 L. T. 658 ; 20 W. R. 206. 
oe Per ata Borrowman v. Free & Hollis (1878), 4 


563. ~----.]| Deft. contracted for the 
purchase of a large quantity of Danubian maize 
*‘ fair average quality of the season & port of ship- 
ment when shipped. ‘To be shipped from Danube, 
etc., by three or more first class vessels. For 
shipment in June &/or July, 1869, old style, 
‘ seller’s option,”’ etc. 

In fulfilment of the contract on the part of the 
seller two cargoes of maize were tendered to deft., 
the bills of lading for which were dated respectively 
June 4 &5,1869. The loading of these two cargoes 
was commenced respectively on May 12 & 16, & 
completed on June 4 & 6; somewhat more than 
half of each cargo having been put on board in 
May. There was evidence that grain shipped in 
May was more likely to damage by heating than 
grain shipped in June. 

It was left to the jury to say whether in their 
opinion the cargoes in question were “‘ June ship- 
ments ”’ in the ordinary business sense of the term ; 
& they found that they were. The judge was of 
the same opinion, & directed a verdict for pltf. : 
—Held: the conclusion was right.—ALEXANDER 


Saw-Mill Co. 1. 
Mentd. Lioyd ». 








PART III. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 3. t. 
yr. Whether time essence of contract— 
Shipment in part within time.}—Gisps <A 
Brier & Co. v. ROWAN (1887), 13 


Vv. L. R. 621.—AUS. Sept. 


———.}--A purchase of sugar 
was made from merchants in Java “for 
ug. shipment.” One-fourth part of 
the whole quantity sold was not shipped 
till It was not proved that 
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v. VANDERZEE (1872), L. R.7C. P. 5380; 20 W. RB. 
871, Ex. Ch. 
— iy » L R. 9 
Arges ing abt eaters (ute) Bs 
Sutro v. Heilbut, Symons (1916), 86 L. J. K. B. 330. 
564. -Usage of trade.]—(1) Two 
contracts each for the sale of 300 tons of rice were 
made in London. The first contract, which the 
second exactly followed, was for 300 tons “ of 
Madras rice, to be shipped at Madras, or coast for 
this port, during the months of Mar. &/or Apr. 1874, 
er Rajah of Cochin. The 600 tons filled 8,200 
ags. The vessel arrived at Madras in Feb., 
& on Feb. 23, 1,780 bags were put on board, & on 
Feb. 24, a like number; on Feb. 28, 3,560 bags 
were put on board, & bills of lading were given for 
those amounts on the days mentioned. A bill of 
lading for the remaining 1,080 bags was given on 
Mar. 3, but all, except 50 bags, had been put on 
board before that day. In an action for refusing 
to accept the rice, the defence was that it had not 
been shipped during the months of Mar. &/or 
Apr. :—Held: the contract had not been com- 
plied with ; its words must be construed in their 
plain & ordinary sense; evidence of any usage In 
the particular trade must, to affect their meaning, 
be very clear & consistent, & such evidence not 
having been given in this case, pltfs. could not 
recover on the contract. aie 
(2) If an article sold is described, the description 
amounts to a warranty or a condition precedent 
that it shall be an article of the kind described 
(LORD BLACKBURN). 
If you contract to sell peas, you cannot oblige 
a party to take beans. If the description of the 
article tendered is different in any respect it is not 
the article bargained for, & the other party is not, 
bound to take it (LORD BLACKBURN).—BOWES v. 
SHAND (1877), 2 App. Cas. 455; 46 L. J. Q. B. 561 ; 
36 L. T. 857; 25 W. R. 730; 5 Asp. M. L. C. 461, 
i. L.; revag. S. C. sub nom. SHAND v. BOWEs, 
2Q. B.D. 112, C. A.; restg. (1876), 1 Q. B. D. 470. 
Annotations :—-As to (1) Apld. Re General Trading Co. & 
Van Stolk’s Commissiehandel (1911), 16 Com. Cas. 99. 
Consd. Re Sutro & Heilbut, Symons, [1917] 2 K. B. 348; 
Aron v. Comptoir Wegimont, [1921] 3 K. B. 430. 
Reid. Re Goodbody & Balfour & Williamson (1899), 5 
Com. Cas. 59; Hartley v. Hymans, [1920] 3 K. B. 475; 
Diamond Alkali Export Corpn. v. Bourgeois, [1921] 3 
K. B. 443. As to (2) Consd. Nelson v. Nelson Line 
(Liverpool) (No. 3), Ite Nelson & Nelson Line 
(Liverpool) (1907), 77 L. J. K. B. 97 ;_Manbre Saccharine 
Co. v. Corn Products Co., [1919] 1 K. B. 198; Fisher, 
Reeves v. Armour, (1920) 2 K. B. 329; Taylor v. Bank of 
Athens, Pinnock v, Same (1922), 91 L. J. K. B. 776. 
Refd. The Annie Johnson, The Kronprinsessan Margareta, 
[1918] P. 154. Generally, Mentd. West Hain Union 
Grdns. v. St. Matthew, Bethnal Green, (1896) A. C. 477. 
565. Shipment in part within time— 
Under two contracts—Partial fulfilment of second 
contract.|—Deft. entered into two contracts, each 
of which was for the purchase from pltf. of 4,500 
quarters of Russian vats, more or less, ‘‘ shipment 
by steamer or steamers during Feb. Should ice 
at loading port prevent shipment within stipulated 
time, shipment to be made immediately after 
re-opening of the navigation.’”’ Pltf. shipped on 
board one steamer 4,511 quarters to answer the first 
contract, & 1,189 quarters to answer in part the 
second contract. Pitf. also shipped on board another 
steamer a sufficient quantity of oats to complete 
the second contract. The shipment on the first 
steamer was made in time; that on the second 
steamer was made too late :—Held: deft. was bound 
to accept the 1,139 quarters in part fulfilment of 





was any materiality or virtue in ship- 
ment during Aug. :—Held: there had 
been a non-observance of the plain 
terms of the contract, such as would 


ere entitle the purchasers to rescind it.— 
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a aa as to time: Sub-sects. 4 


Woop (1851), 16 Q. B. 688; 16 L. T. O. S. 486; 
15 Jur. 1123; 117 EB. R. 1025. 
Annotation :—Mientd. Hudson v. Hill (1874), 43 L. J.C. P. 


He ——.]—-NEILL v. WHITWORTH, No. 395, 
ante. 
578. -|}—Paton & SONS v. PAYNE & Co. 





(1897), 35 Sc. L. R. 112, H. L. 
eatin :—Refd. Hartley v. Hymans, (1920] 3 K. B. 


579. .—THAMES SacK & BaG Co., Lrp. 
v. KNOWLES & Co., Lrp., No. 560, ante. 

580. .]}—(1) Under a contract for the sale 
of goods to be delivered within a certain period 
of time the buyer’s right to require delivery within 
that period may be waived even after that periad 
has expired; but it would seem that, where the 
contract is within Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), 
s. 4, the waiver must be evidenced by writing. 

(2) Where, after the expiration of the period of 
delivery fixed by a contract for the sale of goods, 
the buyer by his letters & conduct leads the seller 
to entertain the belief that the contract still 
subsists & to act upon that belief at serious expense 
to himself, a new agreement may be implied that 
the period for delivery is extended & that delivery 
may take place within a reasonable time of which 
notice is to be given by the buyer to the seller. 

By a contract coming within Sale of Goods Act, 
1893 (c. 71), s. 4, & duly made in writing, pltf. 
agreed to sell to deft. 11,000 lb. of cotton yarn, 
delivery to begin in Sept. 1918, & to be at the 
rate of 1,100 Ib. per week, fai'ure to deliver within 
the stipulated time to render the contract liable 
to cancellation by the deft., & incomplete deliveries 
not to be taken into account. Delivery should 
have been completed by Nov. 15, 1918. Pitf. 
delivered no yarn till Oct. 26, 1918, when he 
delivered 550 Ib., & thereafter om various dates 
from the end of Nov. 1918, to the end of Feb. 
1919, he delivered seven further quantitics 
averaging upward of 500 lb. each. During all 
this period & the early part of Mar. 1919, deft. 
by his letters complained of the delay & asked for 
better deliveries, but thereby led pltf. to entertain 
the belief that the contract still subsisted, & to 
act upon that belief at expense to himself. On 
Mar. 13, 1919, deft., having given no previous 
notice requiring delivery in any reasonable time, 
wrote to pltf. cancelling the order, & he thereupon 
refused to take any further quantity of the yarn. 
Pitf. brought an action against deft. for damages 
for refusing to take the remainder of the yarn :— 
Held: although time was of the essence of the 
contract with respect to delivery which should, 
prima facie, have been completed by Nov. 15, 








default having been made deft. was 
entitled to rescind the contract.-—Rat- 
NER BROTHERS v. PORTER (Sask.) (1911), 
1 W. W. R. 236.—CAN. 

m. Purchaser ta call for de- 
livery—Failure to instruct in time.J— 
SIERICHS v. HUGHES (1918), 42 0. L. R. 
608; 14 O. W. N. 121; 43 D. L. Rk. 
297.—CAN. 

n. ./~—Where it was 
distinctly a term of the contract that 
delivery must be taken in one week, but 
the poreneser did not notify the vendor 
of the time & place for delivery until 
12 or 13 days :—Held: time was of 
the essence & the vendor was justified 
in refusing Spb Loreena » WALSH 
(Sask.) {1920] 1 . WwW. R. 1027.—CAN. Y. 


ee ies 
o. 


[1919] 3 W. W. R. 
P. C.—CAN. 














errr ee 








---MAYNE Uv. 

WATTLE Extract Co., LTp. (1920), 41 
N, L. R. 89.—8. AF, 

p. —— Where provision for breach— 


Option to cancel on delay— Delivery by in- 
stalments.}—-DOMINION RADIATOR Co., 
LTp, v. STREL Co. OF CANADA, LTD., 
41; 48 D.L. R. 350 


° 


q. Liquidated damages. )\— 
Where parties agree that breach of 
the provision as to time of compiction b. 
is to be compensated by damages, as 
where there is a stipulation that the 
contractor is to forfeit a certain sum for 
each day occupied beyond the time 
fixed, the provision ceases to be a con- 
dition going to the essence of the con- 
tract.—MoGREGOR v. GOLDEN UNITED 
GOLD-DREDGING Go. 


N. Z. L. R. 178,.—N.Z. 


In absence of express stipula- 0. 
tion.}— LEROY Prow Co. v. CLARK (J.) articular day.}-—-NOLTE BROTHERS Vv. 
& pau BB.) (1921), 65 D. L. R. 370. 


t. ——- Delivery after 
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1918, yet deft. by his letters, though written after 
that date, had waived his right to insist that the 
period for delivery terminated on that date; deft. 
was also thereby estopped from alleging that that 
period terminated on that date; the letters 
between the parties implied a new agreement 
that delivery might be made within an extended 
& reasonable period, of which notice was to be 
given by deft. to pltf., & as deft. had given no 
such notice, no period had been fixed within which 
pltf. should make delivery; & in these circum- 
stances deft. had no right to cancel on Mar. 13, 
1919, & pltf. was entitled to damages to be assessed 
as at that date.—HartTLEy v. Hymans, [1920] 3 
K. B. 475; 90 L. J. K. B. 14; 1241. T. 31; 36 
T. L. R. 805 ; 25 Com. Cas. 365. 

Annotation :—<As to (1) Consd. Levey v. Goldberg, [1922] 1 

K. B. 688. 

581. Delivery within particular year.|]— 
By a written contract dated Nov. 26, 1917, 
resp. firm sold to applt. firm 864 bales of dhotis 
as specified to be manufactured by named mills, 
with whom the sellers had contracted for a larger 
number of bales. The contract provided that the 
goods ‘‘ are to be taken delivery of as & when the 
same may be received from the mills ; delivery 
to be caused to be given in full by Dec. 31, 1918.” 
The sellers delivered only part of the goods, owing 
to the mills failing to manufacture or deliver to 
them the balance:—Held: the buyers were 
entitled to recover damages from the sellers; the 
stipulation as to delivery quoted above did not 
limit the goods to be delivered to those supplied by 
the mills in 1918, nor did they make delivery by 
the mills a condition precedent, & the sellers were 
not relieved of their obligation by frustration of 
the contract or by any implied condition.— 
HURNANDRAI FULCHAND v. PRAGDAS BUDHSEN 
(1922), L. R. 50 Ind. App. 9, P. C. 

582. Delivery on arrival—Not to exceed given 
day.|—ALEWYN v. Pryor, No. 385, ante. 

583. Evidence of trade usage—Admissibility— 
Meaning of ‘‘ during next two months.’’|—A con- 
tract was entered into between pltfs. & defts., 
on June 17, 1872, whereby the latter agreed to 
supply the former with a certain quantity of 
puddled iron, ‘‘ for immediate delivery, or say 
during the next two months.’ Defts. did not 
deliver any iron in June or July, but on Aug, 15 
they sent a small portion of iron to pltfs., & on 
Aug. 21 pltfs., acting on the notion that under 
the contract the time for delivery had expired 
on Aug. 17, wrote to defts., that as the time for 
delivery had expired, they would receive no more 
iron, & they afterwards commenced the present 
action for breach of contract in not delivering the 
iron on or before Aug. 17. 

At the trial the judge received evidence that in 





purchaser.|—IMPERIAL LUMBER Co. ¥. 
CLEMES & FLUET (Alta.) (1921), 62 
D. L. R. 715.—CAN. 

; Time important under general 
conditions.) --MADDEN % MCCALLUM 
Salva (1923] 3 D. L. R. 41; [1923] 
W. W. It. 302.—CAN. 

Intention of parties.J— 
Where, in a contract of sale, a definite 
time has been fixed for delivery, the 
ct. will consider whether the true in- 
tention of the parties at the time of 
contracting was to fix a reasonable 
time, or to determine the time as 
essential to the contract.—-BERGL & 
Co. v. Trotr BROTHERS (1903), 24 
N. L. R. 603.—8. AF. 

Goods for urgent delivery on 








LTp. (1902), 21 





RAMER (1906), 3 Buch. A. C. 69.— 
B. AF. 


breach by d. Evidence of trade usage—Meaning 
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the iron trade a usage or custom prevails whereby 
the entire months of July & Aug. would be 
included in the terms ‘“ during the next two 
months ”’ :—-Held: the evidence was properly 
Se eee v. BEARD (1873), 28 L. T. 

584. Excuse for non-observance of condition— 
Industrial disturbance.|—By a contract in writing 
dated Feb. 21, 1912, defts. agreed to build a 
steamer for, & deliver her to pltf. on or before 
Feb. 28, 1913. The contract contained the 
following exceptions clause :—‘' If the steamer is 
not delivered entirely ready to purchaser at the 
above-mentioned time, the builders hereby agree 
to pay to the purchaser for liquidated damages, 
& not by way of penalty, the sum of £10 sterling 
for each day of delay & in deduction of the price 
stipulated in this contract, being excepted only 
the cause of force majeure, &/or strikes of workmen 
of the building yard where the vessel is being built, 
of the workshops where the machinery is being 
made, or at the works where steel is being manu- 
factured, for the steamer, or any works of any sub- 
contractor.”’ 

As a result of the universal coal strike of 1912 
the works from which defts. obtained their 
materials for other ships they were building got 
behindhand ; the ship in turn to be built before 
plti’s. occupied the berth that was intended to 
be occupied by pltf’s. much longer than otherwise 
she would have done, & consequently pltf.’s 
steamer was late in being laid down. The steamer 
having been delivered after the contract date, 
pltf. claimed damages :—Held: (1) the general 
dislocation of the business of defts. & of those 
from whom they obtained materials operating 
indirectly on the completion of pltf.’s steamer, 
by preventing the completion of the vessel prior 
in turn, constituted a case of force majeure within 
the meaning of the exceptions clause & therefore 
excused defts. in respect of the delay so caused ; 
(2) delay due to breakdown of machinery was, 
but delay dueto bad weather was not, covered 
by the exception of force majeure.—MA'TSOUKIS 
v. PRIESTMAN & Co., [1915] 1 K. B. 681; 84 
L. J. K. B. 967; 113 L. T. 48; 18 Asp. M. L. C. 
68; 20 Com. Cas. 252. 

Annotation :—.As to (2) Distd. Lebcaupin v. Crispin, (1920] 

2K. B. 714. 

585. —-—- _ Bad weather.) — MarsoukIs. ». 
PRIESTMAN & Co., No. 584, ante. 

586. ——- Breakdown of machinery.| — 
MATSOUKIs v. PRIESTMAN & Co., No. 584, ante. 

587. Failure of business.;—HuRNANDRAI 
FULCHAND v. PRAGDAS BUDHSEN, No. 581, ante. 

588. Implied extension of time—From conduct 
of parties.|— HARTLEY v. Hymans, No. 580, ante. 





SUB-SECT. 5.—CLEARANCE. 

See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), 5s. 10 (1) (2). 

589. Whether time essence of contract—-Non- 
clearance of goods from auction rooms.|—In an 
action for the non-delivery of goods, it appeared 
that defts., who were auctioneers, issued printed 
catalogues, headed ‘‘ Great Western Hailway Co. 
Catalogue of unclaimed property, etc., which will 
be sold by auction by Messrs. 
on Tuesday, Nov. 7, & following day. By order of 


of **as soon as pssible.’?}—BONNER- 
WortH Co. v. GEDDES BROTHERS 
(1921), 64 D. L. R. 257; 50 0.7: BR. 
196.—CAN. 


e. Implied extension of time—From 
conduct of parties—Improper rejection 
of instalment.])—SOYTHES Co., LTp. —B8. AF. 


v. Dops KNITTING Co., LTv. (1922), 52 
QO. L. hr. 475.—CAN, 


f. —— —— Change of goods atrequest 
of purchaser.|—WILSON Vv. 
SERVICES, LTD., [1921] E. D. L. 368. 
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the directors of the above co., etc.’ The catalogue 

contained, amongst others, the following condi- 

tions: ‘* The lots to be cleared away, within three 
days after the sale at the purchaser’s expense, etc. 

If any deficiency shall arise, or from any cause the 

auctioneer shall be unable to deliver any lot or 

portion of a lot, then in such case the purchaser 
shall accept compensation. Upon failure of 
complying with the above conditions, the money 
deposited in part payment shall be forfeited. All 
lots unclaimed within the time aforesaid shall be 
resold by public or private sale without further 
notice, & the deficiency made good by the de- 

faulter.”’ Pltf. attended the sale, received a 

catalogue, bought one of the lots, & paid a deposit. 

He did not fetch the goods away on Saturday, 

the last of the three days for clearing, but went 

for them on the Monday following, when he was 
told by one of defts. that the lot had been delivered 
to another person. There was evidence that the 
lot was seen on Saturday morning in defts.’ 
possession, as if ready for delivery, & that it was 
usual to delay the delivery of large lots like it till 
the smaller lots had been delivered. Pltf. having 
been nonsuited :—Held: the condition as to 
clearing the lot within three days was not a con- 
dition precedent to pltf.’s right to claim delivery. 

—WOoOOLFE v. HORNE (1877), 2 Q. B. D. 355; 

46 L. J. Q. B. 5384; 36 L. T. 705; 41 J. P. 501; 

25 W. R. 728. 

Annotations :—Refd. Wood v. Baxter (1883), 49 L. T. 45; 
Rambow v. Howkins, {1904] 2 K. LB. 322; Manley v. 
Berkett, [1912] 2 K. B. 329; Page v. arent ae) 63 
Pv Jo. 55; Benton v. Campbell, Parker, [1925] 2 K. B. 
590. —--- Alleged impossibility — Perishable 

goods.|—-The general rule is that in a mercantile 

contract time is of the eseence of the contract. 

In this case it is particularly so, for potatoes are 

a perishable commodity. The seller cannot leave 

them in the farmer’s hands until they become 

rotten. It is obvious, then, that in such a con- 
tract the time of taking is most material. The 
purchasers, therefore, not having taken the 
potatoes before Christmas, failed to perform their 
part. ... Pltfs. said that they could not send 
the boat on account of the frost, but as they had 
undertaken to send it they could not set up an 
excuse for not doing so. There was, therefore, 

a failure on their part to perform the contract, 

& they are not entitled to maintain tho action 

(LORD EsHER, M.R.).—SHARP v. CHRISTMAS (1892), 

8 'T. L. ht. 687, C. A. 

Annotation :—Consd. Hartley v. Hymans, (1920) 3 K. B. 475. 
591. Vessel to obtain clearance before named 

date—Certificate of clearance obtained—Though 

loading not completed.|—Wheat was sold for ship- 

ment at Galveston, in the United States, by a 

specified vessel for Havre, ‘‘ clearance ’’ to be not 

later than May 31. A certificate of clearance was 
obtained on May 28. Part only of the cargo was 
then on board, the rest being alongside ready to 
be loaded. The loading was not completed until 

June 2, when the vessel sailed. By the statute 

of the United States the master must furnish a 

manifest of the cargo ‘‘ on board, whereupon the 

collector shall grant a clearance.” It was, how- 
ever, customary to grant a clearance before the 


| completion of loading, & such a clearance was 
H. & E., defts., 


vali 


& effective for all purposes, & entitled the 
vessel to sail immediately :—Held: 


the vessel 
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g. Whether time essence of con- 
truct—Clearance of timber.}—Woop & 
ENGLISH ¥. eee LAKE LOGGING 


CARLTON 
Co. (1926), 36 C. R. 337.--CAN, 
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Sect. 2.—Stipulations as to time: Sub-sect. 5. Sect. 
3: Sub-sect. 1.] 


had obtained a ‘‘ clearance”? within the meaning 
of the contract, when the certificate of clearance 
was granted.—THALMANN v. TEXAS STAR FLOUR 
Mitrs (1900), 82 L. T. 833; 16 T. L. R. 460; 
9 Asp. M. L. ©. 87; 5 Com. Cas. 321, C. A. 


Sect. 3.—IMPLIED UNDERTAKINGS AS TO TITLE 
AND QUIET POSSESSION. 
SuB-sEcT. 1.—TITLE. 

See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 12 (1). 

592. Whether condition as to good title implied 
—Before Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71).]—If a 
vendor falsely affirm the goods to be his, knowing 
them to be a stranger’s, an action lies for the 
deceit, though the goods are not reclaimed.— 
NA LEICESTER (1618), Cro. Jac. 474; 79 


Annotations :—Refd. Cross v. Gardner (1688) 
Pasley v. Freeman (1789), 3 Term Rep. 
Attenborough (1849), 12 L. T. O. S. 632. 


1 Show. 68 ; 
Bl; Morley vw. 














hes -]|—CROSSE v. GARDNER, No. 515, 
ante. 
594. -|—An action lies against a 


person for knowingly selling goods to which he 
has no title.—TuURNER v. BRENT (1698), 12 Mod. 
Rep. 245; 88 E. R. 1295. 

595. ——.]—MEDINA v. STOUGHTON, No. 
516, ante. 


596. ——.|—If a person sell goods, & 
warrant them to the vend > against all persons, 
it may be assigned as a breach of the covenant, 
that the vendor, at the time of the sale, had neither 
the possession nor the property of them.— 
HACKET v. GLOVER (1713), 10 Mod. Rep. 142; 
88 EK. R. 665. 

597. —-—- Title of sheriff.])—The law raises 
an implied promise in a sheriff selling goods taken 
in execution, that he does not know that he is 
destitute of title to the goods. To an action 
founded on the implied promise that the vendor 
of goods did not know his title to them was bad, 
it is no defence that the vendor was a sheriff's 
auctioneer, & desired pltf. to give him a written 
notice not to pay over the proceeds, & that pltf. 
having omitted to give such notice deft. paid over. 
—PrTo v. Buiapgs (1814), 5 Taunt. 657; 128 
EB. R. 849. 
as :—Refd. Baylis v. London (Bp.), [1913] 1 Ch. 


598. -—— Purchase of bargain at 
sheriff’s sale.|—Assumpsit by purchaser against 
vendor of goods, on an alleged warranty that 
vendor had title to sell; count for money had & 
received. Plea: non assumpsit. Deft. at a 
sheriff’s sale bought the goods from the sheriff for 
£18; pltf., who was also at the sale, bought deft.’s 
bargain of him for £5, & paid him the £28. Deft. 
paid the sheriff the £18, & the sheriff began to 
deliver the goods to pltf.; but they were then 
claimed as not being the property of the execution 
debtor, & were recovered by the true owner :— 
Held: there was no implied warranty by pltf. 
that he had title, nor any failure of consideration ; 
pltf. having paid £23 to deft., not for the goods, 
but for the right which deft. had acquired by his 
purchase ; & this consideration had not failed.— 
CHAPMAN v. SPELLER (1850), 14 Q. B. 621; 19 











PART III. SECT. 8, SUB-SECT. 1. 
-  h. Whether condition as to good title 
implied.|}—On a contract for the sale of 
property by which the vendor gives the 
purchaser to understand that he is the 


(1896), 


owner of the property there is an 


roperty.—BvurTT ». 
Q. L. J. 68.— AUS. 
k. -————.}~—-Pltf. sold to deft. a quan- 
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L. J. Q. B. 289; 15 L. T. 0.8, 158; 14 Jur. 652 ; 
117 E. R. 240. 








Annotations :—Distd. Eiohholz v. Bannister (1864), 17 
C. B. N.S. 708. Refd. Bagueley v. Hawley (1867), L. R. 
2C. P, 625. 

599. —— Sale at auction.|—Where pltf., 


an auctioneer, sold goods under order of deft., 

who had no right to dispose of them, & the truce 

owner afterwards recovered against pltf.; a 

declaration in case, which alleged that deft. being 

possessed of the goods, represented to pltf. that he 
was entitled to dispose of them; that pltf. in 
consequence, at deft.’s request, sold them by 
auction, & after deducting certain charges for his 
trouble, paid the residue of the proceeds to deft. ; 
that deft. deceived pltf. in this, that he was not 
at the time of the sale entitled to dispose of the 
goods; that the true owner afterwards recovered 
the value of pltf., & that deft. refused to reimburse 
him :—Held: sufficient after verdict.—ADAMSON 

v. JARVIS (1827), 4 Bing. 66 ; 12 Moore, C. P. 241 ; 

5L. J.0.8.C. P. 68; 130 E.R. 693. 

Annotations :—Consd. Betts v. Gibbins (1834), 2 Ad. & Kl. 
57; Birmingham & District Land Co. v. L. & N. W. Ry. 
(1886), 56 L. J. Ch. 956. Distd. Halbroun_v._Inter- 
national Horse Agency & xchange, [1903] 1 K. B. 270. 
Refd. Ormrod v. Huth (1845), 5 L. T. O. 9. 268; Elliot v. 
Von Glehn (1849), 13 Q. B. 632; Morley ». Attenborough 
(1849), 18 L. J. Ex. 148; Robson vw. Devon (1857), 5 
W. R. 724; Dugdale v. Lovering (1875), L. R. 10 C. P. 
196; Barker v. Furlong, [1891] 2 Ch. 172; Leslie v. 
Reliable Advertising & Addressing Agency, [1915] 1 
K. B. 652. Mentd. Palmer v. Wick & Pulteneytown 
Steam phippiog Co., [1894] A. C. 318; The Englishman, 
The Australia, [1895] P. 212: Burrows v. Rhodes, [1899] 
1 Q. B. 816; London Assoen. for Protection of Trade v. 
Greenlands, [1916] 2 A. C. 15; Weld-B>undell v. Stephens, 
[1920] A. C. 956. 

600. ——— Purchase of bargain at 
auction.|—A boiler, set in brickwork, & capable, 
if taken to picces, of being removed without injury 
to the premises, had been seized & sold, under a 
distress for a poor rate due from the occupier, & 
bought at a public auction by deft., & resold by 
him to pltfs. at an advanced price, with notice of 
the circumstances under which deft. had bought 
it, pltfs. to remove it at their own expense. ‘The 
mtgees. of the premises upon which the boiler 
stood having prevented pltfs. from carrying it 
away, pltfs. brought an action against deft., 
relying upon an alleged implied warranty that he 
had good title to the boiler, & that they should be 
permitted to remove it :—Held: there was no 
evidence to justify the jury in finding a warranty 
as alleged.—BAGUELEY v. HAWLEY (1867), L. R. 
2C. P 625; 86L. J.C. P. 328; 171. T. 116. 

601. Sale by pretended easels oan Fe 
To an action for goods sold, deft. pleaded, as to the 
sum of £17 15s., parcel, etc., that the same became 
due from him to pltf. as the price of goods sold, 
which before & at the time of the sale were part 
of the estate of A., then lately deceased, who died 
intestate; that pltf., pretending to be the exor. 
of A., & not being exor. or administrator, nor 
having any right or title to the goods, sold the said 
goods to deft., who believed pltf. to be such exor. ; 
that, after the sale, & before the payment of the 
said sum of £17 15s. to pltf., to wit, on Dec. 13, 
1841, letters of administration of the goods, etc., 
of A., were granted to G., which G. afterwards, 
& before the payment of the sum of £17 15s. to 
wit, on, etc., gave notice of his appointment as such 
administrator to deft., & requested deft. to pay 
him the sum of £17 168. ; whereupon deft. did then 
pay to G. the sum of £17 15s. :—Held: although 














tity of scrap iron which was received 
the vendor’s title ef deft. believing it to be the property 
MoDonaLtp~_ of pitf., but which proved to be the 
property of G., by whom it was claimed 
to whom it was delivered :— Held : 
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the plea was informal, in omitting to state that the 
money was pee before action brought, or before 
plea pleaded, nevertheless it was substantially a 
good defence, &, therefore, pltf. was not entitled 
to judgment non obstante veredicto.—ALLEN v. 
Hopxins (1844),13 M. & W. 94; 13 L. J. Ex. 
316; 3L. T. O.S. 204; 153 BE. R. 39. 
Annotations :—Refd. Walker v. Mellon (1847 : 
346; Morley v. Aten boreusn (1849), 3 Exch. 500. 


Cobbett ». Grey (1850) xch, 729; Carlisle ¥. Whaley 
(1867), L. BR. 2H. L. 391. ates y 


602. Sale of unredeemed pledge.]- 
(1) There is no implied warranty of title in the 
contract of sale of a personal chattel; & in the 
absence of fraud, a vendor is not liable for a defect 
of title, unless there be an express warranty, or an 
equivalent to it, by declaration or conduct. 

A warranty, may be inferred from usage of 
trade, or from the nature of the trade being such 
as to lead to the conclusion that the person carrying 
it on must be understood to engage that the pur- 
chaser shall enjoy that which he buys, as against 
all persons ; as where articles are bought in a shop 
professedly carried on for the sale of goods. 

A pawnbroker, who sells a chattel as a a forfeited 
pledge, merely undertakes that the subject of the 
sale is a pledge, & irredeemable, & that he is not 
cognisant of any defect of title to it. 

(2) Semble: although, on the sale of a personal 
chattel, there is no implied warranty of title, so 
that the vendor would not be liable for a breach 
of it to unliquidated damages, yet the purchaser 
may recover back his money as on a consideration 
that failed, if it be shown that it was the under- 
standing of both parties that the bargain should be 
put an end to if the purchaser should not have a 
good title—MORLEY v. ATYTENBOROUGH (1849), 
3 Exch. 500; 18 L. J. Ex. 148; 12 L. T. O.S. 
5382; 13 J. P. 427; 13 Jur. 282; 154 H.R. 948. 
Annotations :—As to (1) Consd. Sims v. Marryat (1851), 17 

Q. 2B. 281; Collen v. Wright (1857), 8 K. & B. 647; Hall 

v. Conder (1857), 2 C, B. N.S. 22. Apld. Kmmerton v. 

Mathews (1862), 7 H. & N. 586; Eichholz v. Bannister 

(1864), 17 C. B. N. 8. 708; Bagucley v. Hawley TEEN 

L. lt. 2 C. P. 625. Folld. Richardson v. Crosbie (1876), 

Turvor on Pawnbrokers’ Act, 1872, 3rd ed. 66, n. Consd. 

Wood wv. Baxter (1883), 49 L. T, 45; Raphael v. Burt 

(1884), Cab. & El. 325; Benton wv. Campbell, Varker, 

[1925] 2 K. B. 410. Refd. Bandy v. Cartwright (1853), 

8 Exch. 913; Smith v. Neale (1857), 2 C. B. N. 8. 67. 

Generally, Refd. Buddle v. Green (1857), 27 L. J. Ex. 33. 

Mentd. Aiken v. Short (1856), 1 H. & N. 210; Baylis v. 

London (p.), [1913] 1 Ch. 127; Re Thellusson, Az p. 

Abdy (1919), 88 L. J. K. B. 1210. 

603. -|—RICHARDSON v. CROS- 
BIE (1876), Turner on Pawnbrokers’ Act, 1872, 
3rd ed. 66, n. 

Annotation :-—Refd. Calipe v. Thomson (1902), 66 J. P. 313. 

604. Sale of fixtures—On assignment 
of lease.|—On a contract for the transfer by a 
lessee of ‘‘ all his interest in a house, with the 
fixtures, etc., as held by him,” for an entire sum, 
an action for falsely warranting the fixtures to be 
the lessee’s, held to be maintainable, on evidence 
that deft., at the time of the agreement, handed 
pltf. an inventory of them; & afterwards, being 
taxed with selling them, said he ‘‘ thought they 
were his.’’—SNELL v. BICKLEY (1860), 2 F. & F. 56, 
INecdies 

605. Sale In open shop or warehouse.] 
——In the case of goods sold in an open shop or ware- 
house, there is an implied warranty on the part 
of the seller that he is the owner of the goods, &, 
if it turns out otherwise, as, where the goods are 
claimed by the true owner, from whom they have 























pitf. having sold as owner impliedly 
warranted that he had title to the 
oods.-—-MCFAaTRIDGE v. ROBB (1892), 
4 N. 5. Rh. (12 Rh. & G.) 506.—CAN, 


1, —— Sale of standing timber.}— 


187. —CAN. 


LINK v. HUNTER (1868), 27 U.C. RR. A 


m. --—-BROWN 
BURN (1876), 37 U. OC. R. 692.—CAN. 
n. ——— —— Intention of vendor. }— 
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been stolen, the buyer may recover back the price 
as money paid upon a consideration which has 
failed.—-EICHHOLZ v. BANNISTER (1864), 17 C. B. 
N.S. 708; & New Rep. 87; 34L. J.C. P. 105; 
11 Jur. N. 8.15; 13 W. R. 06; 144 E. R. 284; 
sub nom. EICOLTz v. BANNISTER, 12 L. T. 76. 


Annotations :—Distd. Bagueley v. Hawley (1867), L. R. 2 
Cc, P. 625. Consd. Raphael v. B (1884), Cab. & El. 


ae oe urt 
325. Refd. Wood »v. Baxter (1883), 49 L. T. 45; BR. w. 


Sampson (1885), 62 L. T. 772; Benton v. Campbell, 

Parker, [1925] 2 K. B. 410. 

606. Sale of bonds.|—-The Govt. of 
the United States in 1865 issued bonds payable to 
bearer, redeemable at the pleasure of the Govt., 
after 1870, & payable, at all events, in 1885. 
When the Govt. wished to redeem any of these 
bonds, they gave notice to holders by public 
notification that they would be paid on presenta- 
tion. After such notice, the bonds notified were 
called ‘‘ Called Bonds.’’ These bonds are dealt 
in England for the purpose of making remittances 
to America. ‘The course of business is for the 
seller to supply the buyer with bonds or coupons 
of railway cos., etc., payable in America at an 
agreed price, no particular bonds or coupons being 
specified. It was proved that whenever default 
was made in payment of the coupons in America, 
the seller returned the money paid for them, but 
no evidence was given of any case in which pay- 
ment of a bond had been refused. 

A. sold to B. in accordance with the above course 
of business certain ‘‘ Called Bonds,’’? which had 
been originally stolen from American holders, & 
payment to B. of the bonds was refused by the 
American Govt. :—Held: there was an implicd 
warranty of title on the sale by A. to B., & B. was 
entitled to recover from <A. the price paid.— 
RAPHAEL & Sons v. Burt & Co. (1884), Cab. & EL. 
325. 

607. ——.|—On the sale of any article 
the vendor impliedly warrants that it is his to sell. 
—TIDWARDS v. PEARSON (1890), 6 T. L. R. 220, 
C. A. 

608. ——— Since Sale of Goods Act, 1893 
(ec. 71).)—Pltf. bought a motor car from deft. & 
used it for several months. It then appeared that 
deft. had had no title to it, & pltf. was compelled 
to surrender it tothe true owner. Pltf. sued 
deft. to recover back the purchase-money that he 
had paid as on a total failure of considcration :— 
Held: notwithstanding that he had had the use 
of the car the consideration had totally failed, 
& he was entitled to get the purchase-money back. 
The use of the car that he had had was no part of 
the consideration that he had contracted for, 
which was the property in & lawful possession of 
the car, whereas what he got was an unlawful 
possession which exposed him to the risk of an 
action at the suit of the true owner. 

There is no doubt that what the buyer had a 
right to get was the property in the case, for above 
Act expressly provides that in every contract of 
sale there is an implied condition that the seller 
has a right to sell (ATKIN, L.J.).—ROWLAND v. 
DIVALL, [1923] 2 K. B. 600; 92 L. J. K. B. 1041; 
129 L. T. 757; 67 Sol. Jo. 703, C. A. 

608. ——— Sale of patented article—— 
Validity of patent./—-A patentee sold a machine 
made in pursuance of his patent to X.; the 
machine was held by the Ct. of Appeal to be an 
infringement of a prior patent belonging to a third 














ermit issued under the authority 
of the minister of the interior, under 
which the purchaser has the right 
within a year to cut, from the Crown 
domain, a million feet of lumber, is a 
contract for the sale of personal 


vw. CooK- 
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Sect. 3.—Implied undertakings as to title and quiet 
possession : Sub-sects. 1,2 &3. Sect.4: Sub- 
sects. 1 & 2, A.) 


person. In an action to recover the price of the 
machine, X. pleaded that on the sale of the machine 
there was an implied warranty that the patent 
was valid, & that he would be able to use the 
machine. He counterclaimed for the sum which 
he had to pay for a licence to use the machine, 

& for damages :—Held: in the sale of a patented 

article there was no such implied warranty, & 

pltf. was entitled to recover the price of the 

machine.—MONFORTS v. MARSDEN (1895), 12 

tanviation~—Overd. Nib 

An ion : verd. , : 

a ire we Lee lett v. Confectioners’ Materials 

610. —_—- ——— -—— Infringement of trade 
marks.|—-(1) A firm who dealt in confectioners’ 
materials agreed in writing to sell condensed milk 
in tins & of a certain standard at a price including 
insurance & freight from New York to London. 
Payment was to be made in cash on receipt of 
the shipping documents. The buyers received 
the documents & paid the price. The goods 
arrived bearing a name or brand which was an 
infringement of the registered trade mark of cer- 
tain manufacturers of condensed milk, at whose 
instance the comrs. of customs detained the goods. 
The buyers were obliged to remove the name or 
brand in order to get possession of the goods & 
could only sell them at a loss without any dis- 
tinctive mark. In an action by the buyers 
against the sellers for breach of warranty :— 
Held: defts. had broken the implied condition 
in Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 11), s. 12 (1), that 
they had a right to sell the goods ; they had broken 
the implied condition in Sale of Goods Act, 1893 
(c. 71), 8s. 14 (2), that the goods should be of 
merchantable quality; they had also broken 
the implied warranty in Sale of Goods Act, 1893 
(c. 71), s. 12 (2), that the buyers should have & 
enjoy quiet possession of the goods. 

(2) Defts. alleged that the contract of sale was an 
oral contract & that one of its terms was that they 
might deliver milk of several brands one of which 
was the infringing brand :—Held: assuming this 
to be a term of the contract it was not a circum- 
stance showing a different intention so as to 
negative the implied condition & warranty in 
Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 12.—NIBLETT 
v. CONFECTIONERS’ MATERIALS Co., [1921] 3 K. B. 
387; 90 L. J. K. B. 984; 125 L. T. 552; 37 
Abe rie aa C. A. ‘ 

Annotation :—As to (1 . : i 
oda 1 at a xp d. & Distd. Sumner, Permain v. 
611. ——— —-— Circumstance contradicting 

implied condition.|—-NIBLETT v. CONFECTIONERS’ 

MATERIALS Co., No. 610, ante. 

612. Sale at auction—Invalid dis- 
tress.|—-Deft., an auctioneer, sold by auction to 
plitf. a piano which had been seized under a distress 
warrant for rent in arrear. The warrant was 
invalid & the piano was claimed from pltf. by the 











chattels, & such a sale ordinarily 
implies a warranty of title on the part 
of the vendor; but if it appears from 
the facts & circumstances that the 
vendor did not intend to assert owner- 
ship, but only to transfer such interest 
as he had in the thing sold. there is no 
warranty.—ST. CATHARINES MILLING 
& LUMBER Co. v. R. (1890), 2 Kxch. 
C. R. 202.—-CAN. 

oO. Knowledge of defect on part 
of purchaser.)—-TURRIFF v. MCHUGH 
(1889), 1 Terr. L. R. 186.—CAN 


PART III. SECT. 8, SUB-SEOT, 2. 
p. Whether warranty implted.|—The 








616 il. 
of specific 


vendor guarantees that the vendce shall 
have undisturbed possession o 
t bought.—FImrzGERALD v. LUCK 


PART III. SECT. 4, SUB-SECT. 1. 


; 616 i. General rule.}—J. I. 
T'HRESHING MACHINE Co, v. FEE (1909), 
pane L. R. 70; 2 Sask. L. HK. 38.— 


.}—There may be a sale 
oods by description either 
express or implied. 
ment made about them amounts to a 
warranty only, or to a mere repre 


SALE OF GOODS. 


true owner, & was delivered up to him. In an 
action by pltf. against deft.:—Held: there was 
no implied warranty of title on the part of deft.— 
PAYNE v. ELSDEN (1900), 17 T. L. R. 161. 

——— Sale of animal.]—See Animats, Vol. II., 
pp. 262, 268, Nos. 412-414. 


SUB-sECT. 2.—QuIET PossESSION. 

See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), 8. 12 (2). 

613. Whether warranty implied—Before Sale 
of Goods Act, 1898 (c. 71).|—In covenant for quiet 
enjoyment of 20 tons of copperas, a breach, quod 
mon potuit gaudere, etc. is not good, without 
showing a lawful disturbance.—CHANTFLOWER Uv. 
PRIESTLY & WATERHOUSE (1603), Cro. Eliz. 914 ; 
78 H.R. 11385. 

614, Sale of patented article—In- 
fringement of trade mark.|—NIBLETT v. CON- 
FECTIONERS’ MATERIALS Co., No. 610, ante. 

615. —— —— Contrary intention ex- 
cluding warranty.|—-NIBLETT v. CONFECTIONERS’ 
MATERIALS Co., No. 610, ante. 











SUB-SECT. 3.—FREEDOM FROM INCUMBRANCES, 
See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), 8. 12 (3). 


Sect. 4.—SALES BY DESCRIPTION. 


SUB-SECT. 1.—WHAT CONSTITUTES SALE BY 
DESCRIPTION. 


See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), 5. 13. 

616. General rule.|—The expression ‘ contract 
for the sale of goods by description,” in Sale of 
Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 18, applies to all cases 
where the buyer has not seen the goods, but 
relies solely on the description given by the seller. 

Pltf. agreed to sell & deft. to buy a reaping 
machine, which deft. had never seen, & which 
pltf. stated to have been new the previous year, 
& to have been used to cut only 50 or 60 acres. 
The machine was delivered, & shortly afterwards 
deft. wrote complaining that it did not correspond 
with pltf.’s statements. After some _ further 
correspondence deft. returned the machine. In 
an action to recover the price :—Held: there was 
a contract for the sale of goods by description, 
within Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 18, & 
therefore, by sect. 13, there was an implied con- 
dition that the goods should correspond with the 
description, there had been no acceptance of the 
machine by deft., within sect. 35, the property 
had not passed to deft., within sect. 17, & pltf. 
was not entitled to recover.—VARLEY v. WHIPP, 
[1900] 1 Q. B. 613; 69 L. J. Q. B. 333; 48° 
W.R. 363; 44 Sol. Jo. 263. 


Annotations :—Refd. Harrison v. Knowles & Foster, [1917] 
2K. B. 606; Thornett & Fehr v. Beers, [1919] 1 K. B. 486. 


sentation, the goods, if specific, are 
not sold by description: but if tho 
goods are described as being of a 
articular kind, & if the facts show that 
he buyer relied upon the description, 
then the description is of the essence 
of the contract. & the sale is one by 
description, with the implied condition 
that the goods sold shall answer the 
description; &, if they do not, the 
urchaser may reject them.—Boys v, 

ICE (1908), 27 N. Z. L. R. 1038.— 


N.Z. 

616 ili, ——.]—BANNERMAN v. BaR- 
Low (1908), 7 W. L. R. 859.—CAN, 

q. Sale by written contract—Sample 


f the 


CASE 


Where any state- 


Part III.—CoNDITIONS AND WARRANTIES. 


617. Question for jury.)—ALLAN v. LAKE, No. 


658, poe 

618. Sale by written contract—Without refer- 
ence to sample—Exhibition of sample at time of 
sale immaterial.|—-Where goods are sold by a 
written contract, which contains a description of 
their quality, without referring to any sample, 
if the goods do not correspond with that descrip- 
tion, it is not material for the vendor to show that 
they correspond with a sample exhibited at the 
time of sale to the purchaser, who was well skilled 
in the commodity, this not being a sale by sample, 
but by the description in the written contract.— 
TYE v. FYNMORE (1813), 3 Camp. 462; 170 KE. R. 
1446, N. P. 

619. Sale of beer of particular brand.|—WREN 
v. Hout, No. 782, post. 

620. Bulk inspeeted by buyer.|—ATTWATER v. 
KINNES (1906), cited in Benjamin on Sale, 6th ed., 
702, H. L. 

621. Sale of goods packed in cases.|—By a con- 
tract for the sale of a quantity of cases of Australian 
canned fruits the goods were stated as being in 
cases containing thirty tins each, payment to 
be per dozen tins. The sellers tendered the whole 
quantity ordered, but about one-half of the 
cases contained twenty-four tins only; the 
remainder contained thirty tins. The buyers 
refused on this ground to take delivery & the dis- 
pute was referred to arbn. The umpire found that 
there was no difference in the market value of 
the goods whether packed twenty-four or thirty 
tins in a case, & that the goods tendered were a 
good delivery :—Held: the sale was a sale of 
goods by description & as the goods contracted 
to be sold were mixed with goods of a different 
description the buyers were entitled under Sale 
of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 30 (3), to reject the 
whole consignment.—Re Moore & Co. & LANDAUER 
& Co., [1921] 2 Kk. B. 5193 sub nom. MOORE & 
Co. v. LLANDAUER & Co., 90 L. J. K. B. 7313 
125 L. T. 372; 37 T. L. R. 452; 26 Com. Cas. 
267, C. A. 


Annotations :—Refd. Ballantine v. Cramp & Bosman (1923), 
at L. T. 502; Barker (Junior) v. Agius (1927), 43 T. L. lt. 
Ibe 


622. Bales of goods bearing particular numbers— 
Whether numbers import warranty.|—Defts. con- 
tracted to purchase from pltfs. 92 bales of long 
cloth under a Gujrati contract. The material 
portion of the translation whereof was as follows : 
‘* Bales 15 Pieces No. 732, lbs. 5-14; Bales 29 
Pieces No. 736, lbs. 6-11 ; Bales 10 Pieces No. 189, 
Ibs. 7-4; Bales 38 Pieces No. 141, Ibs. 7-10. 
Total bales 92, ninety-two, of the Hinganghat 
Rekchand Mills under manufacture. Delivery 
thereof is to be taken from Aug. to Oct. 1918, 
as the same may arrive manufactured. These 
goods are sold to you on the terms of the contract 
of the merchant from whom we have purchased. 
No objection shall be taken if these goods arrive 
late or early by a month. Rate thereof per 
pound is Rs. 2, 3 annas. ‘ Shahi’ (allowance) is 
at Re. 1 per bale.”’ 

In respect of the bales numbered in the contract 
139-141, delivery orders were tendered by pltfs. 
in which the bales appeared numbered 739-741, 
pltfs. explaining, in answer to deft.’s objections, 


exhibited at time of sale.}—SHARP Vv. 
THOMASON, [1915] V. L. R. 629.—AUS. 








Lrp., (1916) App. D. 400.—-S. AF. 28 ii }—K 
PART III. SECT. 4, SUB-SECT. 2.—A. 
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that the figures inserted in the contract were so 
inserted by reason of a clerical error & that the 
goods tendered were in fact the contract goods. 
Defts., however, refused to accept the goods :— 
Held: the evidence showed that the numbers on 
the bales gave no warranty or indication of quality 
or description.—RAMJIWAN NIVETIA v. BHIKAJI 
(H.) & Co. (1924), I. L. R. 48 Bom. 519, P. C. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—IMPLIED CONDITION THAT GOODS 
CORRESPOND WITH DESCRIPTION. 


A. In General. 


See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 13. 

623. General rule — Condition implied.] — A. 
sold to B. for £95 two pictures, representing them 
as a couple of Poussins, they were, in fact, not 
originals, but very excellent copies; B. did not 
offer to return them :—Held: if the jury thought 
that B. believed, from the representation of A., 
that they were originals, he was not bound to 
pay the price agreed upon; but, as he kept them, 
he was liable to pay such sum as the jury might 
consider to be the value.—Lomi v. TUCKER (1829), 
4C.&P.15; 172 E. R. 586. 

624. -|—By deed poll, dated Oct. 21, 
1836, deft. sold & assigned, etc., to pltf. all that 
ship or vessel called, etc., with her masts, tackle, 
& appurtenances, & covenanted that he had then 
good right, full power, & lawful authority, to sell 
& assign the premises to pltf. To a declaration 
on this covenant, assigning as breaches, (a) that 
at the time of making the deed poll, the ship was 
wholly lost & destroyed, & was incapable of being 
assigned, etc.; (0) that deft. had not at that time 
good right, etc. to assign her; deft. pleaded, that 
the ship was not, at the time of making the deed 
poll, wholly lost & destroyed, etc.; & that deft. 
had good right to assign her. It appeared in 
evidence, that at the time of the sale the ship 
was on a foreign voyage, that, on Oct. 13 she went 
aground in a storm on the coast of the Prince of 
Wales’s Island, & was left by the crew, who, 
however, had access to her afterwards; that 
she lay aground 5 feet above water on one side, 
& with her masts standing, till the 24th, when the 
captain called a survey, &, by the surveyor’s 
advice, sold her; that her bulk ends were strained, 
but that if there had been facilities at hand, & 
it had been a different season of the year, she 
might have been got off & repaired; & that she 
had sustained no more damage on Oct. 21 than 
when she first took the ground :—Held: the 
covenant of deft., that he had power to transfer 
her as a ship, was not broken. 

In the bargain & sale of an existing chattel, 
by which the property passes, the law does not, 
in the absence of fraud, imply any warranty of 
the good quality or condition of the chattel so 
sold. The simple bargain & sale, therefore, of 
the ship does not imply any contract that it is 
then seaworthy, or in a serviceable condition ; 
& the express covenant that deft. had full power 
to bargain & sell in the manner before-mentioned, 
does not create any further obligation in this 
respect. But the bargain & sale of chattel, as 








628 iil. ——— ———. IRKPATRIOK 0. 
GowaAN (1875), I. R. 9 C. L. 521.—IR, 





Yr. ——-,] — RADOVSKY v. : 623 Iv. ———-,]—-DI0KS0N & Co 
y, Lro., (1920] 3 623i. General rule—Condition itm- AA ie 

GREE EN oad ea D. Lit. 6183 27  plied.|—-Macnm v. STRMRT (1848), 1 BaAENCAID (1808), 15 Fac, Coll, 67, 
B. C. R, 303.—CAN. pa aaa _ ae ae 

; —_—— lysis sample _—_——~ ——.)—HALLISEY Vv. v.-—-——_- RITcHIp 
takenJ—8. A. Ome Rar iapueree. MusGrave (1909), 7 BE. L. Re. 527.— (1860), 23 Dun. Gh ot Sess.) 242; 33 
LTD. v. PARK RYNIE WHALING Co., CAN. Sec. Jur, 107.—-SCOT. 

J.-—VOL, XXXIX. FP 
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Sect. 4.—Sales by description: Sub-sect. 2, A. & B.] 


being of a  eerdpaares description, does imply a 
contract that the article sold is of that description 
(PARKE, B.).—BARR v. GIBSON (1838), 3 M. & W. 
ate 1 Horn & H. 70; 7L. J. Bx. 124; 150 E.R. 
Annotations :—Refd. Hunter v. Parker A840), & W. 
322 ; Strickland v. Turner (1852), 7 208; Hastie 
v. Couturier A ate 9 Exch. 102; Jones v. Just (1868), 
L. R. erin 97; Harrison v. Knowles & Foster, {1917 ] 





7 M. 


2K. B. 

625. -.J—PETERS v. DoBson (1846), 
8 L. T. O. S. 145. 

626. -|--In an action for a breach 








of warranty upon the sale of Huntingdon elms 
& English elms, it appeared that there were two 
descriptions of trees, of very different value, one 
called Huntingdon elms & English elms simply, 
& the other Seedling Huntingdons, etc. ‘Those 
delivered by deft. were of the latter sort; & the 
jury were asked, upon all the evidence, whether 
the sale by deft. was of Huntingdon & English 
elms or of seedlings, & were told to find a verdict 
for pitf. if they found the former,{for deft., if they 
found the latter, upon non assumpsit, & for 
pltf. upon an issue denying the breach :—Held: 





no misdirection._-BATES v. RIVERS (1847), 10 
L. T. O. S. 264. 
627. ——— ——-.]—-ALLAN v. LAKE, No. 658, post. 
628. ——.]—Where an unstamped bill 


of exchange purporting to be drawn at Sierra 
Leone, but really drawn in London, was sold, 
though without knowledge of the defect on the 
part of the vendor :—Held: there was an implied 
warranty that it was a foreign :.ill, & the purchaser 
was entitled to recover back the iret paid for 


it.—GOMPERTZ v. BARTLETT (1853), EK. & B. 
849; 20. L. Rh. 395; 23 L. J. Q. o. 65; 22 
L. T. O. S. 99; 18 Jur. 266; 2 W. R. 43; 118 
H.R. 985. 


Annotations :—Consd. Hall v. Conder (1857), 2 C. B. N. 
22. Distd. Kennedy v. Panama, etc., Mail Co. (1867) 
L. R. 2 Q. B. 580. Reid. Gurney »v. .Womersley (1B64), 4 
K. & B. 133; Aiken v, Short (1856), 1 H. & N. 210; 
Pooley v. Brown Asari 11 C. B. N.S. 566; Azémar v. 
Casella oe 20.2, “GIT: Leeds Bank v. Walker 
Sey 11 Q. 84 ; “Raphael v. ay he Cab. & 

5; Ite ddiestols Linoleum Co. 7 Ch. D. 

191. Mentd. Joliffe v. Baker (1883), 1] Q. “Db. B88. 
629. .|—Upon a sale, not by sample, 
& without warranty, of merchandise which the 
buyer has no opportunity of inspecting, it is an 
implied condition that the article shall fairly & 
reasonably answer the description in the contract. 
Thus, where A. bought of B. a cargo of Calcutta 
linseed, tale quale :—Held: the contract was not 
satisfied by the delivery of linseed, though coming 
from Calcutta, which contained so large an ad- 
mixture of other inferior seeds as to have lost its 
distinctive charactcr of Calcutta linseed. 

The jury have in substance found that the linseed 
in question was so mixed with seeds of a different 
& inferior description as to have lost its distinctive 
character & prevent its passing in the market by 
the commercial name of Calcutta linseed. The 
purchaser had a right to expect, not a perfect 
article, but an article which would be saleable in 
the market as Calcutta linseed. If he got an 
article so adulterated as not reasonably to answer 
that description, he did not get what he bargained 
for (WILLES, J.).— WIELER v. SCHILIZzI (1886), 17 
C. B. 619; 25L. J.C. P. 89; 139 E.R. 1219; sub 
nom. WHEELER ¥. SCHILIZI, 4 Ww. R. 209. 








Annotations :-—Consd. Jones A ane (1868), IL. oe 3 oat 
197; Randall v. Newson (1877), 2 Q. B. D. efd. 
Jos ©. Kingsford (1863), 13 GC. B. av 8. “dat; " Braith- 


waite ». Fore Hardwood Co., [1905] 2 K. B. 543; 
tote & Wells v. Pratt & Haines (1910), 79 L. J. K. B. 


Sate or Goons. 


—.]—In an action for the price 
of coal sold as Haswell Wallsend without any 
warranty of quality or size:—Held: the ony 
question was whether they were that kind of coa 
—TAYLOR v. DALTON (1862), 8 F. & F. 268 ; 

631. .|—A contract for the ‘sale of 
oxalic acid is not complied with by the delivery of 
an article which the jury find not in commercial 
language to come properly within the description 
of oxalic acid, even where the seller is not the 
manufacturer of the article, & at the time of con- 
tracting expressly declines all responsibility as to 
the quality, & the buyer has had an opportunity 


630. 








‘of inspecting it, & no fraud is suggested.—JOSLING 


v. KINGSFORD (1863), 13 C. B. N. 8S. 447; 1 New 
Rep. 328; 32 L. J. C. P. 94; 7 L. T. 790; 9 
Jur. N.S. 947 ; ; 11 W. R. 377; 143 E. R. 177. 
Annotations :—Apld. Rook v. Hopley, (1 (1878), - Ex. D. 209. 
efd. Jones v. Just (1868), 7; Mody ». 
Operon (18 68), a 4 Exch. 49; rrerst v. Newson 
ert) 2 Q. ie Bostock v. Nicholson, [1904] 1 
725; Wallts & Wells v. Pratt & Haynes, [1910] 2 

‘2 B 1003. 

632. -.|—On a sale of goods to arrive 
by a particular ship, the contract being for the 
sale of a specific thing which the purchaser has no 
opportunity of examining, there is an implied 
warranty that the goods when shipped should be 
reasonably merchantable, & the question whether 
they were so is a question for the jury. 

The maxim caveat emptor does not apply to 
a sale of goods where the buyer has no opportunity 
of inspection. Pltfs., at Liverpool, entered into 
a contract with deft. for the purchase of a quantity 
of Manilla hemp, to arrive from Singapore by 
certain ships. The ships arrived, & the hemp 
was delivered to pltfs. & paid for; on examina- 
tion of the bales it was found that they had been 
wetted through with salt water, & afterwards 
unpacked & dried, & then repacked & shipped 
at Singapore. The hemp was not damaged to 
such an extent as to make it lose its character 
of hemp, but it was not merchantable. Deft. did 
not know of the state in which the hemp had been 
shipped at Singapore. Pltfs. sold the hemp by 
auction as Manilla hemp with all faults, & it 
realised 75 per cent. of the price which similar 
hemp would have fetched if undamaged :—Held : 
there was an implied warranty on the part of 
deft. to supply Manilla hemp of the particular 
quality of which the bales consisted in a merchant- 
able condition ; & pltfs. were entitled, as damages, 
to the difference between what the hemp was 
worth when it arrived & what the same hemp would 
have realised had it been shipped in a state in 
which it ought to have been shipped.—JONES v. 
Just (1868), L. R.3 Q. B. 197; 9B. &8. 141; 37 
L.J.Q. B. 89; 18 L. T. 208; 16 W. R. 648. 
Annotations : -—Consd. Randall v. Newson Hea ie 

ae ;: Wilson v. Finch Hatton pels 2 Ex. 33 tall 

Burke (1886), 3 T. L. R. 165. By dhe Drannena v. 

Van Ingen ae 12 App. Cas. F, Thornett = 

Fehr v. wore, | 1919] 1 K. 5. 486. oeeetd Mody v, Csi) 

(1868), L. R. Uixch, 49; Smith v, on & Death rete 

40 L. WT. 261 Johnson v. Raylton (1881),,7 Q. B 

Jones v. Padgett (189 24 Q. . 650; 

Cheney, 3 eegaE (1896), 1 Com. Cas. 373: Hunt v. Richard- 


Gliteepic . 


we [1916] 2 K. B. 446; Manchester Liners v. Rea, [1922] 

633. eee ———.|—-OSBORN v. HART, No. 721, 
post. 

634. ———- ———.]—-Bowrs v. SHAND, No. 564, 
ante. 

635. ——— -.|—VARLEY v. WHIPP, No. 616, 
ante. 

636. Sample exhibited at time of sale.!|—TYE v. 


FYNMORE, No. 618, ante. 

637. —It being usual in the sale by 
auction of if they are sea damaged, to 
express it in the broker’s catalogue, & drugs which 
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are repacked, or the packages of which are dis- 
coloured by sea water, bearing an inferior price, 
although not damaged, defts., who had purchased 
some sea damaged pimento, repacked it, & adver- 
tised it in catalogues, which did not notice 
that it was sea damaged or repacked, but referred 
it to be viewed, with little facility, however, of 
viewing it: they exhibited impartial samples of 
the quality, & sold it by auction :—Held: this 
was equivalent to a sale of the goods, as & for 
goods that were not sea damaged, & an action lay 
for the fraud. Though the declaration stated also 
that it was sold as & for pimento of good quality 
& condition, whereas the samples showed that it 
was dusty and of inferior quality, yet the jury 
having found for pltfs., the ct. refused to set aside 
the verdict.—JONES v. BOWDEN (1813), 4 Taunt. 
847; 128 BE. R. 565. 

Annotation :—Consd. Curtis v. Poek (1864), 13 W. Bt. 230. 


638. ———.]|—-GARDINER v. GRAY, No. 790, post. 
639. ———.!—-NICHOL v. Gopts, No. 818, post. 
640. -|—An action may be maintained by 





a seed merchant against sced brokers for falsely 
warranting turnip seed to be rape seed, although 
it was sold by sample & was of greater value than 
turnip seed; pltf. having sustained actual loss & 
injury in his business, having resold it as rape seed 
& having had to compensate his customers.—LOVE- 
GROVE v. FISHER (1860), 2 F. & I. 128. 

641. -—--.|—Josnina v. KInGsrorp, No. 631, 
ante. 

642. Instalment contract—-Each instalment 
must correspond with description.|—-By a contract 
dated Dec. 8, 1920, pltf. sold to defts. about 2,500 
carcases of frozen meat weight under 72 Ib., 
average not to exceed 60 lb. Each month’s or 
steainer’s contract was to be considered a separate 
contract, & payment was to be made against 
documents on arrival of steamer. Pltfs. shipped 
the carcases on two vessels, The W., which arrived 
on Aug. 14, 1921, & The P. C., which arrived in 
Oct., 1921. The W. contained 1092 carcases of 
average weight of 62,81 lb. The average weight 
of the carcases on The P. C. was 53,43 lb. The 
average weight of the whole quantity shipped was 
under 60 lb. Defts. rejected the carcases shipped 
on The W. on the ground that their average weight 
was over 60 lb., & pltfs. brought an action for 
damages :—IJleld: defts. were entitled to reject 
The W. shipment. The words average not to 
exceed 60 Ib. constituted part of the description 
of the goods. The contract was in substance an 
instalment contract under Sale of Goods Act, 
1893 (c. 71), 8s. 31, as to which each instalment 
must conform to the description.—BALLANTINE &. 
Co. v. CRAMP & BOSMAN (1923), 129 L. 'T. 502; 16 
Asp. M, lL. C. 224. 


B. Effect of Clause Limiting Seller's Inability. 
643. Sale ‘‘ with all faults.’’}|—-Where an adver- 

tisement for the sale of a ship described her as “‘ a 

copper-fastened vessel,’’ adding, that the vessel 

was to be taken with all faults, without any allow- 
ance for any defects whatsoever, & it appeared 
that she was only partially copper-fastened :— 

Held: notwithstanding the words ‘“ with all 

faults, etc,’’ the vendor was liable for the breach 

of the warranty.—SHEPHERD v. KAIN (1821), 5 

B. & Ald. 240; 106 KE. R. 1180. 

‘Annotations :—Distd. Taylor v. Bullen (1850), 6 Exch. 779. 
Apld. Cowdy v. Thomas (1876), 36 L. T. 22. Refd. Budd 
». Fairmaner (1831), 5 C. & P. 78 ; Freeman v. Baker 
(1833), 5 B. & Ad. 797; Barr v. Gibson (1838), 3 M. & W. 
390. Mentd. Hart ». Windsor (1844), 13 L. J. Ex. 129. 


644. -|—Deft., being the owner of a ship, 
advertised its sale, describing it as ‘‘ The fine 
teak-built barque Intrepid. A.], & well adapted 
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for a passenger ship.” Pltf., having read the 
advertisement, negotiated for its purchase, & a 
contract was signed by pltf. & deft., whereby the 
former agreed to buy & the latter to sell ‘‘ the 
barque Intrepid, as she now lies in the St. Katherine 
Dock, agreeable to the inventory annexed.’ The 
inventory commenced by describing the ship in 
the same terms as the advertisement: under that 
was the word “ Inventory,’ which was followed 
by a list of the ship’s stores & tackle; & in the 
margin, opposite to this list, deft. signed his 
name. The document concluded thus: ‘* The 
vessel & her stores to be taken with all faults as 
they now lie, without any allowance for deficiency 
in length, weight, quantity, quality, or any defect 
or error whatever.’ The vessel proved not to be 
teak-built, nor of class A.1, nor adapted for a 
passenger ship :—Held: there was no warranty 
of the vessel.—TAaYLOR v. BULLEN (1850), 5 Exch. 
he 20 L. J. Ex. 21; 16 L. T. O. S. 1543 155 
. R. 34). 


Annotation :-—Reid. Harrison v. Knowles & Foster, [1917] 
2K. B. 606. 


645. -.|—It is a condition precedent to 
pltfis.’ right to recover that the eggs should be 
Galician eggs. The eggs not being Galician eggs, 
deft. is under no obligation to accept or pay for 
thein. ... Even if the misrepresentation is a 
perfectly innocent one, it goes to the substance of 
the whole consideration for the agreement of deft., 
&, therefore, justified the refusal of deft. to accept 
or pay for the 110 cases... Notwithstanding the 
absence of fraud the stipulation ‘‘ with all faults,” 
does not cover or apply to a case where the com- 
plaint of the purchaser was the non-fulfilment of 
a condition precedent in not tendering or delivering 
the articles or the goods of the kind or description 
contracted for. In such a case the purchaser’s 
complaint would be, not that the goods tendered 
were faulty, but, whether faulty or not, they were 
not those he bought. Again, such a stipulation 
will not cover a case where the goods tendered, 
although they might be of the nationality stipu- 
lated for, have, at the time appointed for delivery, 
by reason of decay or other damage become 
worthless, having entirely lost their distinctive 
character as merchantable commodities but ‘‘ with 
all faults ’’ does cover & disentitle the purchascr 
to reject any number of faulty eggs, so long as 
there remains a sufficient number of good ones 
corresponding with the sample to represent a 
merchantable bulk diminished as it might be by 
such faulty or worthless ones (HAWKINS, J.).— 
PETERS & Co. v. PLANNER (1895), 11 T. L. R. 169. 

646. Provision for month’s trial—Contract for 
supply of railway engines.|—Pltfs. agreed with 
defts. to manufacture for them certain locomotive 
engines, under the following contract: ‘‘ Each 
engine & tender to be subject to a performance of 
a distance of 1,000 miles, with proper loads; 
during which trial Messrs. 8S. & co., pltfs., are to 
be liable to any breakage which may occur, if 
arising from defective materials or workmanship ; 
but they are not to be responsible for nor liable to 
the repair of any breakage or damage, whether 
resulting from collision, neglect, or mismanage- 
ment of any of the co.’s servants, or any other 
circumstances, save & except defective materials 
or workmanship. The performance to which 
each engine is to be subjected, to take place within 
one month from the day on which the engine is 
reported ready to start; in default of which, 
Messrs. S. & co. shall forthwith be released from 
any responsibility in respect of the said engine ; 
the balance to be paid on the satisfactory com- 
pletion of the trial, & release of Messrs. S. & co. 
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Sect. 4.—Sales by description: Sub-sect. 2, B. & C. 
(a) & (b).] 


from further responsibility in respect of such 
engine.’”’ It was agreed, that the fire boxes 
should be made of copper of the thickness of 
7-16ths of an inch, & they were accordingly so 
made; & that the best materials & workmanship 
were to be used. The engines were accordingly 
delivered to defts., & performed the distance of 
1,000 miles within the month of trial, but nine 
months afterwards the fire box of one of them 
burst, when it was discovered that the copper had 
been considerably reduced in thickness. In an 
action against defts. for the balance due from 
them :—Held: they could not give evidence of 
an inherent defect in the copper, no fraud being 
alleged, since, by the terms of the contract, the 
month’s trial, if satisfactory, was to release pltfs. 
from all responsibility in respect of bad materials 
& bad workmanship.—SHARP v. GREAT WESTERN 
Ry. Co. (1841), 9 M. & W. 7; 2 Ry. & Can. Cas. 
722; 11L. J. Ex.17; 152 E.R. 4. 

647. Allowance clause.|—A. agreed to sell to 
B. ‘a cargoof Arracan rice per Severn, now on her 
way to Akyab, via Australia ; the cargo to consist 
of fair average Nicranzi rice, the price of which 
is to be lle. 6d. per hundredweight, with a fair 
allowance for Larong or any other inferior descrip- 
tion of rice, if any, but the seller engaged to deliver 
what is shipped on his account & in conformity 
with his invoice. The buyer to have the option, 
agreeably with the terms of the charterparty, of 
discharging the rice at any good & safe port in the 

nited Kingdom, or on the continent between 
Havre & Hamburgh, both inciusive. This contract 
to be void provided the above vessel makes the 
intermediate voyage between Akyab & Calcutta 
agreeably with the conditions of the charterparty. 
Payment to be made in cash on the arrival of the 
vessel at port of call, in full, less freight, at invoice 
net weights, etc., on handing the buyer bills of 
lading & charterparty, with the policies of insur- 
ance, indorsed to buyer, for full value, which are 
to be effected in London, with particular average 
in the usual way, free under 8 per cent. Should 
the vessel be lost, this contract to be null & void ’’: 
—Held: a warranty on the part of A. to deliver 
a cargo consisting of ‘ fair average Nicranzi rice ”’ 
provided neither of the events occurred in which 
the contract was to be void.—SimonpD v. BRADDON 
(1857), 2 C. B. N. 8S. 324; 26 L. J.C. P. 198; 3 
Jur. N.S. 719; 5 W. R. 594; 140 E. R. 441. 


648. .| — Defts., through brokers, bought 


of pltf. “‘ the following cotton, viz. =-": 128 bales, 
at 25d. per lb., ste Tee to arrive in London per 
Cheviot from Madras. The cotton guaranteed 
equal to sealed sample in our, the brokers’, pos- 
session. Should the quality prove inferior to the 
guarantee, a fair allowance to be made.” The 
sample was of ‘‘ Long-staple Salem ’’ cotton. The 


128 bales marked oa which arrived by the 


Cheviot contained Western ‘“ Madras’’ cotton. 
Upon a special case, in which it was stated that 
there were at the time of the contract different 
kinds of Madras cotton known in the market, & 
divided into certain classes & divisions; that the 
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650i. Hzpress disclaimer of war- 
ranty.J}—Where goods are sold by 
description on a_ written *® contract 
containing a non-warranty clause, 
there is, nevertheless, an implied con- 
dition that the goods shall correspond 





to the description. — PLANTIE | 
Roa ad a ‘ia : ene eect 3 W. 


TTER v. LUOKIE, 
11.—N.Z. 

650 ffi. ——_-.]—_ Smrrnh__ & SON ». 
WAITE, NASH_& Co, (1888), 15 R. (Ct. 


---—-. ==)}-—Co 
{1918] N. Z. i R. 8 


SALE OF GOODS. 


cotton tendered was not ‘‘ Long-staple Salem,”’ 
but a particularly good sample of Western Madras ; 
that ‘ the cotton was therefore not in accordance 
with the sample’’?; & that ‘‘ Western Madras 
cotton is inferior to Long-staple Salem, & requires 
machinery for its manufacture different from that 
which is used for ‘ Long-staple Salem’ ”’ :—Held: 
the cotton tendered was not that which defts. 
bargained for, & they were not bound to accept 
it with an allowance ; for, the allowance clause had 
reference only to inferiority of quality, & not to 
difference of kind.—AZ&MAR v. CASELLA (1867), 
L. R. 2 C. P. 677; 386 L. J. C. P. 263; 16 1, T. 
571; 15 W. R. 998, Ex. Ch. 
Annotation :—Refd. Smith v. Hughes (1871), 19 W. R. 1059. 

649. ——— Condition for notice on receipt of 
goods.|—In a contract for sale of goods, where the 
vendor has stipulated with the purchaser that no 
allowance shall be made for imperfections unless 
notice be given by first post after receipt of the 
goods, the stipulation is a general one, & applies 
to all defects or imperfections whether latent or 
patent.—GoORTON v. MACINTOSH (1882), 31 W. R. 
232, D. C. 
Amnotation :—Refd. Wimble v. Lillico (London) (1922), 38 

T. L. R. 296. 

650. Express disclaimer of warranty.|—-JOSLING 
v. KINGSFORD, No. 631, ante. 

651. .|— REYNOLDS v. WRENCH (1888), 
23 Lads IN. C.-27. 

652. - .| — Howcrort & WATKINS v. PER- 
KINS (1900), 16 T. L. R. 217. 
Annotation : 


—Consd. Wallis & Wells v. Pratt & Haines 
(1910), 102 L. T. 108. 


6538. ——— Constructign of clause.|—A written 
contract was made for the sale of ‘‘ Chilean partly 
decorticated cotton cake containing approximately 
40 per cent. protein & 10 per cent. oil, but no 
guarantee of quality or analysis is given. The cake 
to be in sound merchantable condition at time of 
shipment.”’ The greater part was Chilean partly 
decorticated cotton cake but was not in sound 
merchantable condition at the time of shipment & 
contained only 32°28 per cent. protein & 7°78 per 
cent. oil. The goods were already afloat when they 
were sold :—Held: the words as to no guarantee 
did not apply to the words that followed them & 
therefore the buyers were entitled to damages 
because the goods were not in good condition at 
the time of shipment, & the words as to the per- 
centages were words of description within Sale of 
Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), 8s. 18, under which there 
was an implied condition that the goods must 
comply with the description & as the variation 
in percentage was substantial the clause as to no 
guarantee did not apply & the buyers were entitled 
to further damages because of the variation from 
the contract description.—WIMBLE, Sons & Co. 
v. LILLICO & Son (LONDON) (1922), 38 T. L. R. 296. 
Aan s—Apprvd. Baldrey v. Marshall (1924), 94 L. J. 


654. As to latent defects.] — PINNocK 
BROTHERS v. LEWIS & PEAT, Lirp., No. 1029, post. 

Effect of arbitration clause.|—Sece Part ITI., 
Sect. 19, sub-sect. 2, F., post. 











C. Meaning of Words of Description. 
(a) In General. 


655. ** Scott & co.’s’’ pork.|—A contract to 
sell mess pork of Scott & co., held to mean mess 


of Sess.) 533; 25 Sc. L. R. 374.—SCOT. 
PART III. SECT. 4, SUB-SECT. 2.— 
CO. (a). 


a. “In good order e&: condition.’’] 
—RAINE v. HUGNALL, [1908] S. R. Q. 
120.—AUS. 


Part IJJ].—CoNnpDITIONS AND WARRANTIES. 


pork manufactured by Scott & co.—POWELL v. 
ORTON (1836), 2 Bing. N. C. 668; 2 Hodg. 12; 
3 Scott, 110; 5L. J.C. P. 204; 182 BE. R. 257. 

656. ‘*‘ White military gloves.’’}—CLARK v. DENT 
(1843), 1 L. T. O. S. 230. 

657. ‘‘ Smoke consuming ’’ furnace.]|—-CHALTER 
v. HOPKINS (1846), cited 2 Car. & Kir. at p. 268. 
aan :—Refd. Parsons v. Saxter (1846), 2 Car. & Kir. 


658. “Of the same stock ’’—Turnip seed.]— 
Deft., by his agent, sold pltfs. a parcel of turnip 
seed, & gave the following sold note: ‘ Mr. 
T. C. R.” (deft.’s agent). ‘‘ Sold to Messrs. B. & 
co.”’ (pltfs.) ‘‘ for Mr. C. L.”’ (deft.), ‘‘ 14 quarters 
Skirving’s swedes, at 17s. per bushel.’? Deft.’s 
agent afterwards sold pltfs. a second parcel of 
turnip seed, stating that it was “of the same 
stock ”’ as the first parcel. No sold note was given ; 
the invoices described it as ‘‘ 244 quarters of 
turnips ’’ :—Held: as to the first parcel, the jury 
was properly directed that the description of it in 
the sold note amounted to a warranty that it was 
Skirving’s swedes; as to the second parcel, the 
statement of deft.’s agent that it was “‘ of the same 
stock’ as the first, on the subsequent sale to 
pltfs., was evidence for the jury of a warranty that 
the second parcel also was Skirving’s swedes. 

Where a vendor gives a description of the pro- 
perties of an article, it is a question for the jury 
whether such description is a mere commendation 
of the article, or a direct representation that he 
sells it as being the particular article described 
(EARLE, J.).—ALLAN v. LAKE (1852), 18 Q. B. 
560; 118 E. R. 212. 

Annotation :—Mentd. King » Accumulative Life Fund & 
General Assce. (1857), 6 W. R. 12, . 
659. ‘‘ Fair average quality ’’—-Pitch pine 

timber.|—JoNES v. CLARKE, No. 668, post. 

660. ‘‘Guaranteed analysis ’’—Guano.]|—ToOwWER- 
SON v. ASPATRIA AGRICULTURAL CO-OPERATIVE 
Society, Lrp., No. 796, post. 

661. ‘‘ Reasonably free from stone & shale ’’ 
—Coal.|—Under an agreement dated Oct. 20, 
1903, made between applt. coal co. & resp. steel 
co., each theretofore well acquainted with the 
business of the other, & the character of the coal 
won, the former contracted to supply to the latter, 
on terms & conditions which were specified in 
great detail, ‘‘all the coal that the steel co. 
may require for use in its works as hereinafter 
described,’ with the specific requirement that 
‘‘ all coal furnished shall be freshly mined & of 
the grade known as run-of-mine, reasonably free 
from stone & shale, & shall be supplied from such 
seams then being worked by the coal co. as the 
steel co. may designate.’’? Other provisions im- 
posed on the steel co. the obligation to purchase 
all their coal from the coal co. if the latter were 
ready to supply it, & gave the latter a preferential 
right to repurchase any excess delivery at less 
than the cost price. On Nov. 9, 1906, the coal 
co. notified the steel co. that the contract was at 
an end owing to their refusal to accept the coal 
furnished & to be furnished thereunder. 

In a suit for a declaration that the coal co. 
had no power to rescind, for specific performance, 
or in the alternative for damages, the trial judge 
found, & their lordships approved the finding— 
(a) that the coal rejected was unfit for use by 
the steel co. for its metallurgical purposes, 7.e., 
the manufacture of steel, owing to the large 


b. ‘' Stone spar such as otters <A. R.119.—CAN. 


use.”|—BAKER v. LYMAN (1876), 38 d. ** Tallow aire 


U. C. R. 498.—CAN. 
ce. * Car load of hogs.’’]}— HANLEY 


v. CANADIAN PACKING Co. (1894), 21 animals besides 


“tallow ”? is ftulflled by the delivery 
of the fat of sheep, goats, & other 
oxen, — MAHOMED 


437 


quantity of sulphur it contained; (b) that it was 
not reasonably free from stone & shale :—Held: 
(1) on the true construction of the contract, 
‘‘ reasonably free from stone & shale’’ was irre- 
spective of the method by which that result was 
obtained, & could not be so restricted as to mean 
as free from stone & shale as it could be made by 
reasonable & proper picking, & nothing more; 
(2) the above obligation to supply related to coal 
suitable in character for pltfs.’ works to the extent 
that the same could be obtained by the reasonable 
& proper working of their mines. Those works 
were enumerated in great detail, not, as the terms 
of the contract & surrounding circumstances 
showed, for the purpose of measuring the quantity 
required, but of specifying precisely the uses to 
which the coal was to be put; & the provision 
as to repurchase was inexplicable in the case of 
unsuitable coal.—DoMINION CoAL Co., Lrp. v. 
DoMINION IRON & STEEL Co., Lrp. & NATIONAL 
Trust Co., Lrp., [1909] A. C. 293; 78 L. J. P. C. 
115; 100 L. T. 245; 25 T. L. R. 309, P. C. 

662. ‘* Ex store ’’—-Goods stored in lighters.]— 
Two firms agreed the one to sell & the other to 
buy certain cases of tinned meat ‘‘ ex store Rotter- 
dam.”’ The goods had arrived in Rotterdam 
some months previously consigned to the seller’s 
agents, & had een landed on to a quay, but owing 
to the congested state of the port there was no 
room for them in any warehouse & they had to 
be stored in lighters, where they were at & after 
the date of the contract :—Held : goods so stored 
could not be correctly described as sold ‘ ex 
store,’ & the buyers were entitled to repudiate 
the contract.—FISHER, REEVES & Co, v. ARMOUR 
& Co., [1920] 3 K. B. 614; 90 L. J. K. B. 172; 
124 L. T. 122; 36 T. L. R. 800; 64 Sol, Jo. 
608; 15 Asp. M. L. C. 91; 26 Com. Cas. 46, 
C. A. 

663. ‘* 1920-1921 production ’’—Pit props.| — 
RONAASEN (KE, A.) & Son v. Evans & RErp 
(Prrprops), Lrp. (1923), 155 L. T. Jo. 322. 

Meaning of particular trade terms.] — See, 
generally, Custom & USAGES, Vol. XVII., pp. 54 
et seq. 


(b) Admissibility of Evidence. 
See, generally, DEEDS, Vol. XVII., pp. 325-327, 
Nos. 1359-1387. 
664. Evidence of trade custom — ‘‘ Foreign 
refined rape oil.’?|—NicHoL v. GopTs, No. 818, 
ost. 
si 665. Description in broker’s catalogue.|— 
At the trial of an action for not accepting goods, 
described in a colonial broker’s catalogue, deft.’s 
counsel put the catalogue into the hands of a 
witness, & without laying foundation for the 
question by asking whether there was any usage, 
asked at once whether, from the catalogue, it 
would be inferred by custom that the goods were 
sound & in their original packages :—Held: the 
question in that form was inadmissible.—CURTIS 
v. PEEK (1864), 29 J.P. 70; 13 W. R. 230, Hx. Ch. 
666. ‘* Long white ’? wool.}|—On a con- 
tract for delivery in this country of a raw material, 
the produce of a foreign country, & described 
by certain epithets, in themselves indefinite, as 
‘“long,” or ‘ white,” the buyer is primd facie 
entitled to delivery of the article which passes 
in the market under that designation; & if the 








TBRAHIM v. LAUDER (1864), Cor. 42.— 
IND. 


contract for 


e. ‘* No. 1 export.”)]-—— JACOBS ¥. 
Sootrr & Co. (1899), 2 F. (Ct. of Sess.) 
(H. L.) 70.—SCOT. 
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epithet has acquired in the trade a definite meaning, 
as, the usual or average length or quality, then the 
buyer is entitled to an article of such equal or 
average length or quality; & it is no sufficient 
excuse for not delivering it, that it is a fair average 
of the growth of the year. Assuming the meaning 
of such a contract to be for the jury, the question 
will be whether it meant an article of a certain, 
definite quality, with reference to length, colour, 
or the like, or merely the average growth of the 
year, & if the contract in its terms, according to 
their ordinary meaning, imports the former, it is 
for the seller to adduce evidence to show that they 
are understood in the latter sense.—FRITH v. 
MITCHELL (1865), 4 F. & F. 464, N. P. 

667. ‘* Pure butter.’’?] —I cannot believe 
the parties ever intended that the butter to be 
supplied should be in the simple state that it 
left the churn, for the purchaser expected that 
some preservative would be added so that it should 
keep good while exposed for sale in her shop. 
I should myself have had no hesitation in finding 
that this was pure butter within the meaning of 
the warranty, but that is a question of fact for 
the judge & not us to decide. I think that he 
went wrong in refusing to take into consideration 
evidenee that this expression ‘‘ pure butter” 
had a meaning as used between pltf. & defts. in 
trade apart from its natural meaning (BIGHAM, J.). 
a se v. PERRY & Co. (1900), 44 Sol. Jo. 503, 

-——. }_ See, generally, Custom & UsaGess, Vol. 
XVII., pp. 40-50, Nos. 444-525. 

668. Evidence to explain contract — Pitch pine 
timber—Fair average quality.|—Pltf. sold to deft., 
‘* deliverable in London, ex Jon, from Savannah, 
400 loads of gat pine timber, at etc., the timber 
warranted of fair average quality, to be taken 
of fair average of the cargo.’’ Evidence was given 
that pitch pine timber is an article which comes 
from several parts in Central America, & that 
pitch pine timber from Darien has more heart 
in it, being better butted & with fewer holes than 
that from Savannah :—Held: the evidence was 
admissible to explain the contract, & upon this 
evidence the contract must be construed as for 
timber of a fair average of Savannah pitch pine 
timber.—JONES v. CLARKE (1858), 2 H. & N. 
725; 27 L. J. Ex. 165. 





D, What Constitutes Corresponding with 
Description. 

669. Character of article must not be altered.|— 
WIELER v. SCHILIZZI, No. 629, ante. 

670. Description must be substantially satis- 
fled.|—-VERNEDE v. WEBER, No. 389, ante. 

671. ———.| — EASTERBROOK v. GIBB (1887), 3 
T. L. R. 401, C. A. 
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f. Character of article must not be 
altered—Second-hand delivered for new 
engine.]—The difference between a new 
& a second-hand engine is a difference 
of kind, & the delivery of the latter can- 
not be a compliance with an order for 
the former. Itis not merely a difference 
of quality against which the purchaser 
must protect himself by obtaining a 
warranty.—HART-PARR Co. v. JONES, 
[1917] 2 W. W. R. 888.—CAN. 


6701. Deacription must be aub- 
sta ly sat ra rat te ie v. GOURI- 
roe oe LTD, (1871), 8 B. L. R. 285. 


stan 
fulAlment sas 


CHAPIN Co. 
; 9 WwW. WwW 


h. 





delivery. |—ROBER' 


—-—— New motor car slightly re- 


inateca—Itestoration to origi perfect 


state.|—The fact that an otherwise new 
motor car suffers a slight accident to 
a constructural part, which has been 
promptly repaired so as to restore the lL. 
car to its originally perfect state, does 
not evens the machine 
tially fulfilling the condition that 
it is a *‘ new ”’ car, & such substantial 
is necessary.— LEE Vv. 
TD. rete) 9 Alta. L. R. 
; . W. R. 228; 82 W.L. R. 
509; 25 D. L. R. 299.—CAN 
; Engine described in good 
running order—Repairs required on 
Ts & Co. 
ben), 3 R. (Ct. of Sess.) 
C. L. R. 667 , 4 8. L. T. 53.—SCOT. 
k. Article different in any reapect 
—Mizxture of fall & spring wheat—In 
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672. Article different in any respect.]—Bowzs 
v, SHAND, No. 564, ante. 

673. Difference in mode of packing—Affecting 
quality & description of goods sold.|—-Pltf. bought 
of defts. rice for shipment to America, described 
as ‘‘ best Siam rice in double bags.’’ The bags 
meant were gunny bags. Defts. delivered rice 
in single cotton bags, which were thicker & closer 
made than the gunny bags, & the rice arrived in 
America in perfect condition, but pltf. refused 
to accept it because it was not in double bags. 
It was proved that in New York rice in double 
bags was more saleable than rice in single bags, 
& that double bags were considered as essential 
for transit to the west :—Held: the mode of 
packing affected the quality & description of the 
thing sold, & therefore pltf. was entitled to reject 
the rice.—MAKIN v. LONDON RIcE MILL Co., 
Lrp. (1869), 20 L. T. 705; 17 W. R. 768. 
Annotations :—Consd. Heilbutt v. Hickson (1872), 41 L. J. 


ae: 228. Refd. Re Moore & Landauer, (1921) 2 K. Bb. 
674. Misdescription as to part.}] — ke 


Moore & Co. & LANDAUER & Co., No. 621, ante. 

675. Goods not bearing manufacturer’s label 
—Contract for particular brand.]|—-When goods are 
sold as being of a particular brand, the under- 
taking is that they will bear tho label of the 
manufacturer which is put on the goods of that 
brand in the ordinary course of business, & there 
is no obligation on the purchaser to accept goods 
which do not bear the label, even though the goods 
have been made by that particular manufacturer. 
—SCALIARIS v. OFVERBERG (E.) & Co. (1921), 
37 T, L. R. 807, C. A. - 


SUB-SECT. 3.—IMPLIED CONDITION AS 'TO 
MERCHANTABLE QUALITY. 


See Sect. 5, sub-sect. 3, post. 


Sect. 5.—IMPLIED TERMS AS TO QUALITY OR 
FITNESS. 
SUB-SECT, 1.—GENERAL RULE—CAVEAT 
EMPTOR. 
676. When rule applies—Sale of specific article.] 
—CHANDELOR v. Lopus, No. 497, ante. 

















677. .|— Barr v. GIBSON, No. 624, ante. 

678. ——.]— CHANTER v. Hopkins, No. 
753, post. 

679. apse regard to the sale of 
ascertained chattels, it has been held that there 


is not any implied warranty of either title or 
quality, unless there are some circumstances 
beyond the mere fact of a sale, from which it 
may be implied (WILLIAMS, J.).— HALL v. CONDER 
(1857), 2 C. B. N.S. 22; 26 L. J. C. P. 138; 29 
L. T. O. S. 108; 3 Jur. N. S. 366; 5 W. R. 491 ; 


_.. of spring wheat.)|—-WETENHALL ¥. 
_\RACKMAN-EK ER MILLING Co. (1909), 10 
W. L. R. 100.—OAN, 

Adding machine—Necessity 
for extra mental processes not de- 
scribed. )|—-AMERICAN OAN Co. v. STEW: 
ART (1915), 50 5 L. dua 132.—IR. 
6751. Goods not bearing manu- 
acturer’s label—COontract for particular 
rand.]—HEDSTROM v. TORONTO CAR 


675 ii. ———,]— BERTRAM & Co. 
vv, MASSEY MANUFACTURING Co. (1888), 
15 O. R. 616.—CAN. 

m. Onus of proof.}—Where there is 
a concluded contract to purchase an 
article from a description & delivery 
has been given or tendered the onus 





from sub- 
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140 BH. R. 318; subsequent proceedings, 2 C. B. 
N.8.63,Ex.Cho ne 
: at fos ae th v. Neale uet) 2C. BN. 8S. 


i? { 
67; Smith v. Scott (1859), 6 OC. B. N. 8. 771: Eichholtz v. 
Bannister (1864), 17 C. B N.S. 708; Smith », Bucking- 
Try Nee : a : a a penta, Bessimer v. Wright 
(i ed ae ee ; Trotman v. Wood (1864), 16 
680. — -——.]—TURNER v. Mucktow, No. 
746, post, 
681. —— When buyer had opportunity of 


co aaa -EMMERTON v. MATHEWS, No. 712, 
post. 

682. .|—I take the true rule 
to be, that where a specific article is offered for 
sale, without express warranty, or without circum- 
stances from which the law will imply a warranty 
—as where, for instance, an article is ordered for 
a specific purpose—& the buyer has full 
opportunity of inspecting & forming his own 
judgment, if he chooses to act on his own judgment, 
the rule caveat emptor applies (COCKBURN, C.J.).— 
Smirg v. IlvueuHes (1871), L. R. 6 Q. B. 697; 


40 L. J. Q. B. 221; 25 L. T. 320; 19 W. R. 1059. 


Annotations :—Refd. Pope & Pearson v. Buenos Ayres New 
Gas Co. (1892), 8 T. L. R. 758. Mentd. Ewing & Lawson 
v Hanbury (1900), 16 T. L. R. 140; Seott v. Coulson, 
[1903] 1 Ch. 453; Lovel) & Christmas v. Wall (1911), 
104 L. T. 85; Pocahontas Fuel Co. (Incorporated) v. 

Ambatielos (1922), 27 Com. Cas. 148. 


orem 








683. ——— -~—.|—-OSBORN v. Hart, No. 
721, post. 
684. -—-—.]|——Where the owner of a 








vessel has an opportunity of examining goods 
shipped on board of her, no warranty on the part 
of the owner of the goods can be implied that they 
are fit to be carried on the voyage.—ACATOS v. 


Burns (1878), 3 Ex. D. 282; 47 L. J. Q. B. 566 5 


26 W. R. 624, C. A. 

Annotations :—Consd. Bamileld v. Goole & Sheffield Trans- 
port Co., (1910) 2 K. B. 94; G.N. Ry. v. L. E. P. Trans- 
port & Depository, [1922] 2 K. B. 742. Apld. Trans- 
occanica Soc. Italiana di Navigazione v. Shipton, [1923] 
1K. B. 31. Refd. Blacker v. Lake & Elliott (1912), 106 
L. T. 533. Mentd. Atlantic Mutual Insce. Co. v. Huth 
(1880), 16 Ch. D. 4743; Prager v. Blatspiel Stamp & 
Heacock, [1924] 1 K. B. 566. 


685. —— Written contract containing 
no representation.|—-If a representation be made 
before a sale of the quality of the thing sold, with 
full opportunity for the purchaser to inspect & 
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examine the truth of the representation, & a 
contract of sale be afterwards reduced into writing, 
in which that representation is not embodied, no 
action for a deceit lies against the vendor on the 
ground that the article sold is not answerable 
to that representation.—PICKERING v. DOWSsON 
(1813), 4 Taunt. 779; 128 EH. R. 537. 


Annotations :-—Apld. Kain v. Old (1824), 2 B. & C. 627. 
Expld. Small v. Attwood (1831), You. 407. Refd. Dobell 


v. Stevens (1825), 5 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 490; Freeman v. 
Baker (1833), 5 B. & Ad. 797; Cornfoot v. Fowke Cay ‘ 
6M. & W. 358; Taylor v. Bullen (1850), 16 L. T. O. 8. 154. 





686. Where buyer has no opportunity to 
inspect.]|—-GARDINER v. GRAY, No. 790, post. 

687, -—— Patent defect.)—If it be a 
defect known to the manufacturer, & which cannot 
be scen on inspection, then he would be bound 
to point it out to the purchaser; but if it be a 
patent defect, & one of which the purchaser is as 
good a judge as the maker, the latter is not 
bound to point it out, & in that sense the maxim 
caveat emptor applies, as much to the case of a 
person having an articlo made for him, as to the 
purchaser of a thing already in existence.— 
HORSFALL v. THOMAS (1862), 1 H. & C. 90; 2 
KF. & F. 785; 31 L. J. Ex. 822; 6 L. T. 462; 
8 Jur. N.S. 721; 10 W. BR. 650; 158 EK. R. 813. 


Annotations :—Dbtd. Smith v. Hughes (1871), L. R. 6.Q. B. 
597. Apld. Carlish v. Salt, [1906] 1 Ch. 335. Consd. 
Shepherd v. Croft, [1911] 1 Ch. 521. 

No. 632, 


688. -~|—JONES v, 
ante. 

689. ———- Where purchaser satisfied without 
requiring warranty—If no fraud.|—-Where cotton 
was sold by sample, upon a representation that 
the bulk corresponded with the sample, but no 
warranty was taken by the purchaser, & the bulk 
of the cotton turned out to be of inferior quality, 
& to have been falscly packed, though not by the 
seller :--Held: an action on the case for a false & 
fraudulent representation was not maintainable, 
without showing that such representation was 
false to the knowledge of the seller, or that he 
acted fraudulently or against good faith in 
making it. 

The rule which is to be derived from all the cases 
appears to us to be, that where, upon the sale of 
goods, the purchaser is satisfied without requiring 











{s on the purchaser to show tbat the 
article does not come up tuo the 
warranty.—DouGLAs v. MACNAMARA 
(1918), 39 N. L. BR. 407.—S. AF. 
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681i. When rule applies—Sale of 
specific urticle--When buyer had oppor- 
tunity of examination.|-—-FRASER v, 
SALTER (1869), 7 N.S. 1. 424.—CAN. 

681 ii. —— -J—PItl., being 
engaged in building a vessel, transferred 
her, while on the stocks, to deft. by 
bill of sale, & at the same time gave 
him a loase of the building yard. ‘The 
vessel was completed by deft., & was 
delivered tu him & he signed an agree- 
ment to pay for her. There was no 
warranty required or given & no proof 
of any fraud or misrepresentation on 
the part of pltf. :—Z/eld: as deft. had 
had the fullest opportunity of inspect- 
ing the vessel while in process of 
completion, & of exercising his own 
judgment upon her, the maxim caveat 
emptor applied.—BRUNDIGE v. DK- 
LANEY (1870), 8N. S. RK. (2 G. & O.) 


681 iii. —---,J] — Pitf. 
bought 138 barrels of apples froin deft. 
the letter saying they would be found to 
be ‘a good lot.”? Some of the barrels 
were opened & the contents examined 
by pltf., & he might, if he chose, have 
examined all. They proved to be 
inferior in quality :—Held: as the 








Re ees 





sale was not by sample, & pltf. had not 
been deterred by any act or conduct 
of deft. from making a full inspection 
of all the barrels, deft. was not liable 
on any warranty. express or implied, 
& the maxim caveat emptor applied.— 
BORTIWICK v. YOUNG (1886), 12 A. RR. 
671.—CAN. 

681 iv. .|— Where 
woods are in csse, & in a position to be 
inspected by the buyers, & there being 
no fraud on the part of the sellers, the 
maxim caveat emptor applies, even 
though the defect was latent, & could 
not be discovered on cxamination.— 
HIGGINS v. CiisH (1901), 34 N.S. RR. 
135,—CAN. 

681 v. ———,] — ISLAND 
COLD SrorRaGsé Co. v. MutrcH (P. E. I.) 
(1922), 70 D. L. R. 449.—CAN, 

681 vi. ——— ——.]-—-CANADIAN 
WESTERN COOPERAGE, LTD. v. VERNON 
GROWERS, LYD. (1923), 32 B. C. RR. 
29; {1923] 1 W. W. R. 631.—CAN. 

681 vii. ——~—.}—Where a 
purchaser has an opportunity of in- 
specting goods of which the vendor is 
not the grower or manufacturer, there 
is no implied warranty on the part of 
the vendor, except in the case of fraud. 
-——ZOHRAB & NEWMAN ¥. FULLER (1884), 
3 N. 4. L. R. 210 (8. C.).—-N.Z. 

686 i.———- Where buyer has no 
opportunity to be Cae ay UV. 
CANADIAN OIL Co, (1864), 23 U. OC. RR. 
333.—CAN. 











mere 











686 ii. _ -On a gale of 
goods when the buyer has no oppor- 
tunity of inspection, the maxim caveat 
emptor does not apply.—MOOERS v., 
GOODERHAM & WoRrts, LTD. (1887), 14 
O. It. 451.—CAN. 

686 iii. —.J—-ETTER v. CAN- 
ADIAN CAR Co, (1922), 55 N. S. It, 
258.—CAN. 














n, Where trade usage—Descrip- 
tion of goods by auctioneer. |}—LANGLEY 
oe & Co. (1896), 114N. ZL. RR. 





oO. Application to sub-purchaser. } 
—THOMPSON v. NELLES (1855), 4 C. P. 
399,.—CAN. 


- Exercise of judgment by buyer.] 
__.... Sued for damages for breach 
of an implied warranty, upon the sale 
of flax by deft. to them, that the flax 
was fit for seed :—Held: the action 
failed, because pltfs. purchased tho 
flax on their own judgment.—ORDWaAyY 
v. OLSEN (1911), 18 W. L. R. 17 
4 Sask. L. t. 343,.—-CAN. 


; Goods examined by buyer.) 
—Where the buyer has seen ex- 
amined the goods, the rule iy “ caveat 
emptor’? the subject once approved 
bein held wunexceptionable, unless 
fraud shall be proved against the seller. 
—MUIL v. GIBB (1840), 2 Dunl. (Ct. of 
Seas.) 1227; 15 Fac. Coll. 1313.---SCOT. 


r. Lutent defects.}—A seller ix 
prosumed to warrant that at the time 
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& warranty, which is a matter for his own con- 
sideration, he cannot recover upon a mere repre- 
sentation of the quality of the seller, unless he can 
show that the representation was bottomed in 
fraud. If, indeed, the representation was false 
to the knowledge of the party making it, this 
would in general be conclusive evidence of fraud ; 
but if the representation was honestly made, & 
believed at the time to be true by the party making 
it, though not true in point of fact, we think this 
does not amount to fraud in law, but that the rule 
of caveat emptor applies, & the representation itself 
does not furnish a ground of action (TINDAL, 

C.J.).—ORMROD v. Huts (1845), 14 M. & W. 651; 

14 L. J. Ex. 366; 5 L. T. O. S. 268; 153 E.R. 

636, Ex. Ch. 

Annotations -—Consd. Morley wv. Attenborough ( 1849), 3 
Exoh. 600. Apld. Thom v. Bigland (1853), 8 Exch. 725. 
Distd. Osborn v. Hart (1871), 23 L. T. 851. Refd. Collen 
v. Wright (1857), 7 FE. & B. 301; Hall v. Conder (1857), 2 
C. B. N. 8. 22; Udell v. Atherton (1861), 7H. & N. 172; 
Jolliffe v. Baker (1883), 11 Q. B. D. 255. Mentd. Collins 
«. Cave (1859), 4 H. & N. 225; Rogers +. Hadley (1861), 
7 Jur. N. 8. 733; Dickson v. Reutcer’s Telegraph Co. 
(1877), 2 C. P. D. 62. 


690. Executory contracts.|—It may be 
that the judge is correct in saying that, on a sale 
of personal property, the maxim of caveat emptor 
does by the law of England apply ; but if so there 
are many exceptions stated in the judgment which 
well nigh eat up the rule. Executory contracts 
are said to be excepted; so are sales in retail 
shops, or where there is a usage of trade: so that 
there may be difficulty in finding cases to which 
the rule would practically app'y (LORD CAMPBELL, 
C.J.).—Sims v. MARRYAT (1851), 17 Q. B. 281; 
20 L. J. Q. B. 454; 117 EH. R. 1287. 

Annotation :—Retd. Eichholtz v. Bannister (1864), 17 

C. B. N.S. 708. 





691. ——— Sales in retail shops.) — Sims v. 
MARRYAT, No. 690, ante. 
692. ——— Where trade usage.] — Sims v. 


MARRYAT, No. 690, anle. 


SUB-SECT. 2,—JITNESS FOR PARTICULAR PURPOSE. 
A. In General. 

See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 14 (1). 

693. General rule—Condition of fitness implied.] 
—(1) If a person sells a commodity for a specific 
purpose & with knowledge at the time of sale that 
it was to be applied to that purpose he must be 
understood in point of law to warrant that the 
commodity so sold should be reasonably fit & 
proper for the service for which it was sold 
(ABBOTT, C.J.). 

(2) Allowing that a person who sells a com- 
modity for a specific purpose shall be taken, by 
law, to undertake that it was reasonably fit & 
proper for that purpose, yet pltfs. have not, in 


“"¢ gale the thing sold is free from 
all Jatent defects.—GoLDBLATT  v. 
SWEENEY, [19181 C. P. D. 320.—S. AF. b. 
; -]—HarRDY v. Fatr- 
BANKS (1847), James, 432.—CAN. 


caveat emptor must 





Defect 


cereranws ere me fee 


I 


imply a warranty that the article sold to 
shall be free from latent defects un- 
known to the seller, & without fraud 
on his part :—Held: therefore, upon a 
sale of garden seeds, there was no im- 
lied warranty that the seeds were 
resh or otherwise good & fit for grow- 
ing, & that they would grow, but 
merely that the packages contained 
such seeds as the labels indicated, & © 
to & sale of this kind the maxim c. 


CONA 


ply.—SNELGROVE 
v. BRUCE (1866), 16 o p. 
known to vendor— 
Liability of vendor for collateral damage. } 
—T he rule caveat emptor only protects 
the vendor against 
him by decrease in the actual value 
of the articles sold, but where there is 
collateral damage to person or property 
of the purchaser occasioned by a 
in the article sold, which is 
the vendor, the rule caveat emptor will 
not protect him.—UrcH v 
HORSE REPOSITORY 
oan L. R. 183; 10 W. LL. 


Reasonable disclosure 


SALE OF GoopDs. 


this case, declared on that implied warranty ; as 
the declaration states, in general terms, that 
defts. undertook that the copper in question should 
be good, substantial, & serviceable. Now we are 
all of opinion, that a warranty to that extent, & 
in those unqualified terms, could not be implied 
by law out of the circumstances attending the 
sale of an article like this, of which the defects 
were equally unknown to both parties at the time 
of the sale (ABBOTT, C.J.).—Gray v. Cox (1825), 
4B. &C. 108; 1C. & P. 672; 6 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 
200; 107 E. R. 999. 


Annotations :—As to (1) Consd. Jones v. Bright (1829), 5 
ping: 533; Chalmers v. Harding (1868), 17 L. T. 571. 
Refd. Gower ». Von Dadelszen (1837), 4 Scott, 453; 
Chanter v. Hopkins (1838), 8 L. J. Ex. 14; Brown vt. 
Edgington (1841), Drinkwater, 106; Shepherd », Pybus 
(tee?) 3 Man. & G. 868; Camac v. Warriner (1845), 1 

. B. 356; Randall v. Newson (1877), 2 Q. B. D. 102. 
Generally, Mentd. Peacock v. Harris (1836), 5 Ad. & El. 
449; Jolliffe v. Mundy (1838), 1 Horn & H. 413. 


694. .|—On the sale of an article for 
a specific purpose there is a warranty by the 
vendor that it is reasonably fit for the purpose, & 
there is no exception as to latent undiscoverable 
defects. 

The limitation as to latent defects introduced 
by Readhecad v. Midland Ry. Co. (1867), L. R. 
4 Q. B. 379, docs not apply to the sale of a chattel. 
Plitf£. ordered & bought of deft., a coach builder, 
a pole for pltf.’s carriage. The pole broke in use 
& the horses became frightened & were injured. 
In an action for the damage, the jury found that 
the pole was not reasonably fit for the carriage, 
but that deft. had been guilty of no negligence :— 
Held: pltf. was entitled to recover the value of 
the pole, & also for damage to the horses, if the 
jury, on a second trial, should be of opinion that 
the injury to the horses was the natural conse- 
quence of the defect in the pole.-—RANDALL v. 
NEwWSON (1877), 2 Q. B. D. 102; 46 L. J. Q. B. 
259; 36 L. T. 164; 25 W. KR. 313, C. A. 

Annotations :—Apld. Smith v. Baker & Death (1878), 40 
L. T. 261; Frost v. Aylesbury Dairy Co., [1905] 1 K. 1. 
608, Consd. Sumner Permain v. Webb, [1922] 1 K. B. 
55. Refd. Hyman v. Nye (1881), 6 Q. B. D. 685; Vogan 
”. Oulton (1898), 79 LT. 384; Preist v. Last (1903), 89 
L. T. 33; Maclenan v. Segar, (1917] 2 K. B. 325. 

695. ———.]—-When there is a_ specific 
thing there is no implied contract that it shall be 
reasonably fit for the purpose for which it is hired 
or is to be used. That is the leading distinction 
between a contract to supply a thing which is to 
be made, & which is not specific, & a contract 
with regard to a specific thing. In the one case 
you take the thing as it is, in the other the person 
who is to supply it is bound to supply a thing 
reasonably fit for the purpose for which it is made 
(BRETT, L.J.).—ROBERTSON v. AMAZON TuG & 
LIGHTERAGE Co. (1881), 7 Q. B. D. 5983 51 
L. J. Q. B. 68; 46 L. T. 146; 30 W. R. 308; 4 
Asp. M. L. C. 496, C. A. 

Annotations :—Refd. The West Cock, [1911] P. 208. Mentd. 


The Glenmorven, [1913] P. 141; Point Anne Quarries v, 
The M. F. Whalen (1922), 39 T. L. R. 37. 











nature of goods by vendor.J)—Where a 
vendor does not disclose everything, 
but sufficient to put a cautious pur- 
chaser on his guard, the latter must 
exercise his own judgment.—BRAND 
v. WIGHT (1813), Hume, 697.—SCOT. 
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693 i. General rule—Condition of fit- 
ness implied.)—There is an implied 
warranty by a manufacturer of goods 
for a particular deeb iaelt that they are 


561.—CAN. 


amages resulting 


efect 
own to 


. STRATH- fit for that purpose.—WILLIAM HAMIL- 
ere 2 TON MANUFACTURING CO. v, VICTORIA 


LUMBER & MANUFACTURING Co. (1895), 
4 yee R. 101; Revsd. 28 8S. C. R. 96. 


Part III.—ConpbimrioNs AND WARRANTIES. 


696. Application of rule—Where latent undis- 
coverable defects.|—Gray v. Cox, No. 693, ante. 

697. ——- ——— Sale of carriage pole.]—Ran- 
DALL v. NEWSON, No. 694, ante. 

Manufactured article.) JonES ™ 
Bricut, No. 766, post. 

699. ——.]— HYDRAULIC ENGINEERING 
Co., Lrp. v. SPENCER & SONS (1886), 2 T. L. R. 
554, C. A. 

700. — Barge.|—Upon the sale of a 
barge by the builder, a warranty that it is reason- 
ably fit for use is implied, notwithstanding the 
written agreement of sale is silent as to any war- 
ranty. But if the vendee in declaring upon such 
warranty assigns a breach in the barge not being 
reasonably fit for use, the breach is not supported 
by evidence that the barge was not fit for a special 
died for which the builder knew that it was 

esigned. Qu.: whether, upon such a sale, a 
warranty is implied, that the barge is fit for the 
purpose for which it is known by the builder to be 
purchased.—SHEPHERD v. PyBus (1842), 3 Man. 
& G. 868; 4 Scott, M. R. 434; 11L.53.C0.P.101; 
133 E. R. 1390. 

Annotations :-—Refd. Burnby v. Bollett (1847), 16 M. & W. 

644 ; Morley v. Attenborough (1848), 13 Jur. 282; Mallan 

v. Radloff (1864), 17 C. B. N.S. 589; Jones v. Just (1868), 

a R, . B. 197; Bristol Tramways, etc. Carriage Co. 

v Fiat Motors, [1910] 2 K. B. 831: Manchester Liners 

v. Rea, [1922] 2 A. C. 74. Mentd. Hart v. Windsor (1843), 

12 M. & W. 68. 


701. Printing machine.}|—Pltf., who 
was the atentee of a two-colour printing machine, 
obtained from deft. an order for one of his machines 
upon the following terms, proposed by himself: 
‘I undertake to make you a two-colour printing 
machine on my patent principle,’”’ etc., describing 
the particulars of it. Deft. had seen one of the 
machines upon pltf.’s premises, but not in action. 
The machine put up by pltf. on deft.’s premises 
was found to be of no use for the purpose for which 
it was designed. Upon the trial of an action for 
the price, the judge directed the jury that if the 
machine was a known ascertained article, & deft. 
had specifically ordered it, deft. must pay for it 
whether it answered his purpose or not; but if 
if was not a known ascertained article, & pltf. 
undertook to supply such a machine, he could not 
recover the price of it unless it was reasonably 
fit for the purpose for which it was designed; & 
he left it to the jury to say whether the machine 
In question was constructed according to the 
patent principle, & also whether it was reasonably 
fit for the purpose for which it had been ordered : 
—Held: the jury were rightly directed.—OLLI- 
VANT v. BAYLEY (1843), 5 Q. B. 288; 114 HK. R. 
1257; sub nom. OLIPHANT v. BAYLEY, Dav. & 
Mer. 373; 13 L. J. Q. B. 34; 7 Jur. 1180. 


Annotations :-—Refd. Camac v. Warriner (1845), 1 C. B. 
356; Parson v. Soxton (1847), 4 C. B. 899; Pott wv. 
Flather (1847), 11 Jur. 735; Malan v. Radloff (1864), 17 
C. B. N.S. 589; Jones v. Just (1868), L. R. 3 Q. B. 197; 
Baldrey v. Marshall (1924), 94 L. J. K. B. 208. 


702. Furniture.|—Pltf. being about 
to furnish a house, deft. agreed to manufacture 
certain furniture for him; the furniture was sent 
in & paid for, & subsequently part of it was found 
defective, & the wood not well seasoned. In an 
action for breach of this contract, alleging that 
deft. agreed to make & deliver certain furniture 
that should be fit & proper to furnish pltf.’s 
house :—Held: the proper question for the jury 
was, whether or not the furniture was reasonably 
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6961. Application of rule — Where 
latent undiscoverable fects. J—SAYRE 
& Co. v. RHODES, CURRY & Co. (1909), 
39 N, B,. R. 150.—CAN. 


d. —— Manufactured article— En- 


(Sask.) (1910), 
affd. 15 W. LL. 


e. 
CUSHMAN 


HART-PaRR Co. vt. 
13 W. L. R. 263; 697 

R. 564.—CAN. 

—- —— Threshing machine.|— 

Moror WoRKS v. LAING, 
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fit for the purpose for which it was ordered, 
reference being had to pitf.’s station; & if pltf. 
gave a price, which was a fair price, for well- 
seasoned goods, it would be a breach of contract 
on which deft. would be liable, if he did not send 
in well-seasoned goods, although the price had 
been paid, & a space of six weeks had elapsed 
before pltf. made any complaint on the subject. 

If you order goods to be made by the manu- 
facturer, there is an undertaking on the part of 
the manufacturer that they shall be reasonably 
fit for the purpose for which they are ordered. 
Pitf. gave a fair price, & gave deft. an order to 
execute according to that price. This has nothing 
to do with bargaining for specific goods, where the 
law says there is no warranty. If this order was 
to be executed by deft. as an upholsterer or manu- 
facturer of furniture for the price of well-seasoned 
goods, if he did not send well seasoned goods, it 
was a breach of his contract. The law says that 
the goods ought to be reasonably fit for the pur- 
pose for which they are ordered according to the 
price paid for them, & as these were not articles 
ready manufactured, but to be made, we think 
the verdict ought to stand (PARKE, B.).—LEWIS 
v. BUCKLAND (1846), 1 New Pract. Cas. 585; 8 
L. T. O. S. 191. 

703. Sheep wash.|—In an action by 
a farmer against a chemist for vending a sheep 
wash which killed his sheep, the evidence being 
that it was used according to deft.’s directions, & 
that the sheep died from the absorption of arsenic 
contained in it, although it was also shown that 
the same mixture had been sold by deft. for many 
years, & used with impunity, the jury were 
directed that they might find for pltf. upon this 
evidence; & they having done so, their verdict 
was sustained. 

In such a case the manufacturer warrants that 
the mixture is reasonably fit for use (WILLEsS, J.). 
—Biack v. Evtior (1859), 1 F. & F. 595; 33 
L. T. O. S. 228. 

704. —— Soap frames.| — MALLAN v. 
RADLOFF, No. 751, post. 

705. —— Hair wash.]—Pltfs., J. & his 
wife K., by their declaration alleged that deft., 
in the course of his business, professed to sell a 
chemical compound made of ingredients known 
only to him, & by him represented to be fit to be 
used for a hair wash, without causing injury to the 
person using it, & to have been carefully com- 
pounded by him ; that pltf., J., thereupon bought 
of deft. a bottle of this hair wash to be used by 
pltf., 1¢., as deft. then knew, & on the terms that 
it could be safely so used, & had been carefully 
compounded. Breach, that deft. had so negli- 
gently & unskilfully conducted himself in preparing 
& selling the hair wash, that by reason thereof it 
was unfit to be used for washing the hair, whereby 
pltf. F., who used it for that purpose, was injured : 
—RHeld: the declaration disclosed a good cause of 
action.—GEORGE v. SKIVINGTON (1869), L. R. 5 
Exch.1; 39 L. J. Ex. 8; 21 L. T. 495; 18 W. XK. 
118. 

Annotations :—-N.F. Blacker v. Lake & ElJiot (1912), 106 
L. T. 533. Refd. Cunnington v. G. N. Ry._ (1883), 49 
L. T. 392; Heaven v. Pender (1883), 11 Q. B. D. 503 ; 
Cann v. Willson (1888), 39 Ch. D. 39; Clarke v. Army & 
Navy Co-op. Soc., (1903] 1 K. B. 155; Earl v. Lubbock 
(1904), 74 L. J. K. B. 121; Bates v, Batey (1913), 82 
L. J. K. B. 963; White v, Steadman, [1913] 3 K. B. 340. 


de de 
Mentd. Francis v. Cockrell (1870), L. R. 5 Q. B. 501; 
Cavalier v. Pope, [1906] A. C. 428. 














KBERLE [1921] 2 W. W. R. 206; 56 D. L. R. 
; 60 8. C. R. 649.—CAN. 


f. —— -——— Casks for mee .}— 
PALMER v. COHEN (1862), 1 Hyde, 123. 
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Sect. 5.—I mplied terms as to quality or fitness: Sub- 
sect. 2, A.] 


706. -.|—-AKERMAN v. MULDOON 
(1923), Times, Oct. 18. 

707. -.]—BARBER v. PERMANOL, 
Lrp. (1924), Times, Mar. 29. 

708. ——_ ——— ~———.]—GOZNEY v. RAPIDOL, 
Lrp. (1926), Times, May 18, 19. 

709. Altered during construction.}|— 
There are two well-known kinds of contract—first, 
a customer nF ask a manufacturer to make a 
machine according to a given plan or according 
to a plan supplied by the customer; in that case 
the manufacturer would only have to make the 
machine according to the plan & in a workmanlike 
manner. Secondly, a customer might ask the 
manufacturer to make a machine for a particular 
purpose, not supplying any plan, but leaving it 
to him to make it for that purpose; in that case, 
unless the contrary was expressly stated in the 
contract, the manufacturer would have to make 
a machine fit for that purpose. There might be a 
third kind of contract, where both parties said 
that they would jointly endeavour to make a 
machine that would do its business, when he 
thought that there would be no warranty that it 
would affect its purpose. Here there was a con- 
tract by pltf. to make the machine, not according 
to a given plan, but for sawing stone or marble. 
There was, therefore, a guarantee that it would 
be fit for that purpose, & this notwithstanding 
that the manufacturer had never made a machine 
like it before. After the contract was made dcft. 
ordered certain alterations, & it was argued that 
those alterations caused the breakdown. But 
when the manufacturer was to make a machine 
fit for a particular purpose, & it was left to his 
skill to make it, even though the customer ordered 
alterations, the manufacturer had a right to refuse 
to make those alterations, as he was responsible 
for the machine under the contract. If the 
customer were then to insist upon them, the con- 
tract would be altered, & the machine would be 
made according to a given plan. But if, on the 
alterations being shes pear ,» the manufacturer 
adopted them, he could not at the same time say 
that the contract was altered; he had made the 
suggested alterations his own, & having agreed to 
make the machine for a fixed price, he could not 
charge for them, however expensive they were, 
unless there was an agreement to that effect (LORD 
ESHER, M.R.).—HALL v. BURKE (1886), 3 T. L. R. 
165, C. A. : 

710. Article of food.]|—-Where a person 
sells an article over the counter, he impliedly repre- 
sents that it is unadulterated.—FITZPATRICK v. 
KELLY (1873), L. R. 8 Q. B. 387; 42 L. J. M. C. 
132; 28 L. T. 558; 38 J. P. 55; 21 W. R. 681. 
Annotations :—Refd. Pope v. Tearle (1874), L. R. 9 CG. P. 

499; Roberts v. Egerton (1874), 30 L. T. 633; Dyke v. 

Gower, [1892] 1 Q. B, 220; Sherras v. De Rutzen, [1895] 

1Q. B. 918. 

711. —— Troop stores.) —- BiGGE  v. 
PARKINSON, No. 908, post. 

712. —— Meat sold in public market.]— 
A salesman who sells, in a public market, meat 
which is afterwards found to be unfit for human 
food, but which he had no means of knowing, or 
reason to suspect, was other than good & whole- 
some meat, is not liable to an action upon an im- 
plied warranty, or for money had & received ; nor 


rect 














For use itn steel 


710i. —— Article of food.)}—Sms 
STEEL Co. v. 


PACKING Co., - & CORKUM & 
RITOEY uae: (N. 8.) (1920), 68 DL. L. f. 909} A.C. 64; 
g. —~~— Sale vf coal to be mined— 
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works. }—-DOMINION 
DOMINION CoAL Co., 0. R., 
{1 6 EB. L. R. 1873 (1909) 
A. ©. 293; 100 L. T. 245.—CAN. 

h. —— Purchase for export to special N-&. 


SALE OF GooDs. 


is he liable, though the market is within the city of 
zener: to an action upon 14 & 15 Vict. c. xci, 
8. 52. 
The undoubted general law is, that, in the 
absence of all fraud, if a specific article be sold, 
the buyer having an opportunity of examining & 
selecting, the rule caveat emptor iron (POLLOcK, 
O.B.).—EMMERTON v. MaTHEWS (1862), 7 H. & N. 
586; 31 L. J. Ex. 189; 5 L. T. 681; 26 J. P. 
566; 8 Jur.N.S.61; 10 W. R. 346; 158 EB. R. 604. 
Annotations :—Folld. Smith v. Baker & Death (1878), 40 
L. T. 261. Refd. Turner v. Mucklow (1862), 6 L. T. 690 : 
Jones v, Just (1868), L. R. 3 Q. B. 197; Boer v, Walker 
(1877), 25 W. R. 880; Ward v. Burnett (1877), 36 L. T. 
511; Ward v. Hobbs (1877), 2 Q. B. D. 331; Wren v. 
Holt (1903), 72 L. J. K. B. 340. 


713. .|—A salesman who sells 
in a public market meat which has no defect 
discoverable by an ordinary inspection, but which 
is afterwards found to be unfit for human food, to 
a purchaser who selects it himself, does not 
impliedly warrant that the meat is good, & is not 
liable to refund the price to the purchaser.— 
SmitH v. BAKER, SON & DEaTH (1878), 40 L. T. 
261, D.C. 

Annotation :—Refd. Wren v. Holt (1903), 72 L. J. K. B. 340. 

714. Rabbits.|] — B., a wholesale 
provision dealer in London, contracted to send 
weekly from London by railway to W., a retail 
tradesman at Brighton, a quantity of Ostend 
rabbits, the cost of the railway carriage as well 
as the price of the rabbits being paid by W. :— 
Held: there was an implied warranty by B., 
that the rabbits should be fit for human food, 
not only when delivered at the railway station 
in London, but when in the ordinary course of 
transit they should reach W. at Brighton, & until 
he should have had there a reasonable opportunity 
of dealing with them in the usual course of business. 
—BEER v. WALKER (1877), 46 L. J. Q. B. 6773 37 
L. T. 278; 41 J. P. 728; 25 W. R. 880. 
Annotations :—Consd. Ollett v. Jordan, [1918] 2 K. B. 41 


Refd. Smith v. Baker & Death (1878), 40 L. T. 261; 
Burrows v. Smith (1894), 10 T. L. R. 246. 


715. Partridges.|- On a sale of 
pee there is an implied warranty that the 

irds are fit for food.—-BURROWS v. SMITH (1894), 
10 T. L. RR. 246. 

716. Product of earth — Coal.] —- Where 
the product of the earth is the subject of a contract, 
the law will not raise any such implied warranty 
as that which follows on the sale of manufactured 
articles. 

The owner of a coal mine, knowing A. to be 
the chairman of a steam navigation co., placed 
in his hands a printed paper containing certain 
statements regarding the character of coals of 
such mine, & highly commended his coals in 
general terms. In an action on a contract that 
the coals were fit for steam navigation :—Held: 
the paper ought not to be incorporated into the 
terms of the contract as it was on a representa- 
tion of the general character of the coal mine, 
& did not amount to any contract that the 
particular coals then sold partook of that charac- 
ter.—Paciric STEAM NAVIGATION Co. v. LEWIS 
(1846), 8 L. T. O. S. 3193 subsequent proceedings 
(1847), 16 M. & W. 783. 

717. —— —— ——.]—Dominion Coat Co., 
Lrp. v. DoMINION IRoN & Street Co., Lrp. & 
NATIONAL TRUST Co., Lirp., No. 661, ante. 

718. Limestone.|—Pltis., who were 
the owners of limestone quarries, had for some 
































market—Cheese—W hether reasonable fit- 
ness or first quality implied. )-—-GERMAN 
BAY CO-OPERATIVE Darry Co., LTD. v. 
Sootr (1901), 20 N. Z L. R. 475.— 


Part III.—ConbDITIONS AND WARRANTIES. 


years before Dec. 1881, supplied limestone to 
defts., who owned iron smelting works, from a 
certain quarry. This quarry was known to be 
a second-grade quarry in which were beds of lime- 
stone of varying quality. In Dec. 1881, defts. 
agreed to obtain from the quarry & from no other 
p ace, so long as pltfs. should supply the same, all 
he limestone they should from time to time require 
for the smelting & other purposes of their works, 
& pltfs. agreed to supply from the quarry all the 
limestone so required by defts.:—Held: pltfs. 
were bound to supply limestone reasonably fit 
for use in defts.’ works, which were known to be 
iron smelting works, & in determining what was 
reasonable fitness the fact that the limestone was 
to come from a particular quarry, which was known 
to be a second-grade quarry, & from which defts. 
had for some years before the date of the contract 
taken limestone, must be taken into considera- 
tion.—STRONGITHARM v. NortH LONsDALE IRON 
& STEEL Co., Lrp. (1905), 21 T. L. R. 357, C. A. 

719. ———- Purchase for export to special 
market—-Whisky.|—-A. co. of merchants ordered, 
& a co. of distillers agreed to furnish, a cargo 
of whisky to be coloured like rum for the African 
market. It was stipulated that the colouring 
matter should be harmless. ‘The stipulation was 
disregarded. The whisky produced effects alarm- 
ing & startling though not shown to be actually 
deletcrious. It consequently proved unmarket- 
able :—Held : the distillers were liable in damages. 

The article has been sold for a specified purpose ; 
& the seller must be considered to warrant that 
it is fit for that purpose (LORD CAIRNS, C.).—Mac- 
FARLANE v. TAYLOR (1868), L. lt. 1 Se. & Div. 
245; 18 L. T. 214, H. L. 

720. -—— Hay.|—J., a horse dealer in 
Canada, agreed by contract in writing to supply 
the Glasgow Tramway co. with 2,100 tons of hay. 
The hay was described in the contract as ‘ Cut 
Canadian Timothy hay,’’ subject to the qualifica- 
tion that ‘‘ small quantities of clover mixed in hay 
not be objected to.”’ 

To carry out part of this contract J. contracted 
with S. & Co., hay dealers in Canada, for the 
supply of 900 tons of hay. Under this contract, 
which was in writing, the hay was to be delivered 
in Glasgow, & was described as ‘‘ good sound 
Canadian hay,’ with the explanation, ‘ good 
sound Canadian hay is understood to mean 
No. 1 export hay of fair average quality.” 

S. & co. on the instructions of J., tendered 
delivery of the hay in Glasgow to the Glasgow 
Tramway co., who rejected the greater part of 
the hay as disconform to their contract with J. 
J. then, founding on this rejection, brought an 
action against 8S. & co. for damages for breach of 
their contract with him :—Held : it was an implied 
condition of the contract between J. & S. & co. 
that the hay to be supplied as ‘‘ No. 1 export 
hay ”’ should be of the standard required by the 
Glasgow market, & as the hay rejected did not 
answer to that description, it had rightly been 
rejected.—Jacoss v. Scorr & Co. (1899), 2 F. 
(Ct. of Sess.) (H. LL.) 70. 
aes :—Refd. Manchester Liners v. Rea, [1922] 2 


721. Sale of wine fit to be laid down.|— 
S., deft.’s traveller, agreed, without sample, to 
sell to pltf. a pipe of superior port wine, fit to 
be laid down. The wine was afterwards bottled 
by deft., & when delivered to pltf. was described 
in the invoice as superior old port. The wine 











k. Sale of seed.j---CARLSTADT Ita. L 
DEVELOPMENT Co. v. ALBERTA PACIFIC 


WLEVATOR Co, (1912), 21 W. L. R. 433; 


4A . R. 366; 
7D. L. lt. 200.—CAN 
1. 


—— -———. }— HARDIE v. AUSTIN & 
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afterwards proved to be sour, owing to there 
being a deficiency of spirit at the time of bottling : 
—Held: deft. did absolutely contract to sell wine 
fit to be laid down, & was bound to supply wine 
suitable for that purpose; there was evidence 
for the j that deft. had warranted the wine 
to be fit to be laid down; as words of commenda- 
tion do not amount to a warranty, the general 
rule of law is that the maxim caveat emptor applies 
to the sale of specific goods whenever the buyer 
has an opportunity of inspecting the chattel 
sold.—OsBORN v. Hart (1871), 23 L. T. 851; 
19 W. R. 331. 

722. Supply of power for machine.|—-Defts., 
who were the lessees of a factory, demised to pltfs. 
a room therein & agreed to supply to them power 
of an engine for working a machine in the room 
demised at a yearly rent of £100. The engine 
was under the control & in the possession of defts. 
While the engine was working the machine, owing 
to a defect in the governor, it went too fast, with 
the result that part of the machine in pltfs.’ room 
became heated & broke, & killed a workman em- 
ployed by pltfs. Pltfs., having paid the widow 
compensation under Workmen’s Compensation 
Act, 1897, sued defts. to recover the amount so 
paid. The jury found that defts. had not supplied 
power which was reasonably fit for the purpose 
of working the machine :—Held: apart from the 
demise of the room, there was a contract by defts. 
to supply to pltis. power for working the machine ; 
this was a contract of purchase & sale; there was 
therefore an obligation to supply power reasonably 
fit for the purpose; & pltfs. were entitled to re- 
cover.— BENTLEY BROTHERS v. METCALFH & Co., 





{1906] 2 K, B. 548; 75 L. J. KK. B. 891; 95 L. T. 


506; 22 T. L. R. 676, C. A. 

723. ——— Supply of mineral waters.|——Pitf. 
retailed mineral waters, the supplies of which she 
received from deft. who was a mineral water 
manufacturer. Pltf. was charged by deft. three 
shillings per dozen for the mineral waters, & one 
penny in respect of each bottle, the penny being 
refunded on the bottle being returned, but not 
otherwise :—Held: even if the bottles containing 
the mineral waters were not sold but only hired 
by deft. to pltf., they were nevertheless ‘* supplied 
under a contract of sale’’ within Sale of Goods 
Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 14, & therefore that there was 
an implied condition that they, as well as their 
contents, should be reasonably fit for the purpose 
for which they were required by pltf.; therefore 
where a bottle so supplied by deft. to pltf. was not 
reasonably fit, &, in consequence thereof, it burst 
& injured pltf., she was entitled to recover damages 
from deft.—GEDDLING v. MARSH, [1920] 1 K. B. 
668; 89 L. J. K. B. 526; 122 L. T. 775; 36 
T. L. R. 337, D.C. 

724. Infected fur.|—Where goods are sold 
under an implied warranty, & then resold several 
times, & damage is suffered by the ultimate pur- 
chaser in breach of the warranty by reason of a 
latent defect or vice in the goods which could only 
be discovered by the ultimate purchaser or con- 
sumer, the damages recoverable against the original 
vendor include not only the amount paid in 
damages to the ultimate purchaser, but also all 
costs reasonably incurred by all sub-vendors in 
respect of claims by their sub-vendees.— KASLER 
& COHEN v. SLAVOUSKI, [1928] 1 K. B. 78; 96 
L. J. K. B. 850; 137 L. T. 641. 


Annotation :-—Mentd. Slavonski ». La Pelleterie De Roubalx 
Soc. Anon, (1927), 187 L. T. 645. 





2W.W. R. 404; M‘ASLAN (1870), 8 eae of Sess.) 
e 7 FA e 


98 r 42 Sc. Jur. 450.—S 


444 


Sect. 5.—Implied terms as to quality or fitness : Sub- 
sect. 2, B. (a) & (b).] 


B. When Condition Implied. 
(a) Purpose Made Known to Seller. 


See Sale of Goods Act, 1898 (c. 71), s. 14 (1). 

725. Necessity for purpose to be made known.|— 
Seed crushers, who sold their refuse oil cake to 
graziers, without describing it as fit for the food 
of cattle, nor even knowing that it was bought 
as such :—Held: not liable, on an implied warranty 
that it was so, for the consequences of their being 
fed with it.—JAcKSON v. HARRISON (1862), 2 
F. & F. 782, N. P. 

Annotation :—Apld. Turner v. Mucklow (1862), 6 L. T. 690. 

726. -]—A woollen merchant ordered from 
a woollen manufacturer piece dyed indigo blue 
cloth by sample, & being also a tailor, made 
the cloth supplied into liveries. The cloth was 
unfit for this purpose & the liveries were conse- 
quently returned. The manufacturer did not 
know the merchant was also a tailor, nor the pur- 
pose for which the cloth was to be used. There 
was evidence that the cloth was fit for caps, boots, 
& carriage linings. In an action by the merchant 
to recover damages for breach of contract, the 
jury were directed to find a verdict for the manu- 
facturer if the cloth was merchantable as supplied 
to a woollen merchant :—Held : the direction was 
right, since an implied warranty that an article 
is fit for a particular purpose only arises when 
the purpose for which the goods are supplied is 
known to the manufacturer; & in the absence of 
évidence that a particular use of an article is so 
usual as to affect the manufac .urer with knowledge 
of the purpose for which it is required, there is no 
implied warranty that the article is fit for every 
ordinary purpose for which an article of the descrip- 
tion is used.— JONES v. PADGETT (1890), 24 Q. B. D. 
650; 59 L.J.Q. B. 261; 62 L.T. 984; 38 W. R. 
782, D.C. 

727. What constitutes making purpose known— 
Question of ert ao The particular purpose for 
which an article purchased is required may, 
under Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 14, be 
made known to the seller by the recognised 
description by which the article is purchased. 

(2) The question whether, on a sale of goods the 
buyer made known to the seller the purpose for 
which the goods were required so as to show that 
he relied on the seller’s skill of judgment is one 
of fact depending on the circumstances of the 
particular case. -Pltf., a draper, went to the shop 
of deft., a retail chemist, & asked for a ‘ hot 
water bottle.’ An article was shown to him as 
such. He ipquired whether it would stand boil- 
ing water, deft. told him that it was meant 





PART III. SECT. 5, SUB-SECT. 2.— 
B. (a) 


m. General rule.]—- BIGELOW  v. 
BOXALL (1876), 38 U. C. It. 452.—CAN. 

n. ——~.}+—-MoORROW v. WATEROUS 
(1885), 24 N. B. R. 442.—CAN. 

0. ——-.]— NEw HAMBURG MANU: 
FACTURING Co. v. SHIELDS 
(1906), 4 W. L. R. 307.—CAN. 

p. ——.]— DOMINION PAPER Box 
Co., LTD. v. CROWN TAILORING Co., 4, 
LITp. (1918), 42 O. L. R. 249; 43 
D. L. R. 557.—CAN. 

q. ——.J—If goods are ordered 
of a manufacturer for a particular 
purpose known to the vendor there is 
an implied warranty that they shall 
be fit for such a purpose, but if an 
article of a definite nature is ordered 
the man urer warrants no more 
than that the article supplied is as 
fit as any answering the description in 


(Man.) : 





RAINY RIVER 





663 ; 


the order.—HAaALL & Co. . 
(1893), 10 Ss. C. 152.—S. AF. 

r. What constitutes making purpose 
known—Sale by recognised description— 
Omission of description from subsequent 
orders. }—STRAITON ae . 
SANDERSON (1882), 9 It. (Ct. of Sess.) 
929; 19 Sc. L. R. 700.—SCOT. 


OIL Co 


t. Two grades of coal shipped 
& used together—Notice of purpose of 
one grade only.J—WESTERN FUEL Co. 
PuLtp & PAPER Co. 
(B. C.), [1919] 1 WwW. Ww. R. 323.—CAN. 
a. Servant of vendor sent to 
instruct in working engine. )}-—CHAPIN 
& Co. v. MATTHEWS (1915), 32 W. L. XR. 
9 W. W. R. 
457 ; 9 Alta. L. R. 209.—CAN. 

b. Application of 
motor boat—For timber cruising.}— 


HUTCHISON ¥. 
(1908), 8 W. L. Rk. 251.—CAN, 
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for hot water, but would not stand boiling water. 
He then purchased it. Some days afterwards 
the bottle, while in use by pltf.’s wife, burst, & 
she was in consequence scalded. Pltf. sued deft. 
as for breach of a warranty that the bottle was 
fit for use as a hot water bottle. The jury found 
at the trial that it was not, when sold, fit for that 
purpose, & that this was the cause of its bursting. 
The judge to whom power was given by consent 
to draw any inferences of fact, if necessary, on 
further consideration, found that pltf. had, when 
purchasing the bottle, made known to deft. 
the particular purpose for which it was required, 
so as to show that he relied on the skill & know- 
ledge of deft.; & held that the case therefore 
came within Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), 
s. 14 (1), & there was, consequently, an implied 
warranty that the bottle was fit for the purpose 
of holding hot water, of which there had been a 
breach. He therefore gave judgment for pltf. :— 
Held: the facts justified the conclusion arrived 
at by the judge.—-PreIstT v. Last, [1903] 2 K. B. 
148; 72 L. J. K. B. 657; 89 L. T. 38; 51 W. fh. 
678; 19 T. L. R. 527; 47 Sol. Jo. 566, C. A. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Apld. Frost o. Aylesbury Dairy Co., 

(1905] 1 K. B. 608. 48 to (2) Consd. Manchester Liners 

v. Rea, [1922] 2 A. C. 74. 

728. Antecedent negotiations — Sale of 
‘* material.’’]|—-In Apr. & July, 1843, B. purchased 
of A. a certain material called oropholithe, of 
which A. was the patentee. The portion pur- 
chased in Apr. was described in the invoice as 
‘‘ roofing,’’ & was put on a building belonging to 
B. by A.’s workmen., That supplied in July 
was described as ‘‘ material,’ & was put on 
by B.’s workmen. There had been a previous 
purchase in Oct. 1842, which had been described 
as “ flooring,’ & was so applied, & as to which 
money was paid into ct. In an action upon a 
bill of exchange given by B. in payment of the 
above goods, B. pleaded that he accepted the 
bill in consideration of goods called Oropholithe, 
which A. had warranted ‘‘ fit for the roofing of 
buildings,’”’ but which proved to be useless. At 
the trial B. proved that, in Sept. 1843, his agent 
had a conversation with A.’s agent about roofing 
certain premises he was building with the patent 
article; on which occasion the latter gave the 
former a prospectus, which described it as fit for 
external roofing. The judge ruled that there was 
no evidence to be left to the jury in support of 
the plea:—Held: the direction was right, in- 
asmuch as there was no evidence to show that 
the contract for the goods subsequently supplied 
was made with reference to the treaty for roofing, 
which took place in Sept. 1842; or, at all events, 
nothing to show that the ‘’ material”? sold in 





Sale of crabs for human 
RUSSELL, 





KEARNS Cc. 
consumption.}-—-WALLIS v. 
[1902] 21. KR. 585.—IR. 

d. Presumption of knowledge — Of 
use for purpose similar to that notified 
TD. v —Sale of engine to farmer—Use for 
all farm purposes esumed.J—If a 
vendor selis an engine to a farmer 
knowing that the farmer is buying it 
for use on his own farm, altho 
ploughing may have heen the only 
work specifically mentioned, the vendor 
must be deemed to have contemplated 
that it would be used for any & every 
farming operation which farmers having 
engines usually carry on by means of 


their engines.—ADVANCE RUMELY 


01; 24D. L. R. Turespur Co. INCORPORATED 1. 
308 be pri 160. 43 Snr 6 L i 
on > e e ° > ask. ° e 

rule— Sale of 339.-CAN. 
JOHNSTON (B. C.) e. Notice of purpose on ordering 
goods by trade description—Right to 


Part JIT.—ConpmItTIons AND WARRANTIES. 


J uly; 1848, was sold for roofing rather than flooring ; 
& the plea failing as to part, failed altogether.— 
CAMAC v. WARRINER (1845), 1 OC. B. 356; 4 L. T. 
O. 8S. 897; 9 Jur. 162; 185 BE. R. 577. 

729. —— Admissibility of evidence.} — 
GILLESPIE BROTHERS & Co. v. CHENEY, EGGAR 
& Co., No. 759, post. 


7380. Sale by recognised description — 
Beer.|—Deft. sold pltf. two bottles of what pur- 
ported to be Bass’s ale. One bottle in fact con- 
tained an irritant poison & pltf.’s health was 
injured by drinking some of it. At the trial the 
jury found there was no negligence on the part 
of deft. :—Held: nevertheless, deft. was liable. 
—DAvis v. MILLER (1894), 10 T. L. R. 286. 

731. Hot water bottle.|—-PREIstT v. 
Last, No. 727, ante. 


7132. Bath bun.]—CHAPRONIERE v. 
MASON (1905), 21 T. L. R. 633, C. A. 

73 Milk.]|—Defts., who were milk 
dealers, supplied pltf. with milk which was con- 
sumed by himself & his family. A book in which 
the daily supply was entered was interleaved 
with a printed notice of the precautions taken by 
defts. to supply milk pure & unadulterated & free 
from the germs of disease. The milk supplied 
contained germs of typhoid fever, & pltf.’s wife 
was infected thereby & died. The existence of 
the germs could only be discovered by prolonged 
investigation. In an action, upon an implied 
warranty under Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), 
s. 14 (1), to recover the expenses to which pltf. 
had been put by the illness & death of his wife :— 
Held : the purpose for which the milk was supplied 
was sufficiently made known to the sellers by its 
description ; there was evidence that the buyer 
relied on the seller’s skill, & there was an implied 
condition under Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), 
that the milk was reasonably fit for consumption, 
although the defect was not discoverable at the 
time of the sale.—-FRosT v. AYLESBURY DaIRy Co., 
[1905] 1 K. B. 608; 74 L. J. K. B. 386; 92 
L. T. 527; 53 W. R. 354; 21 T. L. R. 300; 49 
Sol. Jo. 312, C. A. 


Annotations :-—Consd. Jackson v. Watson, [1909] 2 K. B 
193. Refd. Manchester Liners v. Rea, [1922] 2 A. CG. 74 























(b) Reliance on Seller’s Skill or Judgment. 


See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 14 (1). 

734. Necessity for—-Not limited to manu- 
facturer.|— BROWN v. EDGINGTON, No. 910, post. 

735. ———.|—Although a vendor is informed of 


reject unsutiable goods though conform- 
ing to description.|--IMPORTED HARD- 
woopa, LTD. v. ROBERTSON & HACKETT 
wey DD.) Co., [1925] 4 D. J. lt. 650.— 


seller’s skill or judgment, & the goods 
are of a description which it is in the 
source of the _ seller’s business to 
supply, whether he be the manufacturer 
or not, there is an implied condition 
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the purpose for which a material is required, yet 
if the vendee inspects it, its unsoundness or unfit- 
ness for the purpose, in the absence of any express 
warranty, is no defence to an action for the full 
price.—FITZGERALD v. IvESON (1858), 1 F. & F. 
410, N. P. 

736. ——.]——RIcE v. 
Sol. Jo. 197, D. C. 

137. ——.]—-PREIST v. LAST, No. 727, ante. 

738. 7 aan v. PEROWNE (1908), 72 
J. P. Jo. 302. 

739. — -.J—SUMNER PERMAIN & Co. v. WEBB 
& Co., No. 788, post. 

740. Proof of reliance — Admissibility of evi- 
dence — Antecedent negotiations.) — GILLESPIE 
BrorHers & Co. v. CHENEY, Eaaar & Co., No. 
759, post. 

741. Presumption in case of article of 
food.|—-CHAPRONIERE v. MASON (1905), 21 T. L. R. 
633, C. A. 


FRISWELL (1900), 44 











742, —— .|—F Rost v. AYLESBURY DAIRY 
Co., No. 733, ante. 
743. ——— Purchase from motor manufacturers 


—Statement that vehicles required for heavy 
traffic.|—-BRrisToL TRAMWAYS, ETC. CARRIAGE Co., 
Lrp. v. Fiat Motors, Lrp., No. 512, anie. 

744. Presumption where special purpose 
disclosed to seller.|—Where goods are ordered for 
a special purpose & that purpose is disclosed to the 
seller, so that in accepting the order he undertakes 
to supply goods which are suitable for the object 
required, such a contract is sufficient to establish 
that the buyer has shown that he relies on the 
seller’s skill & judgment, within Sale of Goods Act, 
1893 (c. 71), 8. 14 (1); there is therefore an implied 
warranty on the part of the seller that the goods 
supplied under the contract shall be reasonably fit 
for that purpose, & the fact that the buyer knew 
at the date of the contract that the sellcr’s sources 
of supply were limited does not negative that 
implication. On Oct. 8, 1919, pltis., who were 
shipowners of Manchester, ordered from defts., 
coal merchants of Liverpool, 500 tons of South 
Wales coal for their steamship M. at Partington 
on the Manchester Canal, & this order was accepted 
by defts. Inthe autumn of 1919, to the knowledge 
of pltfs., the coal supply was in the hands of the 
Coal Controller, who restricted the supply for 
bunkering purposes to South Wales coal carried 
by sea, & a railway strike prevented the loading of 
vessels in South Wales, so that the only available 
supply was coal in stock at Partington, which was 
wholly inadequate, & on vessels then at sea. At 





machine had been doing better work 
than a new machine.’”’ Deft. asked 
for a trial or a guarantee, but pitt. 
refused to give either :—Held: deft. 


f. Sale with opportunity of inspection.) 
—In a sale of a specific ascertained 
article, by one who is not a producer or 
manufacturer, for a particular purpose, 
known to the vendor at the time of sale, 
there is no implied warranty on the part 
of the vendor that the article is reason- 
ably fit for the purpose for which it is 
intended, if the vendce has inspected, 
or has had the opportunity of inspect- 
ing it, before purchasing.—JORDAN v. 
LEONARD (1904), 36 N. B. It. 518.—CAN. 


PART III. ane a ei 2.— 


g. General rule.}-—-NEwW HAMBURG 
MANUFACTURING Co. v. SHIELDS (1906), 
16 Man. L. R. 212.—-CAN. 

h. ——.]— Where the buyer ex- 
pressly or by implication makes known 
to the soller the particular purpose for 
which the goods are required, so as to 

. that the buyer relies on the 


that the goods shall be reasonably fit 
for such purpose.—-SPENCER v. NEW- 
FOUNDLAND CLOTHING Co. (1911), 9 
Nfid. L. R. 505.—NFLD. 

7841. Necessiily for—Not limited to 
manufacturer.|--HOPKINS v. JANNISON 





134 il. ——.]|— WINSLOW 4. 
JENSON (Alta.), [1920] 3 W. W. R. 
856.—CAN., 

734 iil, 





——-.]—CALGARY IRON 
WORKS, LTp. v. BREWSTER TRANSPORT 
Co., Ltp., 11925) 4 D. L. R. 393; 
[1925] 3 WwW. W. R. 486.—CAN. 

734 iv, —— -]—CARVILLE 2. 
DUFFY (1912), 46 I. L. T. Jo. 124.— IR. 


734 v. -l— Deft. bought from 
pltf. & his partner a second-hand 
separator, & inspected it before he 
bought. Deft. alleged an express 
warranty by pltf.’s partner that “ the 


ater 





did not rely upon the skill or judgment 
of the pltf.’s partner, &, therefore, 
there was no implied condition, under 
Sale of Goods Ordinance, s. 16 (1), 
that the goods should be reasonabl 
fit for the particular purpose for whic 
they were required.—THOMSON », 
BELL (1910), 14 W. L. R. 272; 3 Sask. 
L. R. 170.—CAN. 


784 vi. -J]— HENNINGSEN Pro- 
DUCE Co. vw. POGGIOLLI (1913), 23 
W.L. R. 871; 11 *D. iL. R. 182; 4 





e 
’ 


W. W. R. 1793 6 Alta, L. R. 138.— 
CAN. 
734 vii. ——.]}—WILLIAMSON v. MAC- 


PHERSON & Co. (1904), 6 I. (Ct. of 
Sess.) 863.—SCOT. 


740i. Proof of reliance—Admissi- 
bility of evidence—Antecedent negotia- 
tions.}] —- CRICHTON & STEVENSON v. 
Loves, [1908] 8S. C. 818; 45 8c. L. R 
600; 168. L. T. 7.—SCOT. 
. niention of parties.)— 
CANADIAN GAs POWER & LAUNCHES vv. 


te, 
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Sect. 5.—Implied terms as to quality or fitness: Sub- 
sect. 2, B. (b), (c) & (d) 4. & %.] 


the date of the contract a collier with a cargo of 
South Wales coal was diverted to Manchester by 
the Coal Controller, & the coal supplied to pltfs. 
came from this vessel. The coal was unsuitable 
for pltfs.’ steamer, & as a consequence she had to 
return to port. In an action by pltfs. for damages 
for breach of the warranty implied by the contract 
as to the character of the goods:—Held: the 
circumstances were not such as to rebut the implica- 
tion of a warranty that the coal should be reason- 
ably fit for the purpose for which it was bought, & 

Itfs. were entitled to judgment.—MANCHESTER 
LENGRE: Lrp. v. REA, Lrp., [1922] 2 A.C. 74; 91 
L. J. K. B. 5604; 127 1. T. 405; 388 T. L. R. 526 ; 
66 Sol. Jo. 421; 27 Com. Cas. 274, H. L. 

Purchase of article under trade name—Motor 
car.|—See Nos. 760-762, post. 

Application of maxim caveat emptor.] — See 
Sub-sect. 5, ante. 


(c) Goods Supplied in course of Seller’s Business. 


See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 14 (1). 

745. Sale of meat by erie bao a farmer, 
bought, in the public market of a country town, 
from B., a butcher keeping a stall there, the car- 
case of a dead pig for consumption, & left it hanging 
up, intending to return after completing other 
business, & take it away. In his absence C., a 
farmer, on seeing & wishing to buy it, was referred 
to A. as the owner, & subsequently, on the same 
day, bought it of A., the or ginal ba without 
any warranty. It did not appear that any secret 
defect in it was known to any of the parties. It 
turned out unsound & unfit for human consump- 
tion :—Held: no warranty of soundness was 
implied by law between the farmers A. & C.— 
BURNBY v. BOLLETT (1847), 16 M. & W. 644; 17 
L. J. Ex. 190; 9 L. T. O.S. 176; 11 J. P. 790; 
11 Jur. 827; 153 E. R. 1348. 

Annotations -—Consi. Emmerton v. Mathews eee) 7 
H. & N. 586; Turner v. Mucklow ae 8 Jur. N. 8. 
R70. Expld. Wren v. Holt (1903), 7 K. B. : 
Refd. Morley v. pen Porcugn (1848), 43° fee 282; 
son v. Zizinia (1851), 20 L. J. C. 73: Collen w. Wright 
nee 8 E. & B. 647 ; * coi v. Baker & Death ae 40 

. 261; Hewett v. Hattersley, [1912] 3 K. B. 

a. Sale of refuse by dyers.| — Pltifs., iiss 
printers, used madder roots in their business for 
dyeing purposes, & the refuse, or ‘‘ spent madder,”” 
as it was called, after it had gone through pltfs.’ 
processes was thrown out into heaps. By the 
application of a patented chemical process, this 

spent madder’”’ was convertible into a commodity 
Hod ‘* garancine ’’ which contained a greater or 

Tea quantity of colouring matter, according to 

the state & quality of the ‘‘ spent madder ”’ itzelf, 

& was used as a dyeing material, Deft. who was a 

maker of “ garancine’”’ bargained by letter with 

pltf. for the purchase of a quantity of their ‘‘ spent 
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madder ” which he did not inspect before delivery, 
& indeed it appeared that the precise quality of the 
‘‘ spent madder ” could not be ascertained until it 
had been made into garancine & tested by trial in 
dyeing. Upon a portion of the “ spent madder ”’ 
being converted by deft. into “ garancine ” in the 
usual way, it was found that the garancine 
produced was of very inferior quality, & an un- 
marketable article, owing, as deft. alleged, to the 
inferior quality or bad condition of the «« spent 
madder.” Deft. thereupon repudiated “dhe ar- 
soe On an action to recover the price, the judge 
ected the jury that if the article supplied fairly 
& reasonably answered the description of ‘‘ spent 
madder,’’ there was no implied warranty of a 
particular quality, or of fitness for any particular 
use, & the jury found a verdict accordingly for 
pltfs. :—Held: the judge rightly directed the jury, 
& there was no implied warranty on the sale of 
the article in question by pltfs. to deft. It was 
immaterial that deft. bought it for a particular 
urpose, because the vendors did not, as deft. 
new, make it for that purpose, but in the course of 
their own business, for their own purposes. They 
merely sold a refuse article of manufacture called 
‘“‘ spent madder,”’ & that was what deft. purchased, 
& what the jury found that he purchased; & the 
vendors entered into no special bargain of the 
kind contended for, & the principle of implied 
warranty does not apply to the sale of a refuse 
article which has done its duty. 

Where the sale between the parties is the sale 
of a specific article no warranty attaches, & the 
maxim caveat emptor, applies (MARTIN, B.).— 
TURNER v. MUCKLOW (1862), 6 L. T. 690; 8 Jur. 
N.S. 870; 10 W. R. 668. 

Annotation :—Distd. Jones v. Just (1868), L. R. 3 Q. B. 197. 


747. Sale of tar by gas company.|]— The con- 
tract was between a gas co. & a person who pur- 
chased tar from them. The co. did not profess 
to manufacture tar as the subject-matter of their 
trade, nor did they profess to sell it as a mercantile 
thing which was the subject of purchase & sale 
in the ordinary way in trade. They did not 
describe it in the contract simply as tar. They 
made gas, & as a result of the manufacture tar was 
produced. Defts. agreed to purchase all the tar, 
not used or sold at retail prices, produced at the 
Ipswich Gasworks, the tar that resulted from the 
manufacture of gas for flve years. There is no 
obligation under that contract that the co. will 
manufacture gas in the same way for the five years ; 
not that the tar will be fit for distillation, even 
though the gas co. knows of the purpose for which 
it is bought. . There is no guarantee that the 
tar will be of any ‘quality, nor that it will be fit for 
distillation, or merchantable tar as being the 
subject of purchase & sale in the market, but only 
that it will be the tar produced in the gasworks 
(LorD EsHER, M.R.).—IPswicH GASLIGHT Co. v. 
Kine (W. B.) & Co. (1886), 3 T. L. R. 100, C. A. 


ORR CHES (1911), 23 O. W. R. ——.})— BUNNEL ». ae ETEAY MAN v. INTERNATIONAL HARVESTER Co. 
315.—CAN (1856), 14 14 U. C. R. 241.--CAN (Alta.) (1918), 37 D. L. R. 766.—CAN, 

1. Ertento reliance—Question of fact.] Oo. -] — WILLIAM auaiiwn t. Sale of motor vehicle by manu- 
—BowpdEN Brotuers & Co., Ltp. v. MANUFACTURING Co. ¥. VICTORIA facturers—Through accredited agent— 


LITTLE (1907), 4 C. Le R. 1364, AUS. 


LUMBER & MANUFACTURING Co. (1895), 


Neceasity for strict proof of agency.}— 





4 B.C. R. 101.—CAN. reactant *(gask,), W088) 8 ye 
PART III, SECT. 5, SUB-SECT. 2.— | p.——.]—-New HAMBURG MAN JAR CO., LTD, (Sask.), ) D 
B. (c). pa LA se oe tone), - 216; [1923] 2 W. — paermenes 
ares . , an —— a. eR re ronerens ”, 
PA hited article ra ie own patil. wee TRIUMPH CycLE Co., Lrp., [1927] 
cular line must be taken impliedly to Sale of tractor by vendors of N. 1. 83.—IR. 
warrant that the article ahall be made agricuttural machinery.) —-SYKES_ v. b. Sale of distillery grains by dis- 
in a P tor d & workmanlike manner, & DRUMMOND & DvORETSKY, [1925]  tillers—Whether imp warranty of 
be fi for Going what was expected of bes A. L. R. 126.—AUS. fitness for feeding catile.}—WHUBSON v. 
ea CapWELL (1851), 8 Sale of irrigation pump by agri- “DuNVILLH (1879), 4 L. R. Ir. 249.— 


v. 
U0, Rh 161 .——CAN. 


eullupal machinery company.}+-NEW- JR. 


Part II].—Conprrions AND .WARRANTIES. 


(d) Sale of Specific Article. 
i. In General. 

748. General rule—No warranty {implied.J— 
LEWIS v. BUCKLAND, No. 702, ante. 

. -|—ROBERTSON v. AMAZON TUG 
& LIGHTERAGE Co., No. 695, ante. 

750. Sale by person not manufacturer or pro- 
ducer——Subject-matter used in purchaser’s business. |} 
—On the sale of an article used in certain manu- 
facture by a person not the manufacturer or 
original producer, & who sells it by sample, the 
purchaser carrying on a particular manufacture 
in which the article is used, semble: (1) there is 
no implied warranty that the article is fit to be 
used in that manufacture, even although the 
sample was found to be so; & the only under- 








the bulk; (2) it is no defence in an action for the 
price, that a portion of the bulk turned out wholly 
unfit for the manufacture, for non constat that the 
bulk generally will be so, or that even if it is so, the 
sample was unfairly taken.—SAYERS v. LONDON & 
BIRMINGHAM FLINT GLAss & ALKALI Co. (1858), 
27 L. J. Ex. 294. 

751. Component parts inspected by buyer — 
Soap frames.]—(1) A., after inspection of the sepa- 
rate parts, bought of B. soap frames which were 
by the contract warranted to be ‘‘ new frames, 
with all nuts & bolts complete & perfect.’? In an 
action for a breach of this warranty, the declaration 
alleged that pltf. warranted the frames to be fit 
for the purpose of making soap; & at the trial it 
was proved, & found by the jury, that, though new, 
& having the proper number of nuts & bolts, the 
frames were not reasonably fit for the purpose of 
making soap :—Held: the evidence sustained the 
declaration. Qu: (2) upon the sale of an ascertained 
article, a known machine, the component parts of 
which have been inspected by the buyer, whether 
there is any implicd warranty that the thing is 
fit for the purpose for which it professes to have 
been constructed.—MALLAN v. RADLOFF (1864), 
17 C. B. N. 8. 588; 5 New Rep. 54; 11 L. T. 381; 
10 Jur. N.S. 1182; 13 W. R. 139; 144 B. R. 236. 

752. Article manufactured according to plan— 
Sawing machine.]—HALx v. BuRKE, No. 709, ante. 

Application of maxim caveat emptor.]—See Sub- 
sect. 1, ante. 


il, Under Patent or Trade Name. 

See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 14 (1). 

753. General rule—No implied warranty.] — 
(1) Deft. sent to pltf., the patentce of an invention 
known as ‘‘ Chanter’s smoke-consuming furnace,” 
the following written order :—‘‘ Send me your 
patent hopper & apparatus, to fit up my brew- 
ing copper with your smoke-consuming furnace. 
Patent right £15 158.; ironwork not to exceed 
£5 5s.; engincer’s time fixing 7s. 6d. per day.’’ 
Pitf. accordingly put up on deft.’s premises one 
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of his patent furnaces, but it was found not to be 
of any use for the pee of a brewery, & was 
returned. to pltf. :—Held: no fraud being imputed 
to pltf., there was not an implied warranty on his 
part that the furnace supplied should be fit for the 

urposes of a brewery; but deft. having defined 
5 he order the particular machine to be supplied, 
pltf. performed his part of the contract by supply- 
ing that machine, & was entitled to recover the 
whole £15 5e., the price of the patent right. 

(2) A warranty is an express statement by a 
party to a contract of something or other for 
which he undertakes, & which is a part of that 
contract, though collateral to the express object 
of it. But in many instances it has happened that 
where a party only makes an agreement to sell an 


taking is that the sample was fairly taken from | article, but in the contract inserts a description of 
| 


it, that description has been called a warranty. 
It is much moro natural to consider the conduct 
of pltf. in the present case as amounting to a 
non-completion of his agreement, than to construe 
this order & his partial compliance with it as 
amounting to a warranty on his part. If a man 
agree to sell to another an article discribed as 
peas & instcad of peas he sends beans to the 
purchaser ; or if a man undertakes to sell copper 
for sheathing a ship, & send an article of a 
different description in its place; these are not 
instances of breaches of warranties, but amount 
merely to a non-performance of the respective 
contracts (Lorp ABINGER, C.B.).—CHANTER 2. 
I[oPKINs (1838), 4 M. & W. 399: 1 Horn & H. 
377; 8L.J. Mx. 14; 3 Jur.58; 150 H.R. 1484. 
Annotations :-~—As tv (1) Consd. Shepherd v. Pybus (1842), 3 
Man. & G. 868.  Apld. Oliphant v. Bayley (1843), 13 
L. J. Q. B. 34. Consd. Pacific Steam Navigation Co. v. 
Lewis (1847), 16 M. & W.783; Parsons v. Sexton (1847), 
4 C. B. 899; Hall v. Conder (1857), 2. C. B. N.S. 22. 
Apld. Prideaux v. Bunnett (1857), 1c B. N. S. 613. 
Distd. Ripley v. Lordan (1860), 2 L. T. 154.  Consd. 
Turner v. Mucklow (1862), 6 L. T. 690 5; Baldry v. Marshall, 
[1925] 1K. B. 260. Refd. Gamac v. Warriner (1845), 1 
C. B. 356; Pottw. Flather (1847), 11 Jur, 735 ; Kmmerton 
», Mathews (1862), 7 H. & N. 586; Jones v, Just (1868), 
.R. 3 Q. B. 1973 Bristol ‘Tramways, ctc. Carriage Co. 
Fiat Motors, [1910] 2 K. B. 831; Manchester Liners v. 
Rea, [1922] 2 A. C. 74. 4s to (2) Apld. Stucley v. Bally 
(1862), 1H. & C.405. Apprvd. Azémar v. Casello (1867), 
L. R. 2 C. P. 677. Apld. Chalmers v. Harding (1868), 17 
L. T. 571. Consd. Lloyd v, Sturgeon Falls Pulp Co. 
(1901), 85 L. T. 162; Watts v. Stevens, [1906] 2 K. I. 
323, Reid. Osborn v. Hart (1871), 23 lL. T. 851; R..0. 
Middleton (1873), L. R. 2 ©. CG. R. 38. Generally, Retd. 
Bannerman v7. White (1861), 31 L. J. C. P. 28. Mentd. 
Redhead v. Mid. Ry. (1869), 9 B. & S. 519. 


Se 





754. ———.] — OLLIVANT v. BAYLEY, No. 
701, ante. 
755. —— .|— Deft. sent to pltf., the 





atentce of an invention called ‘ Prideaux’s 

atent Self-Closing Valve,” & who carried on busi- 
ness under the name of ‘‘ The Smoke Prevention 
co,” the following writtem order, ‘ Please prepare 
us a smoke-prevention valve,” giving the dimen- 
sions of the furnace door to which it was to be 
applied. Pltf. accordingly sent deft. one of his 
patent self-closing valves, but it was found not to 


PART III, SECT. 5, SUB-SECT. 2.— 
B. (d) i. 


c. Sale by person not manufacturer or 
producer.J—Where a dealer contracts 
to supply a known & defined article, 
though for a particular purpose, there 
is no implied warranty that it shall 
answer such purpose.—WIISON | wv. 
DUNVILLE (1879), 4 L. R. Ir. 249.—IR. 


d. ——— Inspection by buyer.)— 
IMPERIAL BANK OF CANADA ¥. KIEVELL 
(Sask.) (1909), 12 W. L. R. 308.—CAN. 

e. .}—There is no im- 
plied warranty of fitness of a specific 
ascertained article not manufactured 
by the seller sold for a specific purpose 
if the buyer has inspected the article 
before purchase. — ROBERTSON  », 








NORTON (1916), 43 N. B. R. 49.—CAN. 

f. Sale of wheat—Whether implied 
warranty of fitness for human con- 
sumption.}—Where wheat is sold there 
is no implied warranty that it is fit for 
human consumption.—CHAMPION  v. 
CELLIERS & Co., LTp., [1904] T. S. 


788.—S. AF 


PART III. SECT. 5, SUB-SECT. 2.— 
B. (d) ii. 


7531. General rule—-No implied 
warranty. }—SPURR vo. ALBERT MINING 
Co. (1871), N. B. Dig. 181.—CAN. 

B e400) 13 W.L Beers 8 kc 

Row? 8 W.L.R. ; ask, 
L. R. 238 CAN. 

753 iii, ——- ——-,]}—F Rost & Woop 





Co. v. EBERT (1906), 7 Terr. L. R. 
293; 3 W.L. R. 69.—CAN. 

758 iv. .}+—WILLIAMSON vt. 
OVEN CYOLE Co., [1901] 2 I. R. 615.— 














753 v. ./—ROWAN v. COATS 
Iron & Stent Co. (1885), 12 R. (Ct. 
of Sess.) 395 ; 22 Sc. L. R. 296.—SCOT, 

753 vi. .--PAUL & Co. %. 
Giascow Corpn. (1900), 3 F. (Ct. of 
Sess.) 119.—-SCOT. 

753 vii. .1— BURNS. 
CHAMBERS (J.) & Son, LTv., [1921] 
N. Z. lu. R. 916.—N.Z. 

. Article unfit by reason of size-— 
Ne defect in trade article hie 
PATERSON v. NEWMAN (1908), 28 
N. Z. L. R. 218.—N.Z. 











—es 


448 


Sect. 5..—Implied terms as to quality or fitness : Sub- 
sect. 2, B. (d) vi., & C.; sub-sect. 3, A.] 


be of any use for the purpose for which it was 
designed. No fraud was imputed to pitf., but 
deft., on being sued for the price of the article, 
relied on the statements contained in a circular 
which had been sent to him by pltf., to the effect 
that the patent article would consume smoke & 
effect a considerable saving in fuel, as amounting 
to a warranty that it should be fit for the purpose 
to which it was to be applied :—Held: no such 
warranty could be implied ; but, deft. having 
defined by the order the particular machine to be 
supplied, pltf. performed his part of the contract 
by supplying that machine, & was entitled to 
recover the price.—PRIDEAUX v. BUNNETT (1857), 
1C. B. N.S. 613; 140 E. R. 252. 
Annotation :—Consd. Baldry v. Marshall, [1925] 1 K. B. 260. 





756. —— -|— PRIDEAUX v. M‘MurRRay, 
No. 511, ante. 
7157. —— - ]—Plitf., a farmer, having by 


letter inquired of deft., an agent for the sale of 
agricultural machines, the lowest price for which 
he could furnish a corn machine, deft. replied by 
letter as follows: ‘‘ I happen to have a very good 
second hand Wood’s reaper, which I can offer you 
at £16 168. It belonged to a gentleman who has 
retired from farming ; he paid me £35 for it a little 
time ago; it has only cut about fifty acres, & it 
ig not one penny the worse, in fact you would 
hardly know it from anew one. I inclose drawings. 
I have sold more than thirty of these machines in 
this part, all of which are doing well, so that I can 
confidently recommend it. {i do not recommend 
it for cutting meadow grass, but it will cut wheat, 
barley, oats, clover, French grass, etc., or any 
grain crop efficiently.” In an action to recover 
damages for breach of warranty, tho machine 
having failed to perform the desired work :— 
Held: the above letter did not amount to a 
warranty or a contract that the particular machine 
would do the specified work, but was mere repre- 
sentation & a description of Wood’s patent reapers 
generally.—CHALMERS v. HARDING (1868), 17 
| reed ea 

758. .}]— Briston TRAMWAYS, ETC. 
een Co., Lrp. v. Fiat Motors, Ltp., No. 512, 
ante. 

759. What constitutes sale under patent or 
trade name—Sale of coals under particular de- 
scription.]|—Coals were supplied under a written 
contract of sale containing no mention of the 
particular purpose for which they were required, 
though prior to the making of such contract the 
buyers made known that purpose to the sellers, who 
were coal agents, & relied on their skill & judgment. 
In an action for damages for breach of warranty 
by the sellers :—Held: (1) evidence of what took 
place between the parties prior to the making 
of the contract was admissible to raise the implica- 
tion of the condition specified in Sale of Goods Act, 
1893 (c. 71), s. 14, & therefore, by virtue of that 
sect. a warranty or condition by the sellers that the 
coals were reasonably fit for the purpose for which 
they were required must be implied ; (2) a contract 








PART III. SECT. 5, SUB-SECT. 2.—c., 1. 


h. What must be taken into con- 
sideration—Reasonably good usage.}— 
JOHNSTON v. MOORE (1901), 34 N.S. RR. 
85,.—CAN. 





k. Proof of unfitness—Onus of proof.) 
~——GRANT’S SPRING BREWERY Co., LTD. 
v. LEONARD (E.) & Sons, LtTp., LEONARD 

EK.) & Sons, Lp. ». GRANT’S SPRING 
REWERY Co., Lrp. (1915), 9 O. W.N. 
66; 840. L. R. 429.—CAN. 


for proof 


Necessity for—Goods fit for 
purpose but containing foreign substance. ] 
——DUKE v. JACKSON, [1921] S. C. : 
58 Sc. L. R. 299; [1921] 18. L. T. 190 
—SCOT 


m. Reason for unfitness— Neccssity 
of.}—-LENNOX vv. 
SHARPLEY & Murr Co., Lrp. (1912), 
21 W. L. R. 918; 5 Sask. L. R. 228; 
ane LL. R. 836; 2 W. W. R. 829.— 


Sate or Goons. 


for the sale of coals under a particular description 

known in the coal trade was not “a contract for 

the sale of a specified article under its patent or 
other trade name’”’ within the meaning of the 
proviso to sect. 14 of the Act.—GILLEsPIm BRoTHERs 

& Co. v. CHENEY, EaGar & Co., [1896] 2 Q. B. 59; 

65 L. J. Q. B. 552; 12 T. L. R. 2743 40 Sol. Jo. 

354; 1 Com. Cas, 873. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Consd. Manchester Liners », Tea, 
[1922] 2 A.C, 74, As to (2) Consd. Sumner, Permain v. 
Webb (1921), 91 L. J. K. B. 228. 

760. ——— Sale of motor car of particular manu- 
facture—Reliance on Seller’s skill & Judgment.}— 
RICE v. FRISWELL (1900), 44 Sol. Jo. 197, D. C. 

761. —— ——— -———.]— BristoL TRAMWAYS, 
ETC. CARRIAGE Co., Lrp. v. Fiat Motors, Lrop., 
No. 512, ante. 

762. .|—Pltf., being desirous of 
buying a motor car, applied to defts., motor car 
dealers, & told them that he wanted a comfortable 
car which was suitable for touring purposes. 
Defts. said they thought that a ‘ Bugatti car,” a 
type of car in which they specialised, would meet 
those requirements, & showed him a specimen. 
Pltf. then gave defts. an order for ‘an eight 
cylinder Bugatti car’’ on the terms that defts. 
should guarantee the car for twelve months 
against defects of manufacture, it being stipulated 
by defts. that that guarantee ‘‘ expressly excludes 
any other guarantee or warranty, statutory or 
otherwise.” An eight cylinder Bugatti car was 
delivered to pltf. in pursuance of the order, but 
proved to be uncomfortable & unsuited for touring 
purposes. Pitf. claimed to reject the car, & sued 
to recover back the purchase-money which he had 
paid :—J7eld: (1) the requirement that the car 
should be comfortable & suitable for touring 
purposes was a condition & not a warranty, & on 
the principle of Wallis, Son & Wells v. Pratt 
& Haynes, No. 996, post, the implication of that 
condition was not excluded by the terms of the 
contract ; (2) the mere fact that an article is sold 
under its trade name, in the sense that the trade 
name forms part of the description of the thing 
sold, does not necessarily bring the case within the 
proviso to Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), 8. 14 (1), 
so as to exclude the implication of the condition 
of fitness. If the buyer, while asking to be 
supplied with an article of a named make, indicates 
to the seller that he relies on his skill & judgment 
for its being fit for a particular named purpose, he 
does not buy it ‘‘ under its trade name’ within 
the meaning of the proviso; & the ct., being 
satisfied upon the facts that pltf. relied on defts.’ 
skill & judgment, held that the proviso did not 
apply.—BALpDRy v. MARSHALL, [1925] 1 K. B. 260 ; 
94L. J. K. B. 208; 132 L. T. 326, C. A. 

False trade description.] — See TRADE MARKS, 
TRADE NAMES, & DESIGNS. 











C. What Constitutes Fitness. 


763. Question for jury.] — LEWIS v. BUCKLAND, 
No. 702, ante. 

764. What must be taken into consideration— 
Buyer’s knowledge of source of supply.|—-STRONGI- 


n. When fitness presumed— Failure 
to give statutory notice of defect.J— 
2; Where the purchaser of a tractor, after 

. working it for three weeks, expressed 
satisfaction & failed to give any notice 
such as provided in the statutory 
warranties under Act svespecwng the 
Sale of Farm Implements, irrespective 
of which the purchase has been made, 
the ct. conclusively assumed that the 
machine fulfilled the statutory warranty 
as to performing its work.—PETERSON 


GOoLD 


Part III.—ConpDITIONS AND WARRANTIES. 


THARM v. NORTH LONSDALE [Ron & STEEL CoO., LTD., 
No. 718, ante. 


SUB-SECT. 3.—MERCHANTABLE QUALITY. 
A. In General 

See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), 8. 14 (2). 

765. General rule.}—-In every contract to 
furnish manufactured goods, however low the 
price, it is an implied term that the goods shall 
be merchantable. 

A contract to furnish goods, with a certain 
latitude as to the price, as saddles at 24s. to 26s. 
may be described as a contract to furnish them at 
a reasonable price.—LAING v. FIDGEON (1815), 4 
Camp. 169; 6 Taunt. 108; 128 E. R. 974. 
Annotations :—Apld. Jones v. Bright (1829), 5 Bing. 533: 

Bristol ur ain etc. Carriage Co. v. Fiat Motors, (1910) 

2K. B. 831. efd. Gower v. Von Dadelszen (1837), 4 

Scott, 453; Shepherd v. Pybus (1842), 3 Man. & G. 868 ; 

Bigge v. Parkinson (1862), 7 H. & N. 955; Jones »v. 

Just (1868), L. R. 3 Q. B. 197; Randall v. Newson (1877), 

2 Q. B.D. 102; Niblett v. Confectioners’ Materials Co. 

(1921), 90 L. J. K. B. 984. 

766. -}—Pltf. purchased from the ware- 
house of deft., the manufacturer, copper for 
sheathing a ship. Deft., who knew the object for 
which the copper was wanted, said, ‘‘ I will supply 
you well.’”? The copper, in consequence of some 
instrinsic defect, the cause of which was not proved, 
having lasted only four months, instead of four 
years, the average duration of such an article. 
In an action on the case in the nature of deceit :— 
Held: pltf. was entitled to damages. 

If a man sells an article, he thereby warrants 
that it is merchantable, that it is fit for some 
purpose... . he sells it for a particular 
purpose, he thereby warrants it fit for that purpose 
(BEsT, C.J.).—JONES v. BRIGHT (1829), 5 Bing. 
5333; Dan. & LI. 304; 3 Moo. & P. 155; 7 L. J. 
O.8. C. P. 213; 130 E. R. 1167. 


Annotations :—-Distd. Gower v. Von Dadelszen (1837), 4 
Scott, 453. Consd. Chanter v. Hopkins (1838), 4 M. & W. 
399. Apld. Brown v, Edgington (1841), 2 ‘ 
279. Consd, Turner v. Mucklow (1862), 6 L. T. 
Distd. Jones v. Padgett (1890), 24 Q. B. D. 650. 
Shepherd ». Pybus (1842), 3 Man. & G. 868; Pettman v. 
Keble (1850), 9 C. B. 701; Mallan v. Radloff (1864), 17 
C. B. N. 8S. 5893; TReadhead v. Mid. Ry. (1867), L. R. 2 
Q. B. 412; Jones v. Just (1868), L. RR. 3 = B. 197; 
Randall v. Newson (1877), 2 Q. B. D. 102; Drummond 
v. Van Ingen (1887), 12 App. Cas. 284; Manchester 
T.iners ». Rea, [1922] 2 A. C. 74. Mentd. Thom v. Bigland 
(1853), 21 L. T.O.8S. 62; R.v. Mid. Ry. (1867), 31 J. P. 661. 


767. ———.|—-SHHPHERD v. PyBus, No. 700, ante. 

768. -|—CaTo, MILLER & Co. v. GIBSON & 
Son (1856), 3 L. T. 217. 

769. ———.|—Defts., manufacturers, contracted 
to supply to pltfs. a quantity of grey shirtings 
according to sample, each piece to weigh 7 lbs. 
Goods were delivered & accepted according to 
sample & of the agreed weight; but it was after- 
wards discovered that the weight was made up 
by introducing into the fabric 15 per cent. of 
china clay, which rendered the goods unmerchant- 
able. The presence of the china clay could not 
be discovered by an ordinary examination of the 
sample. In an action against defts. for breach 
of an implied warranty of merchantable quality :— 
Held: (1) in the absence of a sample, a warranty 








765 ii. 
supply 





”. BRUCE (Man.), [1920] 2 W. W. R. 
900.—CAN. 


PART III. SECT. 5, SUB-SECT. 3.—A. 

765 i. General rule. }—Where goods of 
a@ specific denomination are sold, & 
not shown to be in esse or capable of 
inspection, there is animplied warranty 
that they are of merchantable anellty. 
—THOMAS v. MARKS _ (1884), 
V. L. R. (Law) 217.—AUS. 


J.—VOL. XXXIX. 


which the buyer has no opport 
oods must not only, 
in fact, answer the specific description, 
but must be saleable or merchantable 
under that description.—MooErRs v. 
aaa (1887), 14 O. R. 451.— 


inspecting, the 


765 iil. 





--—-Under a contract to 
oods of a specified description 
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of a merchantable quality would have been 
implied ; (2) the selling by sample excluded that 
implied warranty only with respect to such matters 
as could be judged of by the sample, & the action 
was therefore maintainable-—MopDy v. GREGSON 
(1868), L. R. 4 Exch. 49; 38 L. J. Ex. 12; 19 
L. T. 458; 17 W. R. 176, Ex. Ch. 
Annotations :-—As to (2) Apprvd. Drummond v. Van Ingen 
1887), 12 App. Cas. 284. Generally, Mentd. Gorton v. 
2), 31 W. R. 232; Haines, Batchelor v. 
Pip nineer 41886), 2T. L. R. 107; Sleigh v. Tyser, (1900) 


770. ———.]|—JONES v. JusT, No. 632, ante. 

771. -——.]|—BrRisTOL TRAMWAYS, ETO. CARRI- 
AGE Co., Lrp. v. Fiat Motors, Lrp., No. 512, ante. 

772. Application of rule—Sale of commodity for 
resale—Contract for supply of beer to publican.] 
—An agreement between a brewer & a publican, 
that the publican shall take all his beer of the 
brewer, cannot be enforced unless the brewer 
supply the publican with good beer, such as ought 
Lo give satisfaction to his customers. In an action 
on this agreement the quality of the beer cannot be 
poe by showing what sort of a commodity the 

rewer furnished to other publicans during the 
same period.—HOLCOMBE v. Hewson (1810), 2 
Camp. 391; 170 E. R. 1194, N. P. 
Annotation :—Refd. Manchester Brewery Co. v. Coombs 

(1900), 82 L. 'T. 347. 


“3 

773. —— .]—Deft., a brewer, let to 
pltf. a public-house, on the terms, among others, 
that pltf. should purchase of deft. all the malt 
liquor consumed on the premises: provided that, 
in case of any breach of that agreement, pltf. 
should forfeit, as liquidated damages, the sum of 
£50, secured by the promissory note of pltf. 
Deft. indorsed over the note for value; & pltf., 
having been compelled to pay it, entered a plaint 
in the county ct. against deft., & stated in the 
summons & particulars that ‘‘ the cause of action 
was noney paid for the use of deft. to the indorsees 
of the note, for which he never received from deft. 
any value or consideration.” At the trial before a 
jury it appeared that, on pltf.’s taking possession 
of the premises in Oct. 1849, he commenced order- 
ing beer from deft., & continued to do so until 
Feb. 1850. Pltf. proposed to prove that the beer 
supplied by deft. subsequently to Christmas, 
1849, was unmarketable. This evidence was 
objected to, but received by the judge. Deft. 
submitted that there was no case for the jury, & 
that pltf. must be nonsuited. Pltf. refused to be 
nonsuited: & the judge left it to the jury to say 
whether the liquor supplied by deft. was of a 
marketable quality; & they found a verdict for 
pltf. :—Held: under 13 & 14 Vict. c. 61, ss. 14, 15, 
the Ct. of Appeal is not confined to the precise 
questions submited to them, but may decide upon 
the whole case as stated; & therefore, looking 
at the summing up in this case, it was erroneous ; 
for the circumstances of deft. having on one or two 
occasions supplied pltf. with bad beer, did not 
authorise him to avoid the contract, but he should 
have returned the beer, &, if better were not sent 
instead of it, he might, on the particular occasion, 
procure some elsewhere; & if deft. continued to 
send bad beer, he might sue him on the implicd 
contract that he would supply beer reasonably 








purchaser has no opportunity of 
examining before the sale, the goods 
must not only answer that specific 
description, but must be merchantable 
under that description—WRIGHT v. 
NELSON, [1917] 2 W. W. R. 708; 11 
Alta. L. R.567 ; 35D. L. R. 603.—CAN. 

765 iv. «}—-JOHN MACDONALD & 
Co., LTD. v. PRINCESS MANUFACTURING 


ty of 





.}—Uponthesaleofgoods Co., LTp., [1926] 1 D. L. R. 718; 
of a specific description, whick the (1926) S. C. Re 472.—CAN. 
GQ 
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Sect. 5.— Implied terms as to quality or fitness: Sub- 
ies om B.& C.; sub-sect. 4. Sect.6: Sub- 
sect. 1. 


fit to be drunk.—STANCLIFFE v. CLARKE (1852), 7 
Exch. 489; 2 Saund. & M. 18; 21 L. J. Ex. 120; 
16 J. P. 425; 155 BE. R. 1020. 

aacaton * Mente Kirby v. Williamson (1852), 19 L. T. 


QO. 

TTA. .|]— In Dec. 1878, J. 
demised the Milton Arms public-house to C. In 
Mar. 1874, pltfs. demised the Sutton Arms public- 
house to C. & H., & the lessees covenanted with 
pltfs. to purchase from them all the beer which 
should be consumed upon the Sutton Arms, & 
also upon the Milton Arms, during the residue of 
the respective terms, pltf. covenanting with C. & 
H. to supply all beer required for the Sutton Arms 
& Milton Arms, such beer to be of a certain quality 
& of a certain price. In May, 1874, C. assigned the 
Milton Arms to deft. with notice of the covenant. 
In June, 1874, deft. mortgaged the Milton Arms to 
pltfs. to secure a loan, & in consideration thereof 
covenanted to purchase of pltfs. all beer which 
should be brought by him upon the Milton Arms: 
—Held: deft., as an assign with notice, was bound 
in equity by the covenant in the lease, but that such 
covenant was conditional on the fulfilment of 
pltf.’s covenant, & the covenant in the mtge. was 
conditional on the fulfilment of an implied covenant 
to supply good beer, &, therefore, evidence to show 
a breach of the actual or implied covenants on pltf.’s 

art: was admissible.-—LUKER v. DENNIS (1877), 7 

wh. D. 227; 47 L. J. Ch. 174; 37 L. T. 827; 26 

W. R. 167. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Wolverhampton Corpn. v. Bilston 
Comrs., [1891] 1 Ch. 315; Wilkes . Spooner, [1911] 2 
K. B. 473; L.C. C. v. Allen, [1914] 3 K. B. 642. 

775. Food or drink.]—-In action for 
the price of goods as sold which have been sent by 
a carrier, there must be evidence either that they 
were ordered or received. On the sale of any 
commodity to the resold as an catable or drink- 
able, pltf. cannot recover if it is utterly uneatable 
or undrinkable, & so unsaleable.— HARMAN v. 
BENNETT (1858), 1 F. & F. 400, N. P. 

776. Hops.|——Deft., a hop merchant, 
entered into a contract with pltf., who was a hop 
grower, for the purchase of hops by sample. 
Inasmuch as deft. could not sell hops to his cus- 
tomers if sulphur had been used in their growth, 
he inquired of pltf. at the time of making such 
contract. if sulphur had been so used, & pltf. stated 
that it had not, & thereupon the contract was 
made. Pltf. knew of the objection by hop mer- 
chants to sulphured hops, & deft. would not have 
bought the hops if he had been aware that sulphur 
had, in fact, been used :—Held: the contract was 
conditional on sulphur not having been used in the 
growth of the hops; & if sulphur had been so used, 
deft. was at liberty to reject the hops, although 
they corresponded with the sample by which they 


























779i. Application of rule—Syneci 
Bhown ut ifne of sale; OWiitiadons. 
MACPHERSON & Co. (1904), 6 F. (Ct. 
of Sess.) 863.—SCOT. 


oO. Sale of food.}—Where an 
article of food is purchased by descrip- 
tion, the purchaser is entitled to have 
a merchantable article of that descrip- r. 
tion.—- SPENCE v. DUFFIELD (1870), 1 
V. R. (Law) 49.---AUS. 


p. Sale of logs.J—A contract 
to deliver a quantity of 0g does not 
necessarily mean ‘‘ merchantable logs,” 
but tad mean such logs as are actually 
got in the part of the country where the 
parties live, & in €@ con- 
tract, the surrounding circumstances 
& the fact that merchantable logs could 


may be taken 





a. Whether 


part of 





construing th 


not be got in that part of the country, 
into consideration.— 
aoe v. POTTS (1866), 6 All. 443.— 


warranty excluded by 

trade us €. ]—Moss, LTp. v, 
(1914), 33 N. Z. UL. R. 8 ae 
Quality implied from price paid.) 
——The sale of a commodity at A fair 
market pace implies a warranty on the 
he seller that the article is of a 
DICKSON (1860) 4a al (Ores a 
502; 22 Se. Jur. 147 80OT. OF Oe 
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782i. Whether condition excluded— 
Defect not discoveruble on examination. } a. 


SALE OF GOODS. 


had been sold.—BANNERMAN v. WHITE (1861), 10 
O. B. N.S. 844; 31L. J.C. P. 28; 41. T. 740; 
8 Jur. N.S. 282; 9 W. R. 784; 142 BE. R. 685. 
Annotations :—Apld. Wallis & Wells v. Pratt & Haynes, 
ia K. B. 1003. Refd. Behn v. Burners (1863), 2 
ew Rep. 184; Azemar v. Casella (1867), 36 L. J. C. P. 
124. Mentd. Cannon v. Rands (1870), 23 L. T. 817. 


777. Provisions.|—BEER v. WALKER, 
No. 714, ante. 

778. ——— Contract of exchange— By person 
other than dealer—Return of wine by customer.] — 
Where a customer who had bought a quantity 
of burgundy of excellent quality from a wine 
merchant, some time after procured him to 
exchange a portion of it for wine of a different 
description: — Held: there was no _ implied 
warranty on the part of the customer as to the 
state of the wine at the time of the exchange, & 
although it had then become quite sour, the wine 
merchant had no remedy, without proof that the 
other knew its deteriorated condition & intended to 
practice a fraud.— LA NEUVILLE v. NOURSE (1813), 
3 Camp. 351; 170 HE. R. 1407, N. P. 

779. Specimen shown at time of sale.|— 
GARDINER v. GRAY, No. 790, post. 

780. Receptacles for goods—Casks for oll.] 
—Pltfs. declared on a contract for the sale to defts. 
of ‘‘ a certain cargo of good merchantable Galli- 
poli oil, then being the cargo of the vessel Fortuna, 
the cargo consisting of L. R. 240 casks, containing 
901 salmes & 9 pignatelles, at £54 per imperial 
ton.” Defts. pleaded that the casks containing 
the oil in the agreement & declaration mentioned 
were not well seasoned & proper casks for the 
purpose of containing good merchantable Gallipoli 
oil, according to the terms & within the true intent 
& meaning of the agreement in the declaration 
mentioned, but, on the contrary, were badly 
seasoned & unfit & improper casks for the purpose 
of containing such oil :—Held: bad, the subject- 
matter of the contract being the oil, not the casks, 
& the defective state the casks at most going only 
to a part of the consideration.—GowER v. VON 
DEDALZEN (1837), 2? Bing. N.C. 717; 3 Hodg. 94 ; 
4 Scott, 453; 6L. J.C. P. 198; 1 Jur. 285; 1382 
E. R. 587. 

781. —— Description partiy relied on— Goods 
seen but not examined.|—-THORNETT & FEHR v. 
BEERS & Son, No. 783, post. 

What constitutes sale by description.|—-See Sect. 
4, sub-sect. 1, ante. 














B. Effect of Examination by Buyer. 


See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 14 (2). 

782. Whether condition excluded — Defect not 
discoverable on examination.|— Deft. kept a beer- 
house in which the beer supplied to customers, for 
consumption on the premises, was that of a parti- 
cular firm of brewers only. This fact was known 
to pltf., who frequented the beerhouse for the 
purpose of buying the beer of that firm. The beer 





— JORGENSEN ¥v¥. HARRIS BROTHERS 
(1912), 14 W. A. L. R. 180.—AUS. 

782 ii. ——- ———.]—-BreEcHAM (H.) & 
Co. PROPRIETARY, LTD. v. FRANCIS 
HowarRp & Co. PROPRIETARY, LTD., 
[1921) V. L. R. 428.—AUS. 

782 iii. ——- .}—Neither inspec- 
tion of the sample nor of the bulk, so 
far as concerns defects not discoverable 
on reasonable inspection, excludes such 
peed warranty.—JOHN MACDONALD 
& Co., LTD. v. PRINCESS MANUFAOCTUR- 
ING Co., LTp., [1926] 1 D. L. R. 7183 
[1926] 8. C, R. 472.—CAN. 

t. Where opportunity for t . 
tion.]J—MOFARLANB ¥v. HALL (1889), 
168. A. L. R. 126.—AUS. 

——.J— Where th 





08.—N.Z. 
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contained arsenic, by reason of which the health of 

ltf. wasinjured. In an action to recover damages 
or breach of warranty :—Held: the beer had been 
bought by description within Sale of Goods Act, 
1893 (c. 71), 5. 14 (2), & as examination by the 
buyer would not have revealed the defect, deft. was 
liable on an implied warranty that the beer was of 
a merchantable quality—WrEN v. Hour, [1903] 
1 K. B. 610; 72 L. J. K. B. 340; 88 L. T. 282; 67 
J.P.191; 51 W. R. 435 ; sub nom. Hott v. WREN, 
1 ry R. el C. A. ie 

nnotation :—Refd. R. v. Manchester Local Pr 

Committee, Hz p. L. & Y. Ry. (1920), 89 Le J. oe Oey 

783. What constitutes ‘‘ examination ’’—Pack- 
ages seen but not opened.] —Defts., who were 
desirous of purchasing a quantity of vegetable 
glue from pltfs., who dealt in that commodity, 
went, by arrangement with pltfs., to the warehouse 
where the glue, which was in barrels, was stored, 
for the purpose of inspecting it. Every facility 
was offered defts. for inspection; but, being 
pressed for time, they did not have any of the 
barrels opened, & merely looked at the outside of 
the barrels. Defts. ae ree the glue, & after it 
was delivered they alleged that it was not of mer- 
chantable quality :—Held: defts. had ‘‘ examined 
the goods ”’ within the proviso to the Sale of Goods 
Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 14 (2), & consequently, there 
was no implied condition that the glue was of 
merchantable quality.—THORNETT & FruR v. 
BEERS & Son, [1919] 1 K. B. 486; 88 L. J. K. B. 
684; 120 L. T. 570; 24 Com. Cas. 133. 


C. What Constitutes Merchantable Quality. 


784. Question for jury.|—JoNEs v. Just, No. 
632, ante. 

785. Fitness for some purpose.]— JONES v. 
Briaut, No. 766, ante. 

786. Must satisfy reasonable man.] — BrisTo. 
TRAMWAYS, ETC. CARRIAGE Co., Lrp. v. Frat 
Morors, Lrp., No. 512, ante. 

787. Part of goods only merchantable.] — An 
English dealer ordered from a foreign manufacturer 
a large number of motor horns of different descrip- 
tions & prices, ‘* delivery as required.’? The horns 
were delivered in several instalments. The buyer, 
after accepting the first instalment, rejected the 
later instalments on the ground that the goods 
were not of merchantable quality. In an action 
for the price of the goods the official referee found 
that a large proportion of the horns were dented 
& badly polished owing to defective packing & 
careless workmanship, but that they could easily 
have been made merchantable at a trifling cost, 
& he declined to hold that the consignment as a 
whole was unmerchantable & gave judgment for 
the seller with an allowance to the buyer in respect 
of the defective goods :—Held: (1) upon the 
construction of the contract, the acceptance of the 


bad an opportunity before the purchase’ disturb their 


of examining a specific quanty of 
hemlock bark purchased by him :— 
Held: there was no implied warranty 
on the part of the seller that it was 
merchantable hemlock bark.—PETERS 
v. HAMILTON (1879), 19 N. B. R. (3 
P. & B.) 284.—CAN. 

b— —— Acceptance without 
inspection.}—WuITtp & Co., LTD. v. 
DONKIN (1914), 27 W. L. R. 789; 
W. W. R. 508; 16 D.L. R. 446.—CAN, 

C. .-~In an action for goods 
sold ae dele pane eae Puen es Ss. 
implied warranty as to quality. 3) 
evidence showed that, before pur- 0. Whether 
chasing, deft. inspected the goods, & 
in Paying relied upon his own judg- 
ment. The jury having found against 
the plea of warranty, the ct. refused to 


By consent of v 


GEO. 





finding. LAURIE _ v. 
cee (1891), 23 N. S. R. 293.-~— 


d. Examination by third party— 
endor d&> purchaser.j— 
ae ad v. CLARK (1868), 19 C. P. 155. 
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6 787 i. Part of goods only merchantable. | 
—SILBERT SHARP & BISHOP, LTD. v. 
WiLis & Co., 
A. L. R. 114.—AUS. 
quality includes 
dition.J—PARKHILL v. MOCABE 
(1922), 70 D. L. R. 868.—CAN. 

ft. Trifling repair necessary—Com- 
puting scale with broken diat glass. ] 
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first instalment did not preclude the buyer from 

rejecting the later instalments ; (2) the buyer was 

justified in rejecting the later instalments as 
unmerchantable.—-JACKSON v. RoTAx Moror & 

CrycLeé Co., [1910] 2 K. B. 937; 80 L. J. K. B. 38; 

103 L. T. 411, C. A. 

Annotations :—~As to (1) Refd. Longbottom v. Bass, Walker, 
[1922] W. N. 245; Pocahontas Fuel Co. (Incorporated) 
v. Ambatielos (1922), 27 Com. Cas. 148; Ballantine ». 
Cramp & Bosman (1923), 129 L. T. 502. As to (2) Refd. 
ae aa sca Co. v. Corn Products Co., (1919] 1 


788. Goods sold for importation — Quality not 
referable to state of law of country of importation.]| 
—Pltfs., a firm in Argentina, purchased from defts., 
for importation into Argentina, a tonic water, of 
which defts. were manufacturers & which they 
had been supplying to pltfs. in Argentina for 
many years. As the water was ultimately found 
to contain salicylic acid, it could not legally be 
sold in Argentina, & the Argentine authorities 
ordered it to be destroyed or sent out of the 
country. In an action for damages for breach 
of a condition alleged to be implied by Sale of 
Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 14, as to the fitness of the 
goods for importation into Argentina, & as to 
their being of merchantable quality :—Held: 
(1) as pltfs. had not shown that they relied on 
defts.’ skill or judgment on the question whether 
the goods could be legally sold in Argentina, there 
was no implied condition as to fitness for the 
particular purpose of importation ; (2) the words 
merchantable quality in Sale of Goods Act, 1893 
(c. 71), s. 14, had no reference to the state of the 
law of the country to which the goods were sent, 
& therefore the action failed.—SUMNER, PERMAIN 
& Co. v. WEBB & Co., [1922] 1 K. B. 55; 91L. J. 
K. B. 228; 126 L. T. 294; 38 T. L. R. 45; 866 
Sol. Jo. W. R. 17; 27 Com. Cas. 105, C. A. 


SuB-sEcT. 4.—EXCLUSION BY EXPRESS 
WARRANTY. 


See Sect. 18, post. 


SEctT. 6.—SALE BY SAMPLE. 
SuB-SECT. 1.—WHAT CONSTITUTES SALE BY 
SAMPLE, 

See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), 8. 15 (1). 

789. Exhibition of sample—Goods sold by 
written contract—With description of quality.]— 
TYE v. FyNMORE, No. 618, ante. 

790. .|—Where before or at the 
time of sale a specimen of the goods is exhibited 
to the buyer, if there be a written contract which 
merely describes the goods as of a particular 
denomination, this is not a sale by sample, but 
there jis an implied warranty that they shall be 











—A computing scale is not of ‘“‘ mer- 
chantable quality ’’ under Sale of 
Goods Act, R. S. 8., 1920, c. 197, 
8. 16 (2), where the plece of glass cover- 
ing the dialis broken, even though the 
lass can be replaced for 30 cents.— 
NTERNATIONAL BUSINESS MACHINES 
Co., LTD. v. SHCRERBAN, [1925] 1 
D.L. R. 864; {1925} 1 W. W. R. 405 
19 Sask. L. R. 214.—CAN. 
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{1919} g. General rule.|}—To_ constitute a 
sale by sample, in the legal sense of 
that term, the parties must have con- 
tracted with reference to a saree, 
é& with a mutual understanding t 
the sample furnished to the eye a 
description of the quality of the goods 
& that the bulk must conform to the 
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con- 
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Sect. 6.—Sale by sample: Sub-sects. 1 & 2, A. 


of a merchantable quality of the denomination 

mentioned in the contract. 

Where there is no opportunity to inspect the 
commodity, the maxim of caveat emptor docs not 
apply (LORD ELLENBOROUGH).—GARDINER Uv. 
GRAY (1815), 4 Camp. 144; 171 oe R. o sa 

tt. i—, . Jones v. Bright (1829), 5 Bing. ; 

Aen e. noe (1836), 2 Bing N. C. 668; Jones v. 
Just (1868), L. R. 3 Q. B. 197. onsd. Randall v. Newson 
(1877), 2 Q. B.D. 102; Sumner Permain v. Webb. [1922] 
1 K. B. 55. Refd. Budd ». Fairmanner (1831), 1 L. J. 
©. P. 16; Shepherd v. Pybus (1842), 3 Man. & G. 868; 
Josling v. Kingsford (1863), 13 C. B. N. S. 447; Mody v. 
Gregson (1868), L. R. 4 Exch. 49; Bristol Tramways, etc. 
Carriage Co. v. Fiat Motors, [1910] 2 K. B. 831; Thornett 
& Fehr v. Beers (1919), 120 L. T. 570; Niblett v. Con- 
fectioners’ Materials Co. (1921), 90 L. J. K. B. 984. 

791. Sample not referred to.|—Whcre 
upon a sale of goods, the seller produces a sample 
& represents that the bulk is of equal quality, if 
there be a sale note which does not refer to the 
sample this is not a sale by sample; & if the goods 
turn out to be of inferior quality the purchaser’s 
remedy is by an action on the case for a deceitful 
representation.—_MEYER v. FEVERTH (1814), 4 
Camp. 22; 171 E. R. 8. 

Annotations :-—Consd. Allan ». Lake (1852), 18 Q. B. 560. 
Refd. Sharland v. Leifchild (1847), 4 C. B. 529. 

792. Usage of tobacco trade.] — In 
an action for the price of tobacco sold, evidence 
is admissible to show that by the established usage 
of the tobacco trade, all sales are by sample, 
although not so expressed in the bought & sold 
notes.—SYERS v. JONAS (1848), 2 Exch. 111; 
154 EB. R. 426. 

Annotations :—Expld. Spartali v. Be ecke (1850), 10 C. B. 
212. Distd. Phillipps v. Briard (1856), 1 H. & N. 21. 
Consd. Graves v. Legg (1857), 5 W. R. 597. Apld. Field 
v. Lelean (1861), 6 H. N. 617. Consd. Azémar v, 
Casella (1867), L. R. 2 C.P. 431. Refd. Brown v. Byrne 
(1854), 3 K. & B. 703; Cuthbert v. Cumming (1855), 24 

L. J. Ex. 198 : Godts v. Rose (1855), 4 W. R. 129; Harnor 

wv. Groves (1855), 15 C. B. 667. 


793. -|— GINNER v. KiNG (1890), 7 
T. L. R. 140, C.’A. 

794. Whether invoice forms part of contract.]|— 
In an action on a warranty of goods alleged to 
have been sold by sample :—Held: an invoice 
which was delivered with the goods, formed no 
part of the contract, but was mercly a memo- 
randum of the goods so delivered, & the sum to 
be a ae v. THOMPSON (1846), 7 L. T. 
O. S. 66. 




















795. Express condition in contract—Bulk to be 
equal to sample & analysis.|—In June A. employed 
a broker to buy for him from B. some guano, then 
lying in C.’s warehouse. In contemplation of the 
purchase, a sample was taken & an analysis made 
of the guano, but no contract was then entered 
into. In Nov. following, A.’s broker, on behalf of 
A., entered into a written contract with B. for 
the purchase at a certain price, of some guano, 
then about to arrive by the ship S. By the terms 
of the contract the guano was to be equal to 
sample & analysis of the guano in C.’s warehouse : 
—Held: the written contract of Nov. had refer- 
ence to the sample & analysis of June, & not to 
a sample & analysis to be made of the guano in 
C.’s warehouse in the state in which it was in 
Nov.—CLARK v. SCHWARTZ (1853), 22 L. T. O. S. 
88; 2 W. R. 16. 


sample.—WAWRYK v. MCKENZIE Co., 
Lrp., [1921] 2 W. W. R. 951.——-CAN. 
h. Exhibition of sample — What 
amounts to—P of g displayed 
with opportunity of inspection of bulk. }— 
Two or three bundles of forage were 
placed on the und at the back of a 
wagon with a load of forage on it for 


amoun 


sale on the public market. The forage 
on the wagon was open to py eotion 
by intending purchasers :—Held : the 
sale was not one by sample; 
placing of two or three bundles of 
forage at the back of the wagon 
to no more than puffing or 
commendation by acts & conduct.— 


Sate OF Goons. 


796. Guaranteed analysis.) — On 
Jan. 13 defts. wrote to pltf. inquiring the terms 
on which he would supply them with Peruvian 
guano, & adding “‘a sample, with guaranteed 
analysis, to accompany your offer.’ On Jan. 23 
pltf. replied by letter as follows: ‘‘ I shall be glad 
to do the best, I can for you; I may say that my 
guano contains 18 per cent. of ammonia; this is 
the highest analysis this year.’”’ On Feb. 1 pltf. 
forwarded three samples of guano to defts., with 
a letter, offering them to defts. at certain prices, 
viz., ‘‘ No. 1 at £14 2s. 6d.; No. 2 at £13 10s.; 
& No. 3 at £12 5s. per ton’’; & in the same letter 
he inclosed a copy of a printed analysis, headed, 
‘* Analysis of Government Peruvian Guano, ex 
Mindano, now landing at Whitehaven,”’ & said he 
could ‘‘ send three more in a day or two.’’ This 
analysis pltf. described as ‘‘the mean of three 
eminent chemists, who were furnished with an 
average sample of the bulk of the éargo.”’ It set 
out the specific proportion per 100 of the various 
constituent parts, & at its foot was the following 
note: ‘containing nitrogen, 14°3l—equal to 
ammonia, 17°37,’ & it was signed by pltf. On 
Feb. 4 defts. wrote informing pltf. that they agreed 
to accept his tender, ‘‘ according to the conditions 
named ”’ in his letter; & on Mar. 8 they wrote 
an order to pltf. for a quantity of ‘‘ the best 
Peruvian guano, No. 1, price £14 2s. 6d., delivered, 
conditions & analysis as per yours of Feb. 1.” 
The guano was delivered according to order; & 
after the bulk had been broken, defts. had a sample 
of it analysed by their own analytical chemist, 
when it was found to contain much less ammonia 
than mentioned in the analysis sent by piltf., 
whereupon defts. claimed a deduction from the 
price, which pltf{ refused to allow :—Held: the 
correspondence contained not merely a guarantee 
that the bulk was equal to the sample, but also 
a guarantee that the analysis, at the time it was 
made, fairly represented & was a fair analysis of 
the bulk of the cargo out of which the goods were 
supplied.—TOWERSON v. ASPATRIA AGRICULTURAL 
CO-OPERATIVE Society, Lrp. (1872), 27 lL. T. 
276, Ex. Ch. 

797. Mistake in sample.|—Declaration for non- 
delivery of 100 chests of tea ex the ship S., 
sold by deft. to pltf. at a fixed price, with the 
usual averments that pltf. was always ready & 
willing, etc., & that all conditions precedent were 
fulfilled. Equitable plea, that the tea was bought 
& sold upon a sample which defts. belicved to be a 
sample of the said tea ex the said ship, & that by 
the said contract defts. agreed that the tea in the 
said 100 chests should be equal to the said sample ; 
that the said sample was not a sample at all of the 
said 100 chests, but was a sample of a totally 
different tea; & that defts. afterwards discovered 
that there had been a mistake respecting the said 
sample, & forthwith, & before pltf. had in any 
respect altered his position on account of the said 
contract having been made, gave notice of such 
mistake to pltfs., & that defts. would, on account 
of the said mistake, treat the contract as void; & 
the contract was entered into solely through the 
mistaken belief of both parties that the said sample 
was a sample of 100 chests, & would not have been 
entered into but for the said mistake :—Held : the 
plea was bad, because it failed to show that a 





WILMOT v. SUTHERLAND, [1914]C. P. D. 

873.—S. AF. 

the 797i. Mistake in sample.}—MEGAW 
aes (1878), 2 L. RR. Ir. 530.— 


k. Proof of sale by sample—Admis- 
sibility of oral evidence—To vary 
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ct. of equity would have granted a simple relief 
in favour of defts. against their liability to deliver 
the tea ex the ship S.—Scorr v. LrrrLEDALE 
(1858), 8 E. & B. 815; 27L. J. Q. B. 201; 4 Jur. 
N.S. 849; 120 BE. R, 804. 

en :—Oonsd. Smith v. Hughes (1871), L. R. 6 Q. B. 


798. Sale of spirit—Sample given on request. |— 
MARKWELL v. PARKER (1859), 1 F. & F. 634. 

799. Sample taken from damaged goods — Bill 
of lading disclosing damage—Brokers’ duty to 
disclose.]—-Brokers acting for owners, the shippers 
of cocoa lying in warehouse at Liverpool, acted 
also as brokers to the purchaser of a number of 
bags of this cocoa. The brokers had been informed 
by the shippers that there was a note on the bill 
of lading: bags in bad condition, stained & damp 
cocoa mouldy. The brokers employed a firm of 
experts to examine the cocoa, & they reported 
that some of the mouldy cocoa being removed, 
the rest would be a merchantable article. Upon 
this the brokers sent a sample of the cocoa to the 
purchasers, & the contract was concluded :— 
ffeld: the sale was one by sample, & the brokers 
acting honestly were only under a duty of com- 
municating such facts as reasonable men would 
think material in the ordinary course of business, 
&, in the circumstances, were not under an obliga- 
tion to inform the purchasers of the note on the 
bill of lading.—Payne v. Lewis & PEAT (1917), 
61 Sol. Jo. 507. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—IMPLIED CONDITIONS. 
A. Bulk Corresponding with Sample. 

See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 15 (2) (a). 

800. When warranty implied.) —'To an action 
by the indorsee against the drawer of a bill of 
exchange, deft. pleaded that the bill was given in 
payment of the price of 17 pockets of hops sold 
by pltf. to deft., as hops of a certain grower, & 
answering certain samples, to be delivered by 
pltf. to deft. within a reasonable time; that, 
although a reasonable time had elapsed, pltf. had 
not dclivered to deft. any hops answering the 
samples, or any hops whatsoever; & that there 
was no consideration for the bill except as afore- 
said. Replication, de injuria. 1t appeared that 
pltf£. had delivered to deft. 17 pockets of hops, but 
inferior to the samples:—Held: the general 
allegation in the plea that pltf. had not delivered 
any hops whatever, was immaterial, & might be 
rejected ; & without it, the plea showed a total 
failure of consideration, & was an answer to the 
action ; if pltf. relied on deft.’s acceptance of the 
inferior hops, he ought to have replied it.--- 
WELLS v. Hopkins (1839), 5 M. & W. 7; 2 
Horn & H. 1); 3 Jur. 797; 151 E.R. 3. 
Annotations :—Refd. Wallis & Wells ». Pratt & Haines 

(1910), 79 L. J. K. B. 1013. Mentd. Davis v. Chapman 

(1841), 10 L. J. C. P. 156. 

801. .|] — HAINES, BATCHELOR & CoO. v. 
LIRMINGER (1885), 2 T. L. R. 107. 





memorandum of sale.}—In an action 
against the vendee of goods bought 
at auction for not accepting delivery 
thereof, evidence is admissible to show 
that samples were exhibited at the 
time of sale, & that the auctioneer 
declared that the sale was one by 
sample, although the note or memo- 
randum of saje entered in the 
auctioneer’s books is silent on the 
point.— Lazarus v. LUUNING (circa 
1861), Mac. 64.—-N.Z. 
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800 i. When warranty implied.J—In 
the case of contract for sale by sample, 


— JOHN HALLAM, 





1. 
at auction. 


conditions are implied : 
bulk shall correspond 
in quality; (2) that the buyer shall 
have a reasonable opportunity of com- ‘ 
paring the bulk with the sample; CAN. 
(3) that the goods shall be free from 
any defect rendering them unmerchant- 
able, which would not be apparent on 
reasonable eee of the sample. 
TD. v. 

(1919), 45 O. L. R. 483; 16 0. W.N. 
205; 48 D. L. R. 120.—CAN. 


Sample of wine handed round 
OLEAN wv. CAMPBELL, 
2 J. R, N. ° 44,.—N.Z. 
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802. or eee v. GASKAIN (1891), 8 
T. L. R. 70, D.C. 

803. Sale ‘‘per sample.’’|—Declaration 
stated that deft. bargained for & bought of plitfs. 
a quantity of E. I. rice, according to the con- 
ditions of sale of the E. I. co., to be put up at the 
next E. I. co.’s sale by the proprietors, if required, 
at a certain price there mentioned. The proof 
was, that, besides these conditions, the rice was 
sold per sample. This is no variance; the words 
‘‘ per sample ” not being a description of the com- 
modity sold, but a collateral engagement that it 
shall be of a particular quality. The rice did not 
correspond with the sample; but deft., after 
seeing fresh samples inferior in quality to the 
original purchase sample, put it uD at the E. I. 
co.’s sale, at a limited price; & no bidding taking 
place to that extent, he bought it in:—Held: he 
could not afterwards repudiate the contract.— 
PARKER v. PALMER (1821), 4 B. & Ald. 387; 106 
E. R. 978. 

Annotations :—Consd. Sharland v. Leifchild (1847), 4 C. B. 

529; Syers v. Jonas (1848), 2 Exch. 111. _ Distd. Weedon 

v. Woodbridge (1850), 13 Q. B. 470. Refd. Sieveking v. 

Dutton (1846), 3 C. B. 331; Heilbutt ». Hickson (1872), 

lL. R. 7 C. P. 438; Hardy (London) v. Hillerns & Fowler, 

[1923] 1 K. B. 658. 

804. .|—A written contract for the 
sale of goods ‘‘ as per sample, weighing, etc., as 
per sample bag,’ imports a warranty that the 
goods shall be equal in quality & description to 
the sample referred to.—ENGLAND v. KINGSFORD 
(1850), 16 L. T. O. S. 125. 

805. —— Goods ‘‘accepted on report & 
samples.’’]—A contract for the sale in London of 
a cargo of Taganrog wheat then lying afloat at 
Queenstown, in Ireland, contained the following 
provisions: ‘‘ In case of any dispute, this contract 
not to be void ; it being agreed by buyers & sellers 
to leave the same to two London corn factors 
mutually chosen, or their umpire, & to be bound 
by their decision. The above cargo is accepted on 
the report & samples of Messrs. Scott & co. of 
Queenstown ’’:—Held: this latter stipulation 
amounted to a warranty that the bulk was equal 
to the report & samples; & was not merely a 
representation that the report was the genuine 
report of Scott & co., & the samples taken by 
them.—RUSSELL v. NICOLOPULO (1860), 8 C. B. 
N.S. 362; 2L. T. 185; 8 W. 1. 415; 141 H.R. 
1206. 











B. Inspection of Bulk by Buycr. 

ae of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), ss. 15 (2) (8), 
34, 35. 

806. Time for inspection—Before payment.|— 
In the sale of certain lots of goods by auction, the 
conditions of sale prefixed to the auctioneer’s 
catalogue were, among others, that the goods were 
to be paid for before delivery, & to be cleared off 
the premises by a certain day :—Held: in the 
absence of evidence of a specific stipulation to 
that effect, the law would not imply a custom 
that the purchaser should inspect & measure the 


m. IVhat constitutes correspondence 
with sample—Goods substantially the 
same.}—DEMPSTER v. Lewis (1903), 
23 GC. L. T. 179; 338. C. R. 292. 


(1) that the 
with the sample 


acme 


n. ——— ——— Delivery of different 
brand but same quality.}-—-HAMILTON 
Ross & Co. v. Bam & Co. (1844), 2 
Men. 144.—S. AF. 


o. Onus of proof.j—In a sale of 
goods by sample, the onus is on the 
party alleging that the goods are not. 
equa] to sample.—ISHERA YARN MILLS 
Xo., LTp. vw. SYEB HATER ABDOOL 
CURREEM (1865), Bourke, 276.—IND. 


BAINTON 
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Sect. 6.—Sale by sample: Sub-sect. 2, B. & C.; 
sub-sect. 3, A.] 


goods knocked down to him before he paid for 
hem; & the words of the catalogue ‘‘ before 
delivery ’’ meant before delivery for any purpose, 
whether to measure or to clear away. Secus, 
where the goods are bought by sample, in which 
case the purchaser has a right before payment to 
see that the bulk corresponds with the sample.— 
Perritr v. MitTcHELL (1842), 4 Man. & G. 819; 
5 Scott, N. R. 721; 12L.J.C.P.9; 6 Jur. 1016; 
184 E. R. 337. 

Annotation :—Distd. Isherwood v. Whitmore (1843), 11 

M. & W. 347. 


807. ——— Day of sale—Sale of corn—Liverpool 
trade usage.|—A custom of the Liverpool corn 
market, that, when corn is sold by sample, if the 
buyer does not, on the day the corn is sold, examine 
the bulk & reject it, he cannot afterwards reject 
it, or refuse to pay the whole price :—Held: to be 
a reasonable custom. 

Semble: an article sold by sample cannot in 
any case be rejected as not corresponding with the 
sample, except within a reasonable time.—SAN- 
DERS v. JAMESON (1848), 2 Car. & Kir. 557, N. P. 

808. ——— Reasonable time.]—-SANDERS v. 
JAMESON, No. 807, anie. 

809. Inspection refused — Repudiation of con- 
tract.]|—The buyer of a parcel of wheat, by sample, 
has a right to inspect the whole in bulk, at any 
proper & convenient time; & if the seller refuses 
to show it, the buyer may rescind the contract.— 
LORYMER v. SmirH (1822),1 B.& C.1; 1L. J. 
0.8. K.B.7; 107 BE. R. 1; sub nom. LORIMER v. 
Smiry, 2 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 23. 


Annotations :—Distd. Pettitt v. Mitchell (1842), 4 Man. & G. 
eh Refd. Hibblewhite v. M‘Morine (1839), 5 M. & W. 


810. Exclusion of implied condition — Agree- 
ment that goods to be paid for on delivery.]— 
POLENGHI BROTHERS v. DRIED MILK Co., LYrD., 
No. 838, post. 


C. Freedom from Defect Rendering Goods 
Unmerchantable. 


See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), 8. 15 (2) (e). 

811. How far merchantableness implied—Sale 
of hops——-Defect unknown to seller.]|—Upon a sale 
of hops by the sample, with a warranty that the 
bulk of the commodity answered the sample, the 
law does not raise an implied warranty that the 
commodity should be merchantable; though a 
fair merchantable price were given; & therefore 
if there be a latent defect then existing in it, 


PART Ill. SECT, 6, SUB-SECT. 2.—B. 


808 i. Time for inspection—Reason- 
able time.J}—COVENTRY v. M‘ENIRY Pp. 
(1862), 13 I. C. L. R. 160, 163; 14 
Ir. Jur. 144.—IR. 

808 ii, ——. .J—Appellants sold 
tobacco to D. under a warranty that 
it was equal to sample. D. did not 
examine & reject the tobacco until 
eight days after delivery. There was 
evidence that the tobacco could not 
have deteriorated owing to the method CAN 
of storage within that time :—Held: 
the tobacco had not been accepted, & 
there had been no unreasonable delay 
in making the examination.—GREEN 
& Oo. v. Davis’ EXKCUTRIX, [1914] r 
EH. D. L. 380.—S. AF. 

8091.7 ection refused—Repudiution 
of contract.}—Where epon are sold by b tl 
sample, the place of delivery is, in the M4 16 
absence of a special agreement to tho 
contrary, the place for inspection by 
the buyer, & refusal to inspect there, 
when opportunity therefor is afforded, 
is a breach of the contract to purchase. 
—OrLRICHS & Co. v. TRENT VALLEY 





ry 
rig 
to 








ee ES 


WOOLLEN MANUFACTURING Co. (1893), a 
20 A. R. 673; 238. C. R. 682.—CAN. 


Necessity for inspection.] — The CAN 
duty of the purchaser is to examine, not . 
the goods sent, because, though he has 
ene to do s0, he may waive that 
ht & rely upon the warranty, but 
examine the sample.—CaRLSTADT 
DEVELOPMENT Co. v. ALBERTA PACIFICO 
ELEVATOR Co. (1912), 21 W. L. R. 433; 
4 Alta. L. R. 366; 2 W. W. R. 404.— 


_a. Place of inspection—Place of de- 
livery.J—-TOWERS v. DOMINION IRON & 
Mera Co. (1885), 11 A. R. 315.—CAN. 


. -}—Where goods are 
sold by sample, the place of delivery 
is, in the absence of a special agreement 
to the contrary, the place of inspection 
buyer.—TRENT 
pocneN ey SOT ORING ae, v. 

7 S| . Co. » & : 
682.—CAN. Sepa ba aes ae 


: -}/—ATKINSON v. PLIuP- 
He (1903), 23 C. L. T. 381; 60 i ; 


6; 20. W. It. 827, 014.—CAN, 


SALE OF GOODS. 


unknown to the seller, & without fraud on his part, 
but arising from the fraud of the grower from 
whom he purchased, such seller is not answerable, 
though the goods turned out to be unmerchantable. 
—PARKINSON v. LEE (1802), 2 East, 314; 102 
E. R. 889. aoe pas 
Annotations :—. - Jones v. Bright (1829), 5 Bing. ; 
Consd. Budd v. Fairmaner (1831), $ Bing. 48. expla. 
Shepherd. v. ¥y bus (1842), an. & G. &68. Consd. 
Jonen v. Just (1868), L. R. 3 Q. B, 197. Distd. Mody v. 
Gregson (1868), L. R. 4 : . Dbtd. Randall v. 
877), 2.Q. B. D. Apld. Smith v. Baker & 
Death (1878), 40 L. T. 261. Refd. Barr v. Gibson (1838), 
1 Horn & H. 70; Sutton v. Temple (1843), 12 M. & W. 
52; Morley v. Attenborough (1848), 13 Jur. 282; Gom- 
pore v. Bartlett (1853), 18 Jur. 266; Emmerton v. 
athews (1862), 7 H. & N. 586. Mentd. Wilde v. Gibson 
(1848), 12 Jur. 527. 


812. Defect not discoverable from sample 
—With ordinary diligence—Manufactured goods 
designated by trade description.|—-Mopy v. GRrEG- 
SON, No. 769, ante. 

813. .|—Cloth merchants ordered 
of cloth manufacturers worsted coatings which were 
to be in quality & weight equal to samples pre- 
viously furnished by the manufacturers to the 
merchants. The object of the merchants was, as 
the manufacturers knew, to sell the coatings to 
clothiers or tailors. The coatings supplied corre- 
sponded in every particular with the samples, but 
owing to a certain defect were unmerchantable for 
poe for which goods of the same general class 

ad previously been used in the trade. The same 
defect existed in the samples, but was latent & 
was not discoverable by due diligence upon such 
inspection as was ordinary & usual upon sales of 
cloths of that class :—Held : upon such a contract 
there was an implied warranty that the goods 
should be fit for use in the manner in which goods 
of the same quality & general character ordinarily 
would be used.— DRUMMOND v. VAN INGEN (1887), 
12 App. Cas. 284; 56 L. J. Q. B. 563; 571. T.1; 
36 W. R. 20; 3 T. L. R. 541, H. L. 
Annotations :-—Expld. Jones v. Padgett (1890), 24 Q. B. D. 

650; Bostock v. Nicholson, [1904] 1 K. B. 725; Summer 

Permain v. Webb, [1922] 1 K. B. 55. pene Hawkins & 


Sunderland v. Duché (1921), 90 L. J. K 913; Man- 
chester Liners v. Rea, [1922] 2 A. C. 74. 


814. Knowledge of manufacturer of 
purpose for which goods required.]—-JONES v. 
PADGETT, No. 726, ante. 




















SuB-SECT. 3.—FAILURE TO CORRESPOND WITI 
SAMPLE. 
A. In General. 
815. Right to reject goods.] If a party pur- 
chases an article at a certain price, pursuant to a 





: ——.}— MooRE MILLING 
Co. v. LAIRD (1908), 1 Sask. L. R. 471 ; 
9W.L. R. 199; d.,11 W.L. R. 301. 


—— 
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b. How far merchantableness implied 
— Articles of food.)—Deit., a manu- 
facturer’ of canne oods, sent to 
pitf., samples of lobsters, which pltf. 
acknowledged receipt of, stating that 
they were satisfactory, & ordering 4 
quantity at the price named by. deft. 
which be paid. When the lobsters 
were received by pltf., soon after tho 
order given, they were found on 
examination to be of bad quality & 
unfit for food. In an action for breach 
of warranty :—Jield: there was an 
implied warranty that the lobsters 
ALLEY gpppled were merchantable & fit for 
food.—-LEGGETT v. YOUNG (1888), 29 
N. B. R. 675.—CAN. 
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815i. Right to reject goods.)— 
WESTRALIA BLACK DIAMOND COL: 


~-L. AR 


Part III.—ConpIrions AND WARRANTIES. 


specimen exhibited, &, on delivery, it is found to 
be of inferior performance, the party cannot, in an 
action for goods sold, set up the inferiority of it to 
the specimen; he should have returned it, & so 
have rescinded the contract.—GRIMALDI v. WHITE 
(1802), 4 Esp. 95; 170 E.R. 654, N. P. 

816. .|— Goods having been sold to deft. 
by sample, at a stipulated price, he cannot, after 
payment of money into ct., in an action of indebi- 
tatus assumpsit, insist upon any defect in the goods, 
since by the payment of money into ct., he admits 
the original contract. If a purchaser mean to 
insist on such an objection, he ought to return the 
goods.—LEGGETT v. COOPER (1817), 2 Stark. 103 ; 
171 E. R. 587, N. P. 

817. -|—To a count upon a contract by 
deft. to receive a certain quantity of wool from 
pitis. at a certain price, deft. pleaded, that, at 
the time of making the contract, pltfs. produced 
a sample, & promised deft. that the bulk was 
equal in quality & description thereto, but that 
the wool when tendered was found to be of inferior 
quality, wherefore deft. ‘refused to accept it :— 
Held: the plea was not bad, on special demurrer, 
as amounting to non assumpsit, inasmuch as the 
contract therein set up, was not necessarily incom- 
patible with the contract declared on.—SIEVEKING 
v. DUTTON (1846), 3 C. B. 331; 151. J.C. P. 276; 
TL. T. 0.8. 258; 186 1. R. 133. 


Annotations :—Refd. Sharland v. Leifchild (1847), 4 GC. B. 
529; Weedon v. Woodbridge (1850), 13 Q. B. 470. 


818. -|—(1) Pitf. having agreed to sell to 
deft. a quantity of oil, described as forcign refined 
rape oil, but warranted only equal to samples, & 
having delivered oil which was not foreign refined 
oil, but which corresponded with the samples :— 
Held: deft. was not bound to accept the same, as 
he was entitled to the delivery of oil answering 
the description of foreign refined rape oil, & the 
statement in the contract as to samples related 
only to the quality of the oil. 

(2) The meaning of an expression in a contract 
which indicates the nature of the article con- 
tracted for cannot be altered by any alleged 
custom of the trade.—NICHOL v. Gop'rs (1854), 10 
Hxch. 191; 2C. L. R. 1468; 23 L. J. Ex. 314; 
23 L. T. O. S. 162. 


Annotations :—Consd. Bannerman v. White (1862), 31 L. J. 
C. P. 28; Mody v. Gregson (1868), L. R. 4 Exch. 49; 
Randall v. Newson (1877), 2.Q. B. D. 102. Refd. Josli: 
vw. Kingsford (1863), 13 C. B. N. S. 447; Jones v. Jus 
(1868), L. R. 3 Q. B. 197; Bostock v. Nicholson, [1904] 
1K. B. 725; allis & Wells v. Pratt & Haines (1910), 
79 L. J. K. B. 1013. 

















819. -|—HEYWORTH v. HUTCHINSON, No. 
484, ante. 

820. -|—MELLOR v. JAPING (1889), 5 
T. L. I. 574 

821. Evidence of acceptance of part.] — 





EVANS v. GARDNER (1850), 15 L. T. O. S. 274, n. 
Aion :—Refd. Morton v. Tebbutt (1850), 15 L. T. O. S. 


822. -No express condition to that effect.|}- 
Upon the sale of specific goods, with a warranty 
that they are equal to sample, the vendee cannot, 
it seems, refuse to receive them, on the ground 
that they do not correspond with the sample, 
unless there be an express condition to that effect ; 
but must resort to a cross-action, or rely on the 
non-correspondence with sample as a ground for 
reduction of damages.—DAWSON v. COLLIS (1851), 


LIERIES, LTp. v. PERTH FIREWOOD 
SUPPLY Co., LTD. (1922), 25 W. A. 22.—CA 
L. R. 39.—AUS. eis 
0. On discovery of deficiency— 
Goods partly delivered—Countermane of 
order accepied by vendor.J—McCKENNA- 
‘THOMPSON CoO. ¥. EDMONTON CLOTH- 





balance. }—W here 


ING Co. OE W. T.) (1906), 4 W. L. R. 


d. ubsequent acceptance of part 
—Whether creating ees to ke 


e =} 
under Sale of Goods Code, s. 32 (3) 
to refuse to accept the goods tendere 
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10 C. B. 623; 2L.M.&P.14; 20L.J.0.P.116; 
138 E. R. 208. 

823. ——— On discovery of deficiency — Goods 
partly delivered.|—To a count for not accepting 
petroleum pursuant to contract by bought & 
sold notes, defts. pleaded, by way of equitable 
defence, that the real contract was not that which 
was contained in the bought & sold notes, but was 
a contract for one hundred & fifty cases of refined 
Manel eoagey to e with a sample shown by the 

rokers at the time of making the contract, & that 
the brokers, who were acting as agents for both 
parties, in drawing up the contract, by mistake 
omitted to state therein that the sale was by 
sample; that the mistake was not discovered 
until after defts. had received a portion of the 
petroleum ; that pltfs. were never ready & willing 
to deliver to defts. any cases of petroleum as the 
petroleum they so agreed to sell, except a certain 
lot of one hundred & fifty cases; that the petro- 
leum which pltfs. was so ready & willing to sell 
in fact did not agree with the sample, but were 
greatly inferior thereto, & of less value; & that, 
as soon as defts. discovered that fact, they refused 
to receive any more of it, & gave notice of such 
refusal to pltfs. :— Held: this plea afforded a good 
equitable defence, inasmuch as, the full perform- 
ance of the agreement having become impracticable 
by reason of the default of pltfs., the case was net 
one in which a ct. of equity could reform the con- 
tract, or impose conditions upon defts.—BoRROw- 
MAN v. ROSSELL (1864), 16 C. B. N. S. 58; 33 
LJ. O. P. lil; 10 L. T. 236; 10 Jur. N.S. 
679; 12 W. Rh. 426; 143 FE. R. 1045; sub nom. 
BOWMAN v. RoOssEL, 3 New Rep. 471. 
Annotation :—-Mentd. Nicoll v. Bell (1875), 32 L. T. 815. 

824. ——— On immediate notice to vendor — 
Goods to be at risk of vendor.|—The purchaser of 
goods by sample ought to examine them without 
delay ; & if he find that they are not conformable 
to the sample, he may reject them & rescind the 
contract, giving immediate notice that he does 
so, & that the goods are at the risk & disposal of 
the vendor. Should the vendor not acquiesce, the 
purchaser should place the goods in neutral 
custody, duly apprising the vendor. The pur- 
chaser is not entitled to hold by the contract & 
ask for other goods instead of those to which he 
objects. Where in such a case certain purchasers 
had omitted to rescind the contract & neither 
returned nor offered to return the goods, they were 
held liable for the price.—CoUSTON v. CHAPMAN 
(1872), L. R. 2 Se. & Div. 250, H. L. 
sa se ie Grimoldby v. Wells (1875), L. R. 10 


825. ———.]—-Where goods were sold 
by sample, & the bulk was found by the purchaser 
on inspection after delivery not to be equal to 
sample :—Held: the purchaser might reject the 
goods by giving notice to the vendor that he would 
not accept them, & they were at the vendor’s risk, 
& was not bound to send back, or offer to send 
back, the goods to the vendor, or to place them in 
neutral custody.—GRIMOLDBY v. WELLS (1875), 
L. R.10 C. P. 391; 44 L. J.C. P. 208; 32 L. T. 
490; 39 J.P. 535; 23 W. KR. 524. 

Annotation :-—Refd. Perkins v. Bell, (1893) 1 Q. B. 193. 

826. ——- Whether goods placed in neutral 
custody—Vendor refusing to accept rejection.|— 
COUSTON v. CHAPMAN, No. 824, ante. 











by reason of some of them not being 
up to sample, his subsequent accept- 
ance of part of such goods does not 
create any liability to take the balance. 
-——-ROMBERG v. GILBERT (1901), 11 
Q. L. J. 96.—AUS. 

e. —— On notice to vendor within 


entitled 
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Sects. 7, 8 & 9.] 
827. ——- ——- ——.]—GRIMOLDBY v. WELLS, 


No. 825, ante. 


828. —— Construction of contract.] — Plitf. 
entered into a contract with defts.for the supply 
of 30,000 pair of army shoes, as per sample, to be 
delivered free at a wharf in weekly quantities, to 
be inspected & quality approved of before ship- 
ment, & payment to be made in cash at the time 
of each delivery. A sample shoe was deposited 
which was approved of by pltfs. & also by the 
French Govt., for whom the shoes were ordered. 
The fitst batch of shoes were inspected & passed, & 
ordered to be sent for shipment to a wharf named 
by pitf. as the place of delivery, from whence they 
were forwarded to Lille. In the meantime, it was 
discovered that some of the shoes contained paper 
filings in the soles, & upon opening the sample 
shoe, it was found that that sole contained paper. 
Pitf. accordingly stopped the delivery of the 
shoes. Defts. stated that the paper in the soles 
must be a mistake, & subsequently wrote a letter, 
agrecing to take back those shoes which might be 
thrown on pitf.’s hands in consequence of paper 
being found in them; upon this understanding, 
the delivery of the shoes was continued. Upon 
the shoes being tendered to the French Govt., 
some were opened & found to contain paper ; upon 
which discovery the whole number were rejected 
by the French authorities. In an action to 
recover the money paid for the shoes, the jury 
found that no reasonable inspection would have 
discovered the defects in the shoes :—Held: 
although by the original cont:act pltf. must be 
taken to have accepted the shoes, yet that, upon 
the construction of the contract, coupled with the 
agreement to take back any shoes that might be 
thrown on pltf.’s hands in consequence of paper 
being found in them, pltf. was entitled to throw 
back all the shoes forwarded to Lille upon deft.’s 
hands, notwithstanding his acceptance of them at 
the wharf, & to recover the price paid, & also the 
loss of profit arising from the shoes not being 
according to sample. 

Under the original contract pltfs. could have 
returned the shoes at Lille; in contracts of sale 
by sample there must be an opportunity for the 
inspection of the goods, & if the goods are of such 
a character that the inspection cannot take place 
until the time for the delivery & payment for the 
goods has elapsed, the purchaser is at liberty 
after such inspection, if the goods be not equal to 
sample, to return them to the vendor.—HEILBUTT 
v. Hickson (1872), L. R. 7 C. P.488; 41 L. J.C. P. 
228; 27L. T. 336; 20 W. R. 1005. 

Annotations :—Consd. Grimoldby v. Wells (1875), L. R. 10 

C. P. 391. Distd. Drummond v. Van Ingen (1887), 12 

ADP. Cas. 284; Hardy v. Hillerns & Fowler, [1923] 2 


. B. 490. Consd. Kurscll v. Timber Operators & Con- 
tractors, [1927] 1 K. LB. 298. 


829. ——— Necessity to return or offer to return 
goods.|—GRIMOLDBY v. WELLS, No. 825, ante. 
830. ——— After resale to sub-purchaser.] — 


Pltf. sold barley to deft. by sample, to be delivered 
at I. railway station, which was near pltf.’s farm. 
On the same day deft. resold the barley to a brewer. 
Afterwards pltf. discovered that his servants had 
by mistake mixed some inferior barley with the 
barley sold to deft., & gave deft. notice of the mis- 
take, offering to make good any deficiency of 


reasonable time.J—The purchasers of 
goods sold by sample, although they 
claimed that the goods when received 
were not what they had eens for 
& made a number of complaints by letter 


to the sellers & verbal] 
made sale of considerable portions of the 
goods & did not ex rerly. notify the 
sellers that they rejecte 

until about six weeks after they had 
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uality. He duly delivered the barley at T. 
Station, & while it was there the station master, 
at deft.’s request, took a bulk sample of the paren 
& sent it to deft. Deft. having received the bul 
sample, directed the station master to send on the 
barley to the brewer who had purchased it; but 
he rejected it as not being according to the sample. 
Deft. then himself claimed to be entitled to reject 
the barley :—Held: there was nothing in the 
contract or the circumstances to rebut the pre- 
sumption that the place of delivery was to be the 
place of inspection; & as deft. had inspected a 
sample at such place of delivery, & ordered the 
barley to be sent on to the sub-purchaser, he must 
bé considered to have accepted the barley, & 
could not afterwards reject it.—PERKINS v. BELL, 
[1893] 1 Q. B. 1938; 62 L. J. Q. B. 91; 67 L. T. 
7902; 41 W. R. 195; 9 T. L. R. 147; 37 Sol. Jo. 
130; 4 KR. 212,C. A. 

Annotation :—Apld. Hardy (London) v. Hillerns & Fowler, 

[1923] 1 K. B. 658. 

831. -}— By a contract of sale the 
sellers agreed to sell to the buyers a quantity of 
Rosario &/or Santa Fe wheat shipped by steam- 
ship from a port or ports in the Argentine Republic 
&/or Uruguay. The vessel arrived at Hull, the 
port of discharge, on Mar. 18, 1922, & reported on 
Mar. 20. On Mar. 21 the buyers, without having 
examined the wheat, resold a substantial portion 
of it to sub-purchasers & forwarded it to them. 
On Mar. 23 the buyers, having examined samples 
of the wheat, rejected it on the ground, as the fact 
was, that it was not Rosario or Santa Fe wheat. 
The matter was referred to arbn., & the arbitrators 
held that the notice of rejection was given with 
reasonable promptitude, & that the buyers were 
entitled to reject the wheat :—Held: the buyers, 
by reselling a part of the wheat without cxamina- 
tion & sending it to their sub-purchaser, had done 
an act which was ‘inconsistent with the owner- 
ship of the sellers’’; they must therefore be 
deemed to have accepted it within Sale of Goods 
Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 35, & had lost their right of 
rejection.—Harpy (E.) & Co. (LONDON) v, 
HILLERNS & FOWLER, [1923] 1 K. B. 658; 39 
T. L. R. 189; 28 Com. Cas. 193; affd., [19238] 2 
K. B. 490, C. A. 

Annotation :-—Consd. Barker (Junior) v. Agius (1927), 43 

T. L. R. 751. 








832. After payment made—Payment to be 
made on arrival.|—HEILBUTT v. Hickson, No. 
828, ante. 

833. .|—A contract for the sale 











of certain powders contained the following clause : 
‘* The prices to be paid ... 6d. per lb. c.i.f. London. 
. .. Payment to be made in cash in London on 
he arrival of the powders against shipping or 
railway documents.’’ The purchasers refused to 
pay for any deliveries on production of the shipping 
documents, demanding an opportunity of first 
inspecting the bulk in order to compare with the 
sample :—Held: the goods were arrived goods, & 
the sellers were in a position to tender the shipping 
documents to the buyers. Under the contract 
there was no right to inspect before payment. 
The contract contained an express condition, 1.e. 
to pay on arrival against shipping documents. 
That condition did not impair the buyers’ right to 
subsequently reject the goods if they did not 
correspond with the sample.—PoLENGII BROTHERS 
v. DRIED MILK Co., Lrp. (1904), 92 L. T. 645; 53 


recelyved them into stock :—Held: 
the purchasers had retained the goods 
without rejec them within a reason- 
able time &, under Sale of Goods Act 
R. 8. M., 1802, c. 152, ss, 35, 36, had 


to their agent, 


the goods 


Part JII.—Conpi1TIONS AND WARRANTIES. 


W. RR. 318; 21 T. L. R. 118 ; 49 Sol. Jo. 120; 10 
Com. Cas. 42. 
Annotations :—Refd, Biddell vB. Ci me ee area 
Ah) 2 the De. IO4; ron v. Compto on 
3 KB. 435 ; Ballantine v. Cramp & Bostsan (1933), 120 


——— Trade usage to make allowance for in- 
feriority.|—See Nos. 842-845, post. 

834. Right to demand other goods in exchange.]| 
——-COUSTON v. CHAPMAN, No. 824, ante. 

835. Alleged usage of hop trade.]|—-PEENE 
v. TAYLOR, No. 845, post. 

836. Action by seller for price — Defence — 
Breach of condition.]|—GrimMALpI v. WHITE, No. 
815, ante. 

837. —— Portion of bulk unfit for manu- 
facture.|\—SayrErs v. LONDON & BmMINGHAM 
FLINT Guass & ALKALI Co., No. 750, ante. 

838. How much_recoverable.| — GEr- 
MAINE v. BuRTON, No. 957, post. 

839. -.|—A cider merchant, at Chel- 
tenham, sold to deft., a publican in London, to be 
delivered to him there, ahogshead of cider, warranted 
‘‘good’”’ & ‘prime.’ A hogshead being dclivered, 
it was tapped, & found unfit for use. Deft. at 
once wrote to plitf. that the little he had sold was 
complained of, & that if it continued to be so, he 
should have to return it. No notice was taken of 
this letter for about a month, during which period 
deft. was trying to scll it, & found it unsaleable. 
lie then wrote to pltf. proposing to return the 
hogshead, but pltf. refused to assent to this, & 
sued deft. for the price. Deft. paid into ct. the 
value of the part he had used :—Held: he was 
not liable for the residue; &, semble, he was 
liable for none.—Lucy v. MOUFLET (1860), 5 Hl. & 
N. 229; 29 L. J. Ex. 110; 157 E. R. 1168. 
SAO: -—Consd. Grimoldby v. Wells (1875), L. I. 10 


E. Clemens 

















840. Action by buyer for return of price.] — 
HEILBUT?T v. Hickson, No. 828, ante. 

841. Damage for loss of profit.);—HviLBurr v. 
HICKSON, No. 828, anie. 


B. Allowance in respect of Inferiority. 


842. Evidence of trade usage—Modifying buyer’s 
right to reject.|In the sale of goods by sample, 
if the bulk does not accord with the sample, the 
purchaser is not bound to accept or pay for the 
goods, on any terms; although no fraud was 
intended on the part of the vendor, & although the 
custom may have been that, under such circum- 
stances, the bargain shall stand good, upon an 
allowance being made for the _ inferiority.—- 
ao v. SHEE (1807), 1 Camp. 113; 170 E. R. 

6. 

843. -——. Action within reasonable time.| 
—Where goods are sold by sample, evidence of a 
custom of trade as to returning or making an 
allowance for such of the goods as do not answer 
the sample, is receivable. Lut in such a case the 
vendee cannot claim the benefit of the custom, if 
he have not elected to comply with it within a 
reasonable time.—CooKE v. RIDDELIEN (1844), 1 
Car. & Kir. 561, N. P.; subsequent proceedings 
(1845), 4 L. T. O. S. 376. 

844. ——- -—— London Corn 





Exchange.|—A. 


lost the right of rejection.—WHITMAN 
Fisyu Co. v. WINNIPEG FISH Co. (1909), 


418.0. R. 453; 17 Man. L. R, 620.— 23 O. W. R. 563 ; 
CAN. 


iL erie PHacau Man v. h. Duty 
Basu Lat (1913), I. L. R. 35 AU. 
325.—IND. 





g. After acceptance o 
Entire contract.}-—-YOUNG v., 
1J.R.72.—N.Z,. 


parl— 
ALEER, 


840 i. Action by buyer for return of 
price. }—TRETHEWRY v. MOYES (1912), 
; 40. W.N. 445; 8 

D. L. Ri. 280.—-CAN, 
of purchaser 
gouds on rejection.}—A merchant, who 
ad ordered certain goods according 
to sample, on their be 
intimated to the seller that he rejected 
them as disconform to sample, but at 
the same time refused to return them 
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contract in writing for the sale of barley at an 
agreed price per bushel provided that the barley 
at the time of shipment under the contract was to 
be about as por sample, & contained an arbn. 
clause. The buyers having rejected the barley 
for inferiority to the sample, the sellers relied 
before the arbitrator upon a custom of the London 
Corn Exchange, applicable to such contracts, by 
which the buyer was not entitled to reject for 
difference or variation in quality, unless the same 
was excessive or unreasonable, & was so found by 
arbn. under the contract. The arbitrator found 
that the barley was not about as per sample, 50 
as to entitle the sellers to insist upon payment of 
the full contract price without any allowance ; but 
that the inferiority was not excessive or unreason- 
able, nor so great as to amount to a difference of 
description, & he awarded that the buyers were 
not entitled to reject the barley, but must accept 
it with an allowance in price in respect of the 
inferiority :—-Held : the custom was good in law, 
not being unreasonable or uncertain or in contra- 
diction of the written contract, & the award must 
therefore be upheld.—Re WALKERS, WINSER & 
Hamm & Suaw, Son & Co., [1904] 2 K. B. 152 ; 
9 Com. Cas. 174; sub nom. WALKERS, WINSER & 
HAMM v. SHAW, Son & Co., 73 L. J. K. B. 325; 90 
L. T. 454; 53 W. R. 79; 20 T. L. R. 274; 48 
Sol. Jo. 277. 

845. Hop trade.]|—Held: in the hop 
trade there was no custom whereby, if hops sold 
in packets were not up to sample, the vendor had 
a right to replace them by others of contract 
quality or make an allowance in the price & to 
insist that the purchaser should take delivery of 
the whole parcel so made up or on the terms of the 
ee ee v. TAYLOR (1916), 32 T. L. R. 
674. 
846. Allowance clause — Applicable to quality 
not kind.|—AzeMaAR v. CASELLA, No. 648, ante. 

847. Arbitration award—Validity.)—HrywortTi 
v. Hurcuinson, No. 484, ante. 








Sucr. 7.—WARRANTY OF AUTHORITY OF 
AGENT. 


Sec AGENCY, Vol. I., pp. 657-667, Nos. 2748- 
2805; AucTION & AUCTIONEERS, Vol. III., pp. 43, 
44, Nos. 303-312. 


Sect. 8.—ANIMALS 
Sce ANIMALS, Vol. II., pp. 260 et seq. 


Sect. 9.—DANGEROUS GOODS. 

848. Duty to warn purchaser -— Danger Known 
to vendor—Not apparent to purchaser.|—-Where 
the vendor of a tin containing disinfectant powder 
knew that it was likely to cause danger to a person 
opening it, unless special care was taken, & the 
danger was not such as presumably would be 
known to or appreciable by the purchaser, unless 


until other goods should be sent, or a 
claim for damages for non-fulfilment of 
the order paid :—Held: if the pur- 
chaser intended to reject the goods, he 
was bound to return them: he was not 
entitled to retain them otherwise than 
as purchaser; & having re ed them 
he was liable for the contract price.—— 
PADGETT v. M‘'Nairn & BRAND (1852), 
15 Dunl. (Ct. of Sess.) 76; 25 Se. Jur. 
65; 2 Stuart, 41.—SCOT. 


to return 


delivered, 
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Sect. 9.~—Dangerous goods. Sects. 10, 11, 12 & 13.] 


te area gs gs na ee 


warned of it:—Held: independently of any 
warranty, there was cast apen the vendor a duty 
to warn the purchaser of the danger.—CLARKE v. 
Army & Navy Co-oPERATIVE SocIETY, [1903] 1 
K. B. 1556; 72 L. J. K. B. 158; 88 L. T.1; 19 
T. L. R. 80, C. A. 

Annotation :—Refd. Whitc v. Steadman, [1913] 3 K. B. 340. 


849. Dangerous nature disclosed or 
obviously apparent.]|—(1) The manufacturer of a 
dangerous article, the nature of which he has dis- 
closed or the danger of which is apparent on the 
face of it, is under no obligation to a third person 
who is injured owing to its imperfect manu- 
facture. 

(2) The manufacturer of an article dangerous 
in itself has a duty to the person to whom he 
supplies it to warn him of its character, & a breach 
of that duty may render him liable to the recipient, 
or to a third person into whose hands he ought to 
contemplate it.may come, if he is injured whilst 
using it.—BLACKER v. LAKE & ELuiot, Lrp. 
(1912), 106 L. T. 533, D. C. 

Annotations :—.As to (1) Consd. Bates v. Batey, [1913] 3 
K. B. 351. 48 to (2) Refd. White v. Steadman, [1913] 3 
K. B. 340. 

850.-  -Article dangerous in itself.|—-BLACKER 
v. LAKE & ELxiot, Lrp., No. 849, anle. 

851. ——. Instructions for user inadequate.] 
—Pitfs., who were the owners of a steamship, sent 
her to first defts., a firm of ship repairers, for the 
cleaning of the condenser, which was partly made 
of cast iron, & told them to use a cleaning fluid, 
known as the “ pluperfect licuid,’’ which was 
manufactured by second defts. This fluid, which 
was a secret preparation & had a property, un- 
known to pie & to first defts., of giving off 
hydrogen if it was in contact with cast iron, was 
used & gave off hydrogen which made an explosive 
mixture in contact with the air. A workman 
then went to the spot with a lighted candle, & an 
explosion occurred, doing damage to the ship. 
First defts. repaired the damage, & pltfs. claimed 
a declaration that they were not liable to pay for 
the repair, & damages for loss of use of the ship 
during the repair; & alternatively pltfs. claimed 
damages against second defts.:—Held: on the 
facts first defts. were not liable, but as the ‘‘ pluper- 
fect liquid ’’ was dangerous in itsclf & the in- 
structions issued with it failed to give any adequate 
warning, pltfs. were entitled to recover as against 
second defts.--ANGLO-CELTIC SHIPPING Co., Lirp. 
v. ELLIOTT & JEFFERY (1926), 42 T. L. R. 297. 

852. Liability to party injJured.|—In case, the 
declaration stated that L., the father of pltf., 
bargained with deft. to buy of him a gun, to wit, 
for the use of himself & his sons; & deft. then, by 
falsely & fraudulently warranting the gun to have 
been made by N., & to be a good, safe, & secure 
gun, then sold the gun to L. for the use of himself 
& his sons, for £24, whereas in truth & in fact 
deft. was guilty of great breach of duty, & of 
wilful deceit, negligence, & improper conduct, in 
this, that the gun was not made by N., nor was a 
good, safe, & secure gun, but on the contrary 
thereof, was made by a very inferior maker to N., 
& was a bad, unsafe, ill manufactured & dangerous 
gun, & wholly unsound & of very inferior materials, 
of all which deft., at the time of such warranty & 
sale, had notice; & that pltf. knowing & confiding 
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854i. Liability to party injured-—Third 
ty.}--BUCKLEY v. Motr (1919), 50 
e L. R. 408.-——OAN. 


k. Sule forbidden by statute_unless 
accompanied by certificate.}—Where a 
statute forbids the sale of a boiler 
unless accompanied b 
certificate issuod within one year next 
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in the warranty, used the gun which but for the 
warranty he would not have done; & that the 
gun, being in the hands of pltf., by reason & 
wholly in consequence of its weak, dangerous, & 
insufficient construction & materials, burst 
exploded, whereby pltf. was greatly wounded, etc., 
& wholly by means of the premises, breach of 
duty, & improper conduct of deft., lost the use of 
his hand :—Held: the action was maintainable.— 
Levy v. LANGRIDGE (1838), 4 M. & W. 337; 1 
Horn & H. 325; 150 E. R. 1458, Ex. Ch.; sub 
nom. LEVI v. LANGRIDGE, 7 L. J. Ex. 387; affg. 
S. ©. sub nom. LANGRIDGE v. Levy (1837), 2 
M. & W. 519. 
Annotations :—Consd. Winterbottom v. Wright (1842), 10 
M. & W. . Distd. Longmeid v Holliday (1851), 6 
Exch. 761. Consd. Blakemore v. Hristol & Excter Ry. 
bee) hk. & B. 1035; Barry v. spore ey, (1861), 2 John. 
H.1. Distd. Thompson v. Lucas (1868), 17 W. R. 520. 
Apld. George v. Skivington (1869), L. 2. 5 Exch. 1. 
Consd. Francis v. Cockerell (1870), 10 B. & S. 950 ; Heaven 
v. Pender (1883), 11 Q. B. D. 503; Blacker v. Lake & 
Elliot (1912), 106 L. T. 533. Refd. Pilmore v. Hood 
1838), 6 Bing. N. C. 97; Brown v. Ed ton (1841), 2 
Scott, N. R. 496; Howard v. Shepherd (1850), 9 C. B. 
297; Collett v. L. & N. W. Ry. (1851), 16 Q. B. 984; 
Gerhard v. Bates (1853), 2 BE. & B. 476; Hadley v. 
Baxendale (1854), 18 Jur. 358; Farrant v. Barnes (1862), 
11 C. B. N. 8. 553; The Norway (1864), Brown. & Lush 
226; Alton v. Mid. Ry. (1865), 19 C. B. N.S. 213; Mullett 
v. Mason (1866), Har. & Ruth. 779; Collis v. Selden 
(1868), L. R. 3 C. P. 495; Peek v. Gurney (1873), L. R. 
6H. L. 377; Swift ». Winterbotham (1873), L. R. 8 Q. B. 
244; Cattle v. Stockton Waterworks Co. (1875), L. R. 10 
Q. B. 453; Smith v. Green (1875), 24 W. R. 142; Hose- 
good v. Bull & Kingdom (1876), 36 L. T. 617; Cavalier, 
v. Pope, [1906] A. C. 428; Jackson v. Watson (1909), 78 
L. J. K. B. 587: Bamfield v. Goole & Sheffield Transport 
Co., [1910] 2 K. B. 94; Janvier v. Sweeney, [1919] 2 
K. B. 316. Mentd. Keates v. Cadogan (1851), 10 C. B. 
591; Kastwood v. Bain (1858), 3 H. & N. 738; Collins 
v. Cave (1859), 4 H. & N. 225; Rogers v. Rajendro Dutt 
ide 13 Moo. P. C. C. 209; Dutton v. Powles (1861), 7 
ur. N. S. 725; Playford v. United Kingdom Electric 
Telegraph Co. (1867), 17 L. T. 243; West London Com- 
mercial Bank v. Kitson (1884), 50 L. T. 656; Wilkinson 
v. Downton, [1897] 2 Q. B. 57; Tallerman v. Dowsing 
Radiant Heat Co., [1900] 1 Ch. 1; Karl v. Lubbock (1904), 
74 L. J. K. B. 121, 


853. ——-.]—GEDDLING v. MARSH, No. 723, ante: 

854. Third party.}—-A tradesman, who 
contracts with an individual for the sale to him of 
an article to be used for a particular purpose by a 
third person, is not, in the absence of fraud, liable 
for injury caused to such person by some defect 
in the construction of the article. 

A declaration by husband & wife stated, that 
deft. was the maker & seller of certain lamps, 
called ‘“‘ The Holiday Lamp,’’ & thereupon the 
husband bought of him one of those lamps to be 
used by his wife & himself in his shop, & that deft. 
then fraudulently warranted that the lamp was 
reasonably fit & proper for that purpose, whereas 
the lamp was dangerous & unsafe, by reason 
whereof, when the wife attempted to use the 
lamp, it exploded & injured her. At the trial, it 
appeared that the accident arose from the de- 
fective construction of the lamp, but there was 
no proof that deft. knew of the defect; & the 
jury found that he was not guilty of any fraudulent 
or deceitful representation :—Held: the action 
could not be maintained by the wife, there being 
no misfeasance towards her independently of the 
contract, which was with the husband alone.— 
LONGMEID v. HoLLIpAy (1851), 6 Exch. 761; 20 
L. J. Ex. 480; 17 L. T. 0. 8. 248; 155 HE. R. 752. 


Annotations :—Distd. George v. Skivington (1869), L. R. 5 
Iixch. 1. Apld. Preist v. Last (1903), 89 L. T..33.  Consd. 
Karl v. Lubbock, {1905] 1 K._B. 253. Apld. Bates v. 
Batey, {1913] 3 K. B. 351. Refd. Farraut v. Barnes 





prece the date of the sale any sale 
made without such certificate is legal & 
void.—SWANSTON ¥. MERRETT & CHERRY 
(1916), 33 W. L. R. 745; 9 W.W. R. 


y an inspection ‘ 
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(1862), 11 O. B. N. S. 553: Thompson v. Lucas (1868 
17 W. R. 520; Francis v.’ Cockrell (1870), 10 B & y 


0; ‘aaven v. Pender (1883), 11 Q D. 503; Blacker 
v. Elliot (1912), 106 L. T. 533. Mentd. Collins 
. 225; Playford v. United King- 


‘Co. (1867), 17 L. T. 243 ; Lawrence 


855. ~.]—GEORGE v. SKIVINGTON, No. 
705, ante. 

856. arrears a To APL & 
Evuior, Lrp., No. 849, ante. 

857. Seller unaware of defect — Ascertainable 
with ordinary care.]—Defts., who were manufac- 
turers of ginger beer, sold a bottle of ginger beer 
to a gas ie who resold it to pltf. The 
bottle, which had been purchased by defts., was 
defective, but defts. when they sold it had no 
knowledge of the defect. Plaintiff, who was 
injured through the bursting of the bottle when 
it was being opened, brought an action against 
defts. in which the jury found that the accident 
was caused by the defect in the bottle; that the 
defect was not a latent defect which could not 
have been discovered by the exercise of rcasonable 
care & skill, & that the defect was owing to the 
negligence of defts. :—Held: as defts. had in fact 
no actual knowledge of the defect in the bottle 
they were not liable, notwithstanding that such 
defect was discoverable by the exercise of ordinary 
care.—Batres v. Batey & Co., Lyrp., [1913] 3 
K. B. 3851; 82 L. J. K. B. 9683; 108 L. T. 1036; 
ae L. R. 616. 

egligence generally.|——Scee NEGLIGENCE, Vol. 
XXXVI., pp. 6 et seq. 





v. LAKE 


SECr. 10.—FERTILISERS, FEEDING STUFFS, 
AND SEEDS, 


See AGRICULTURE, Vol. II., pp. 115-116, Nos. 
071-978. 


SEcT. 11.—FOODS. 

858. Express warranty—As to quality of flour.] 
—HARNOR v. Groves, No. 946, post. 

859. As to quality of milk — Continuing 
warranty.]—-A general warranty in writing given 
by wholesale milk dealers to a firm of retail dealers 
that “all milk which may hereafter be supplied 
by us to you shall be pure new milk with all the 
cream as yielded by the cow & unadultcrated ”’ 
is a continuing warranty applying to every con- 
signment of milk delivered under it.—THomas, 
Lrp. v. HOUGHTON, [1911] 2 K. B. 959; 81 L. J. 
K.B.21; 1051. T. 825; 7535. P.523; 91. G. 2. 
1142 ; 22 Cox, C. C. 628, D. C. 

Adulteration & impoverishment.}—See, generally, 
Foop & Drues, Vol. XXV., pp. 70-108. 

~——— Warranty as defence.|—See Foop & 
Drvuas, Vol. XXV., pp. 93-101, 115, Nos. 188— 
246, 386. 

Sale of unwholesome food.|—Scec Foop & 
Druas, Vol. XXV., pp. 108-115. 

Particular articles of food.J|—Sce Foop & 
Druas, Vol. XXV., pp. 116-131. 

860. Implied warranty—Goods controlled in war 
time—Buyer not rendered liable to penalty.|—In 
response to an order for ‘‘ whisky ”’ from pltf., 





PART III. SECT. 11. 


868i. Lepress warranty — As to 
quality of flour.}—Where flour is 
guaranteed to inspect of a particular 
grade, such as ‘‘ No. 1 superfine,’’ 


3 3 —CAN. 


or 


it must inspect swect of that grade. 
If it inspects as of the grade contracted 
for, but sour, the guarantee is 
BAIN v. GOODERHAM (1857), 15 U. OC. R. 


459 


who was a publican, defts., who were dealers, 
sent whisky which was invoiced at the controlled 
price applicable to whisky 30 under proof & was 
accompanied by a certificate under Spirits Act, 
1880 (c. 24), s. 108. The whisky was in fact 
30°9 under proof, & pltf. was prosecuted for selling 
it above the maximum price. She successfully 
leaded that she had sold the spirits as received 
by her. In an action against the dealers to 
recover the costs incurred by her in defending the 
summons :—Held: on the sale of controlled 
articles there was an implied warranty that the 
sellers were not rendering the buyers liable to 
penalties, & that the goods were such as might 
legally be sold at the prices charged, & the damages 
in this case flowed from the breach so as to make 
the scllers liable-—PRoops v. CHAPLIN (W. H.) 
& Co., Lrp. (1920), 37 T. L. R. 112, D. C. 
861. —— Legality of sale.] — PRoops v. 
CUAPLIN (W. H.) & Co., Ltp., No. 860, ante. 
Fitness for particular purpose.|—Sce Nos. 
710-715,1 
Merchantable quality.|—Sce Nos. 772-777, 








ante. 


Secr. 12.—MEDICINES AND POISONS. 
See MEDICINE & PHarMACcY, Vol. XXXIV., pp. 
561, 567-570, Nos. 200, 201, 242-272. 





SEcT. 13.—PICTURES. 

862. Ascription to particular artist——In cata- 
logue.]|—The putting down the name of an artist 
in a catalogue as the painter of any picture, is 
not such a warranty as will subject the party 
selling to an action, if it turns out that he might 
be mistaken, & that it was not the work of the 
artist to whom it was attributed.—JENDWINE uv. 
SLADE (1797), 2 Esp. 572; 170 E. R. 459, N. P. 


Annotations :—Distd. Power v. Barham (1836), 4 Ad. & El. 
473. Consd. Gee v. Lucas (1867), 16 L. T. 357. 


863. In bill of parcels.|—In assumpsit for 
breach of a warranty of pictures, it was proved, 
among other things, that deft., at the time of the 
sule, gave the following bill of parcels :—four 
pictures, views in Venice, Canaletto, 1601. The 
judge left it to the jury upon this & the rest of 
the evidence, whether deft. had contracted that 
the pictures were those of the artist named, or 
whether his name had been used merely as matter 
of description, or intimation of opinion, the Jury 
found for pltf., saying that the bil of parcels 
amounted to a warranty :—Held: the question 
had been rightly left to the jury, & the verdict 
was not to be disturbed.—POWER v. BARHAM 
(1836), 4 Ad. & Hl. 473; 1 Har. & W. 683; 6 
Nev. & M. K. B. 62; 5L. J. K. B. 88; 111 E.R. 
865. 


Annotations :-—Relfd. Carter v. Crick (1859), 33 L. T. O. S. 
166; Gee v. Lucas (1867), 16 L. T. 357. 


864. In sale notes.|—PENNELL v. ARCH- 
Burt (1847), 9 L. T. O. S. 195; 11 Jur. 762. 

865. Question of warranty for jury.] — LomI 
v. TUCKER, No. 623, ante. 

866. .}~—- DE SEWHANBERG v. BUCHANAN, 
No. 936, post. 

867. .|—PoweEnr v. BARHAM, No. 8638, ante. 
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1. Ascription to particular artist. )--- 
HYsLOP by SHIRLAW (1905), 7 F. (Ct. of 
Sess.) 875; 42 Sc. L. f 13 
Ss. L. ba 209.—SCOT. 
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Sect. 14.—SHIPMENT OF GOODS. 

868. Disclosure of name of vessel.] — Busk v. 
SPENCE, No. 570, ante. 

. Disclosure by seller to broker — 
Usage of Liverpool— Buyer bound.] — Defts., 
London merchants, employed a broker at Liver- 
pool to purchase some wool. The _ broker 
meet’ a sale by pltf. to defts. of certain bales 
deliverable at Odessa, ‘‘ the names of the vessels 
to be declared as soon as the wools were shipped.” 
In this transaction the broker acted for both 
pltf. & defts. By the custom of Liverpool, where 
a contract contained a stipulation that notice 
of an event should be given by the vendor to the 
vendee, it was usual for the vendor to give the 
notice to the broker who communicated it to 
the vendec :—Held: defts. were bound by such 
usage, & therefore a notice by pltf. to the broker, 
of the names of the vessels on which the wools 
were shipped was a performance of that stipula- 
tion, although the broker omitted to communicate 
them to defts.—GRAVES v. LEaG (1857), 2 H. & N. 
210; 26 L. J. Ex. 316; 5 W. R. 597; 157 E. R. 
88; sub nom. GREAVES v. LEaa, 29 L. T. O. S. 
145; 3 Jur. N.S. 519, Iix. Ch. 

Annotations :—Consd. Sweeting v. Pearce (1859), 7 C. B. 
N. 8. 449. Refd. Gilkes v. Leonino (1858), 4 Jur. N.S. 
537; White v. Beeton (1861), 30 L. J. Ex. 373; Kidston 
v. Monceau lronworks Co. (1902), 86 L. T. 556. 

870. Failure of broker to inform 
buyer.]—GRraAVEs v. LEGG, No. 869, anle. 

871. ——— Disclosure after knowledge of loss of 
ship—Knowledge of seller & buyer.]|—By a con- 
tract dated Dec. 11, 1917, defts. sold goods to 
plitf. to be shipped during Dec. to Feb. 1918, per 
steamer from the East to Liverpool, where they 
were to be delivered, the name of the vessel, 
marks & full particulars to be declared to the buyer 
in writing with due despatch. The contract also 
provided: ‘‘ (a) Should the vessel or vessels 
which may apply to this contract be lost before 
declaration this contract to be cancelled so far 
as regards such lost vessel or vessels on the pro- 
duction of the bill or bills of lading or other satis- 
factory proof of shipment by sellers so soon as 
fairly practicable after the loss is ascertained. 
(6) Should the vessel or vessels & the goods or any 
portion thereof be lost, the contract to be cancelled 
for the whole or any such portion, but should the 
vessel or vessels be lost & the goods or any portion 
thereof be transhipped to some other vessel or 
vessels & arrive on account of the original importer, 
this contract to stand good for the whole or such 
portion.’’ On Mar. 27, 1918, defts. declared in 
fulfilment of the contract goods shipped on a 
named steamer which sailed from Singapore on 
Jan. 21, 1918, but was lost at sea by enemy 
action about Feb. 26, 1918. At the time of the 
declaration both pltf. & defts. knew that the ship 
& cargo had been lost. In an action for damages 
for failure to deliver pltf. contended that the 
declaration, having been made after defts. knew 
of the loss of the vessel, was invalid :—Held: the 
declaration was made with due despatch, & was 
good although made with knowledge of the loss, & 
the contract was consequently cancelled.—CLARK 
v. Cox, McHKUEN «& Co., [1921] 1 K. B. 139; 89 
L. J. K. B. 596; 122 L. T. 647; 15 Asp. M. L. C. 
5; 25 Com. Cas. 94, C. A. 

872. Goods free on board—Necessity to name 
vessel.|— Assumpsit on an agreement ‘to give 
yearly free to pltf. during three years twenty tons 
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of coals, to be put freo on board ship at Cardiff 
for the use of pltf.’’ Breach, that defts. did not 
give pltf. yearly or at any time during the said 
three years twenty tons of coals, etc., in the terms 
of the contract :—Held: bad for want of an 
averment by pltf. that he was ready & willing to 
receive the coals, & that he had named a ship on 
which deft. was to deliver them.—ARMITAGD v. 
INSOLE (1850), 14 Q. B. 728; 19 L. J. Q. B. 202 ; 
14L. T. O. S. 489; 14 Jur. 619; 117 BE. R. 280. 


Annotations :-—Apld. Sutherland v. Allhusen (1866), 14 
a Renan onsd. Budgett v. Binnington (1890), 25 


. 873. ——.]— Assumpsit on a contract for 
the sale of fifty tons of bicarbonate of soda at 
‘‘ £11 per ton in 1 cwt. kegs; or, if taken in 10 
cwt. casks, the price to be 10s. less per ton; free 
on board, to be delivered in equal monthly quanti- 
ties during Apr., May, & June, 1865.” Averment, 
that defts. duly delivered divers portions of the 
goods according to agreement, & that pltf. was not 
required by defts. to accept delivery of the residue. 
Breach, non-delivery of the residue. Plea, that 
defts. were ready & willing to deliver the residue 
according to the agreement, whercof pltf. had 
notice, & that pltf. was not ready & willing to 
accept, & would not accept, & did not require 
delivery of the same :—Held: before defts. were 
bound to deliver the goods, pltf. was bound to 
name the ship or the place where he desired the 
goods to be delivered, & a tender of the goods by 
defts. was not a condition precedent to their 
delivery, or to the ship or place being named by 
pltf.—SuTHERLAND v. ALLHUSEN (1866), 14 L. T. 
666; 2 Mar. L. C. 349. 

874. Shipment by particular vessel — Vessel 
capable of carrying goods.]|-—-An agreement for 
the sale of certain steam engines & boilers con- 
tained the following clause: ‘‘ the remaining four 
tons, being one of the boilers, to be delivered by 
one of the first ships that sails from Liverpool 
to Plymouth that can take it. In an action for 
the non-delivery :—Held: pltf. was bound to 
show that a vessel had sailed from Liverpool that 
could have taken the boiler whole.— HARRISON 
v. BANCKER (1847), 10 I. T. O. S. 162. 

875. .|— Deft., by bought & sold 
note, contracted to sell to pltf. ‘‘ about 500 tons 
nitrate of soda, in bags, of good merchantable 
quality,’’ to be ready for delivery by a given day, 
at a certain price & upon certain terms & con- 
ditions. The contract then proceeded,—‘ It is 
understood that the above nitrate of soda is to 
form the full & complete cargo of the John Phillips, 
345 tons register, now on her passage to Sydney, to 
proceed thence without undue delay to the west 
coast of South America, there to load the above. 
In the unexpected event of the John Phillips 
getting ashore, or being unable to prosecute her 
voyage, from any casualties of the sea, then the 
seller agrees to deliver, & the buyer agrees to 
take, in lieu thereof, another cargo or cargoes of 
about equal quantity, to be named at the earliest 
practicable period prior to arrival off the coast. 
The only ground on which the seller is to be 
excused delivery of the above nitrate of soda, 
is the loss of the vessel, or that which may be 
substituted for it, on her homeward voyage; in 
which case this contract is to be considered void, 
but in no other event whatever’’ :—Held: (1) 
this was an absolute contract for the sale of 500 
tons more or less, & not of a quantity limited by 














not been complied with, that the 
sugars should be shipped in a first- 
class vessel :—Held: this was & con- 
dition precedent, the non-performance 


were made & 
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the capacity of the vessel named ; though, semble, 
the incapacity of the John Phillips to carry the 
whole 500 tons would excuse the seller from bring- 
ing it all home by that vessel; (2) the contract 
did not amount to a warranty that the John 
Phillips should be of capacity to carry the whole 
500 tons.—BouRNE v. SEymour (1855), 16 C. B. 
337; 24 L. J. C. P. 202; 25 L. T. O. S. 162; 1 
Jur. N.S. 1001; 3 W. R. 511; 139 BE. R. 788. 
i sgt, Mentd. Kelsall v. Marshall (1856), 


876. -—— Impossibility of performance by such 
ship—Salling ship.|—AsHMOoRE & Son v. Cox 
(0. 8.) & Co., No. 568, ante. 

877. ; Damage to vessel.|—-By a con- 
tract made in Oct. 1899, defts. sold to pltf. a 
cargo of cotton seed, to be shipped per steamship 
Orlando at an Egyptian port during the month 
of Jan. 1900, & to be delivered to pltf. in the 
United Kingdom. The contract provided that, 
in case of prohibition of export, blockade, or 
hostilities preventing shipment, the contract or 
any unfulfilled part thereof should be cancelled. 
In Dec. 1899, the Orlando was stranded through 
perils of the sea without default on defts.’ part, 
& was so much damaged as to render it impossible 
for her to arrive at the port of loading in time to 
load during Jan. In an action by pltifs. against 
defts. for failure to ship a cargo under the contract : 
—Held: the contract must be construed as sub- 
ject to an implied condition that, if at the time 
for its performance the Orlando should, without 
default on defts.’ part, have ceased to exist as a 
ship fit for the purpose of shipping the cargo, 
then the contract should be treated as at an end ; 
& the action was therefore not maintainable.— 
NickoLL & Knyiair v. ASHTON, EpRIDGE & Co., 
[1901] 2 K. B. 126; 70L. J. K. B. 600; 84 L. T. 
804; 49 W. R. 513; 17 T. L. R. 467; 9 Asp. 
M. L. C. 209; 6 Com. Cas. 150, C. A. 

Annotations :-—Consd. Chandlcr v. Webster (1904), 73 
L. J. K. B. 401; Dunford v. Cia Anonima Maritima 
Union (1911), 104 L. T. 811. Distd. Seville & United 

Kingdom Carrying Co. v. Mann, George (1915), 32 T. L. R. 

192. Apld. Re Shipton, Anderson & Harrison, (1915) 3 

K. B. 676. Refd. Tredegar Iron & Coal Co. v. Hawthorn 

(1902), 18 T. L. R. 716; Blakeley ». Muller, Hobson v. 

Pattonden (1903), 88 L. T. 90; Krell v. Henry, [1903] 2 

K. 3B. 740; Leiston Gas Co. v. Leiston-cum-Sizowell 

U. C., [1916] 2 K. B. 428; Tamplin S.S. Co. v. Anglo- 

Mexican Petroleum Products Co., [1916] 1 K. B. 485; 

Metropolitan Water Board v. Dick, Kerr, [1917] 2 K. B. 1; 


Blackburn Bobbin Co. v. Allen, [1918] 1K. B. 540. Mentd. 
Horlock v. Beal, [1916] 1 A. C. 486. 


878. Goods to be taKen ex quay.j|—NEILL v. 
WuiItwortH, No. 395, ante. 

879. Ship to be in particular port.]—-Oprrn- 
HEIM v. FRASER, No. 482, ante. 

880. ‘‘Shipment to France.’’]-— Goods were 
taken to a French port & thence to London :— 
Held: this was not ‘ shipment to France ” within 
the meaning of the contract.—BERK & Co., Lrpb. 
v. Day & WHITE (1897), 13 T. L. R. 475. 

Annotation :—Mentd. Re Rubel Bronze & Metal Co. & Vos, 

[1918] 1 K. B. 315. 

881. Shipment in good order & condition.]— 
CoMPANIA NAVIERA VASCONZADA v. CHURCHILL & 
Sim, SAME v. BuRTON & Co., No. 1024, post. 

882. Prevention of shipment by force majeure— 
Hostilities..—On Dec. 5, 1914 a coaling contract 
was entered into between pltfs., the owners of a 
line of steamships, & defts., a coaling co., by which 
it was agreed that pltfs. should take all the bunker 
coal they wanted at (inter alia) Algiers from 
defts., & that defts. should supply all the coal 
normally needed by pltfs. at that port. The 








of which entitled deft. to repudiate the 
contract.—SoHmMIpt v. Boyp (1866), 
15 Tu. T. 445.—IR. 


n. ——.-.}—BIRARI LAL vv. 
HUSUDUB KuNnvU (1869), 2 B. L. R. 
154.—IND. 
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form of contract utilised was one in use before 
the outbreak of the war, & contained a clause 
allowing defts. to cancel the contract if either 
Great Britain or France became engaged in war 
with any other power. A slip, however, was 
pasted on the contract, which provided that, 
‘‘ notwithstanding the war clause in the contract, 
depéts will supply during the present hostili- 
ties .. . &, should circumstances arise to further 
interfere in any manner with the supply, ship- 
ment, carriage, or delivery of the coals, this con- 
tract is subject to cancelment by suppliers.’’ In 
Feb. 1915, defts. refused to supply one of pltfs.’ 
ships with coal at Algiers, & pltfs. were thereby put 
to expense in obtaining coal elsewhere. In an 
action by pltfs. for breach of contract defts. con- 
tended that they were protected from liability 
by the exception clause in the contract & added 
slip. It appeared that between Dec. 1914, & 
Feb. 1915, there was a great rise in freights between 
Cardiff & Algiers. The judge held that the word 
‘supply ’’ in the slip meant supply to defts. at 
Cardiff, & not to pltfs. at Algiers, & was satisfied 
that if defts. were bound by their contract they 
would have had difficulty in chartering a vessel 
between these places at more than double the 
freights prevalent when the contract was made: 
—Held: since, to fulfil their contract, defts. 
would not only have been put to extra expense, 
but would have had difficulty in obtaining ships, 
there was ‘‘ interference ’’ within the meaning of 
the slip, & therefore, defts. were excused from 
liability.——-SCHEEPVAART MAATSCHAPPIS GYLSEN 
v. NORTH AFRICAN COALING Co. (1916), 85 LL. J. 
K. B. 1886; 114 L. T. 755; 18 Asp. M. L. C. 339. 
Annotation :—Refd. Tennants (Lancashire) v. Wilson (1917), 

23 Com. Cas, 41. 

883. |—Re ComprTrotrR COMMERCIAL 
ANVERSOIS & PowEkr, Son & Co., No. 893, post. 

884. Usage of dried fruit trade.|—The ct. 
found that since the outbreak of war in 1914 it 
had been a universal custom in the dried fruit 
trade to insert in all contracts for the sale of 
sultanas a clause as follows, ‘‘ Should shipment 
be prevented by force majeure such as prohibition 
of export, blockade, war, or any consequence of 
warlike operations, this contract or the then 
unfulfilled part thereof to be cancelled without 
claim.’’ Thect., therefore, rectified certain bought 
& sold notes by the addition of this clause on the 
ground that the parties must be taken to have 
contracted on this basis.—CARAMAN ROWLEY & 
May v. APERGHIS (1923), 40 T. L. R. 124. 

885. Dating of bill of lading—On provisional 
invoice—Error unaffected by letters “E. & O. E.’’| 
—By a contract dated Jan. 23, 1925, the sellers 
sold to the buyer about 50 tons of Japanese green 
peas. The conditions of the contract included :— 
‘* Provisional invoice based on bill of lading 
weight with ship’s name & date of bill or bills of 
lading shall be sent by shipper’s house . . . within 
three days after arrival of documents in Europe 
& by other sellers to their buyers respectively in 
due course after receipt.’’ ‘‘ Shipment as per 
bill or bills of lading dated or to be dated Feb. 
& or Mar. 1925.” ‘“ Bill of lading to be dated 
when goods actually on board.”’ 

The provisional invoice described the bill of 
lading as dated Feb. 1, 1925, but the date of the 
bill of lading was Feb 2, 1925. On the_pro- 
visional invoice appeared the letters “‘ H. 

O. E."’ which were understood to mean “ errors 
& omissions excepted.”’ The buyer refused to 
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Pare, v. KALYANRAI VRAJRAI DESAtT 
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Sect. en of goods. Sects. 15,16 & 17: 
S'ub-sect. 1.] 


accept the peas on the ground that the error was 
material, & that the provision that the date of 
the bill of lading must be given in the provisional 
invoice was a condition precedent. Arbitrators 
decided in favour of the buyer, & found that a 
wrong statement in a provisional invoice as to 
the date of a bill of lading under a contract in this 
form affected the substance of the contract :— 
Held: the provision as to the date of the bill of 
lading being stated in the provisional invoice was 
not a warranty only, but a condition, that the 
letters ‘‘ E. & O. E.’”’ did not remedy the error, & 
in the circumstances the award must be confirmed. 
—BeEra (V.) & Sons v. LANDAUER (1925), 42 
T. L. R. 142. 

886. Shipment ‘‘in usual bags.’’]|—Defts. sold 
to pltfs. a quantity of Calcutta barley. This 
sale was on c.i.f. terms, shipment to be made 
‘in tho usual bags.’’ Plitfs. took up the docu- 
ments & paid the price before the barley arrived, 
& when it arrived they claimed to reject it on the 
ground of bad quality. The claim was referred 
to arbn., & an award was made that pitfs. were 
entitled to reject & that the sellers must refund 
the price. The sellers then refused to carry out 
the award, on the ground that it must be mutual, 
& that a term must be implied in it that on 
receiving back the price pltfs. must return the 
barley to defts. in the condition in which they 
received it, which they were unable to do because 
on reccipt of the barley they had turned it out 
of the bags in which it had beer delivered to them 
& had bulked it in a warehousc & had afterwards 
put it in different bags & had disposed of the 
original bags. In an action by pltfs. on the 
award :—Held: (1) pltfs. were entitled to have 
the award enforced as it stood without any implied 
term being read into it; (2) whether that was so 
or not, the contract was one for the sale of barley, 
not for the sale of barley in particular bags, & as 
pitfs. were prepared to return the actual barley 
received by them defts. must accept its rejection. 
—DowER (HK. M.) & Co. v CoRRIE MAccoLL & 
Sons, Lrp. (1925), 42 T. L. R. 43. 

Time of shipment.|]— See Sect. 2, sub-sect. 3, ante. 


Sect. 15.—GOODS BY WEIGHT. 
See WEIGHTS & MEASURES. 


SrcT. 16.—FALSE TRADE DESCRIPTION. 
See TRADE MARKS, TRADE NAMES, & DESIGNS. 


Sect. 17.--OTHER CONDITIONS AND 
WARRANTIES. 


SuB-SEcT. 1.—CONDITIONS. 

887. Approval of goods by inspector—To be 
notified within reasonable time—Whether such 
condition implied.}—-In an action on a contract 
by defts. to deliver goods at the wharf of third 


PART III. SECT. 17, SUB-SECT. 1. 


Dp. ri phe of goods by inspector— 
Inspection to be by inventor of goods 
supplted—Inspection by substitute on 
re of inventor.J-——COWAN v. FISHER 
(1900), 31 O. R. 426.—CAN. 


q. ~--~——- Government ¢ 
spection by assistant—Su 


—FAWORTT  v. 


ector—In- 
ciency of.) 


& con 


HATFIELD & ScoTT 
(1919), 50 D. L. R. 322.—CAN. 

888 i. Sale by manufacturer as such— 
Goods must be of manufacturer’s make. 
—In the absence from a contract of 
specific words to the contrary, there is 
an ped Yep warranty, in the nature of 

ition or undertaking where the 
vendor is a manufacturer, that tho 


SALE oF GOODS. 


parties, in equal portions, in four months, to be 
made to the satisfaction of the inspector of such 
parties, & if not so made, to be removed by defts., 
& others substituted in the time named, to wit, 
four months; averments of performance on 
pltfs.’ part, & breach that the goods were delivered 
& not made to the satisfaction of the inspector, 
whereby they were rejected, & pltfs. lost the 
benefit of a contract with the third parties men- 
tioned: pleas, denying the contract as stated ; 
denying the breach; & alleging that the contract 
was subject to a condition that the disapproval 
of each portion should be notified in a reasonable 
time after its delivery. The contract, as stated, 
being proved, in fact, & it not appearing that 
there was any such condition in fact :—Held: 
there was no such condition implied in law from 
the contract as stated or proved; nor that the 
disapproval should be notified within the time 
named, or the four months; &, the jury not 
having found that the disapproval was in an un- 
reasonable time, the ct. discharged a rule to enter 
the verdict for defts—CoULSON v. ATTWOOD 
(1857), 26 L. J. Ex. 244. 

888. Sale by manufacturer as such — Goods 
must be of manufacturer’s make.]|—-On the sale of 
goods by a manufacturer of such goods, who is 
not otherwise a dealer in them, there is, in the 
absence of any usage in the particular trade or 
as regards the particular goods to supply goods 
of other makers, an implied contract that the 
goods shall be those of the manufacturer’s own 
make. 

Pitfs., who were manufacturers but not dealers 
in iron, by a written contract, on the margin of 
which was their trade mark, a crown with their 
initials, contracted to sell to defts., who thereby 
contracted to buy of pltfs., 2,000 tons of ship 
plates of the quality known as ‘‘ Crown,”’ to pass 
Lloyd’s survey to be delivered monthly, at defts.’ 
shipyard. ‘The contract contained a strike clause 
by which the supply of the iron contracted for 
might be suspended during the continuance of 
any strike of workmen; but it had no express 
stipulation that the plates should be of pltfs.’ 
manufacture. Before the contract was com- 
pleted pltfs. closed their works, & proposed to 
complete the contract by delivery of ship plates 
of the quality mentioned in the contract made 
by another firm. Defts. having refused to accept 
these, pltfs. sued them for breach of contract. 
At the trial defts. tendered evidence to show that 
in the iron trade there is a custom that, under a 
contract between a manufacturer of iron plates 
& a customer for the supply of them, the seller 
must, in the absence of stipulation to the con- 
trary, supply plates of his own make, & that the 
purchaser is entitled to reject other plates if 
tendered, though of the quality contracted for. 
The judge at the trial rejected this evidence, & 
gave judgment for pltfs.:—Held: (1) such evi- 
dence was improperly rejected ; (2) without such 
evidence defts. were entitled to succeed, as the 
contract implied that the plates to be supplied 
should be of the manufacture of pltfs., & there- 
fore pltfs. could not require defts. to accept plates 
not of their own manufacture, even though of 
the quality contracted for, & as good as those 


Foods are of his manufacture.-- 
ANDALL v. SAWYER-MASSEY OCoO., 
Lrp. (1919), 43 O. L. R. 602.—CAN., 


888 ii. ——— ———. ]—WEsT STOCKTON 
IRON Co., LTD. v. NEILSON & MAXWELL 
(1880), 7 R. (Ct. of Sess.) 1055.—SCOT. 


888 iii, ——— -}—JOHNSON & 
REAY v. NICHOLL & SON (1881), 8 R. 
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made by pltis. themselves.—JoHNSON v. RAYLTON 
(1881), 7 Q. B. D. 488; 50 L. J. Q. B. 753; 46 
L. T. 374 ; 30 W. R. 350, C. A. 


Annotation :—As to , 
ioe ra $505, 4 hs @ Refd. Starey v. Chilworth Gunpowder 

889. Sale of wool—Time for weighing—Sale by 
weight at auction.|—ForpER v. WALDRON (1901), 
45 Sol. Jo. 655, D. CO. 

890. Sale of rag flock—Conditions as to stan- 
dard of cleanliness—Rag Flock Act, 1911 (c. 52).]— 
Where a second-hand furniture dealer purchases 
bedding stuffed with rag flock, & sells it without 
having dealt with or altered it by process of 
manufacture or otherwise, he does not commit 
an offence against above Act, by reason of the 
fact that at the time of the sale the rag flock did 
not conform to the prescribed standard of clean- 
liness.—COOPER v. EKVAN COOK’S DEPOSITORIES, 
Lip., [1915] 1 K. B. 344; 841. J. K. B. 382; 112 
L. T. 431; 79 J. P. 159; 31 T. L. R. 82; 18 
are R. 368 ; 24 Cox, C. 0. 564, D. C. 
above Act, s. 1, is not limited to rags which have 
become polluted through having been used in 
association with human or animal life, & it includes 
cuttings from woven jute fabric cut away as waste 
in the process of manufacture.—COoPER v. SWIFT, 
[1914] 1 K. B. 253; 83 L. J. K. B. 680; 110 L. T. 
79; 78 J. P. 57; 12 L. G. R. 115; 23 Cox, C. C. 
759, D.C. 

Annotation :—Folld. Balmforth 7 Chadburn, [1927] 1 

K. B. 663. 


892, ——— |—The Rag Flock Act, 
1911 (c. 52), s. 1 (1), provides that a person shall 
not sell or have in his possession for sale flock 
manufactured from rags unless the flock conforms 
to a standard of cleanliness prescribed by regula- 
tions made as therein provided. The Rag Flock 
Regulations, 1912, made under that Act in relation 
to flock manufactured from rags provide by art. 1 
that flock shall be deemed to conform to the 
standard of cleanliness for the purposes of the 
above sub-sect. when the amount of soluble chlorine 
in the form of chlorides removed by thorough 
washing with distilled water at a temperature not 
exceeding 25 degrees Centigrade from not less than 
40 grammes of a well mixed sample of flock does 
not exceed 30 parts of chlorine in 100,000 parts of 
the flock :—Held: the word “ rags” in the above 
peovnons is not limited to rags which have 

ecome polluted through association with human 
or animal life, but it includes flock made from new 
& uncontaminated material.—BALMFORTH v. CHAD- 
BURN, [1927] 1 K. B. 663; 96L. J. K. B. 516; 136 
L. T. 805; 91 J. P. 21; 48 T. L. R. 122; 25 
L. G. R. 39; 28 Cox, C. O. 286, D. C. 

893. Dissolution of contract on frustration of 
adventure.|—-By eight contracts in similar form, 
made in June & July, 1914, a firm of merchants 
in New York sold to a co. which carried on business 
at Antwerp a quantity of wheat to be shipped 
during Aug. & not later than the middle of Sept. 
1914, from an Atlantic &/or Canadian port at 
sellers’ option, under one contract to Rotterdam 
& under the rest to Antwerp, at a price free on 
board including freight & insurance, to be paid net 
cash on presentation of bills of lading &/or delivery 
order. The contracts provided that the sellers 
were to furnish marine policies of insurance for 
2 per cent. over invoice amount; & they contained 








(Ct. of Sess.) 437; 18 Sc. L. R. 268.— IN ES DATION): 
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the tial, Boresiates : ** In the event of war, should 
sellers not have received from buyers approved 
aa &/or American policies . . . for approxi- 
mate invoice amount covering war risk three days 
prior to shipment, sellers shall have the right, if 
they think fit, & are able, to cover war risk for 
account & risk of buyers.’’ ‘‘In case of pro- 
hibition of export, force majeure, blockade, or 
hostilities preventing shipment, this contract or 
any unfulfilled part thereof shall be at an end.”’ 
At the beginning of Aug. the sellers cabled to the 
buyers that they could not effect insurance against 
war risks & that they were therefore unable to sell 
the drafts, & asking the buyers to arrange for pay- 
ment in New York. The buyers refused, & the 
sellers on Aug. 6 cancelled the contracts. The 
buyers claimed damages for breach of contract. 
The dispute was referred to arbn. in London under 
a clause in the contracts. The wheat was in fact 
shipped, but for other buyers & for other ports. 
The sellers claimed that they were entitled to treat 
the contracts as cancelled as they were unable to 
sellin America exchange on Rotterdam or Antwerp. 
The arbitrators found that the business of exporting 
grain from America to KMurope was based upon the 
sale of exchange in America & it had long been a 
well-recognised usage or custom for shippers of 
grain from America to sell or negotiate the exchange 
to or with an exchange buyer in America, & the 
sale of wheat could not be carried out unless such 
exchange were possible, & it was an implied term 
&/or condition of the contracts that the sellers 
should at all material times be able to sell or 
negotiate the exchange; that the buyers were 
aware of this usage or custom at the time when the 
contracts were made; that from Aug. 1 to 6 
inclusive when the sellers claimed to cancel the 
contracts they were unable to sell exchange on 
Antwerp or Rotterdam, & this inability continued 
throughout the whole period for shipment provided 
by the contracts; that from Aug. 1 to 6 inclusive 
no war insurance could have been effected by the 
sellers on the shipments; that the commercial 
purpose of the adventure so far as the sellers were 
concerned became frustrated by the impossibility 
in the circumstances prevailing of their being able 
to sell or negotiate exchange in America ; that this 
impossibility & the circumstances prevailing were 
caused by hostilities; & that shipment was pre- 
vented by hostilities within the meaning of the 
prohibition clause in the contracts. They accord- 
ingly made an award in favour of the sellers :— 
Held: (1) the shipment was not ‘‘ prevented ”’ by 
hostilities within the meaning of the prohibition 
clause in the contracts, ‘‘ prevention ’’ there mean- 
ing a physical or legal prevention ; (2) the question 
whether a term should be implied in the contracts 
providing for their dissolution on the ground of the 
frustration of the commercial adventure was a 
question of law for the ct.; &, as the buyers were 
not concerned with the general method by which 
the sellers financed their exports of wheat to 
Europe, & considering that the contracts con- 
tained a provision as to insurance of war risks in 
the event of war, aterm or condition could not be 
implied in the contracts that if the sellers were 
unable to sell the exchange the contracts should be 
determined.—Re CoMPTOIR COMMERCIAL ANVER- 
sois & PowErR, Son & Co., [1920] 1 K. B. 868; 89 
L. J. K.B. 849; 122 1. T. 567; sub nom. CoMPTOIR 


(1920) 8. ALT. R. a. Sale of brick making machinery— 
Condition as to capacity of output.}— 
KoMNICK SYSTEM SANDSTONE BRICK 
Co. v. BRITISH COLUMBIA PRESSED 


GRAY-CAMPBELL 
D. ee Co., [1919] 1 W. W. R. 645.— 


L. R. 622 
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Sect. 17.—Other conditions and warranties: Sub- 
sects. 1 & 2. Sect. 18: Sub-sects. 1 & 2.] 


COMMERCIAL ANVERSOIS v. POWER, Son & Co., 36 


T. L. R. 101, C. A. 

Annotations :—As to (2) Refd. Larrinaga ». Soc. Franco- 
Americaine Des Phosphates De Medulla (1922), 38 T. L. KR. 
739° Tournier v. National Provincial & Union Bank of 


England, (1924] 1 K. B. 461. 

894. Delivery of goods from particular mills— 
Failure of mill to deliver.|.—HURNANDRAI FUL- 
CHAND v. PRAGDAS BUDHSEN, No. 581, ante. 

895. Goods deemed to be in accordance with 
contract—Unless notification to contrary—Whether 
applicable to quantity & quality.|—Brck & Co. v. 
SzyMANOWSKI & Co., No. 925, post. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—WARRANTIES. 

896. Express warranty — ‘‘ Defendant could 
warrant.’’|—Declaration on a warranty that seed 
was good, ‘‘ which deft. could warrant,” held 
sufficient after verdict.— BUTTON v. CORDER (1817), 
7 Taunt. 405; 1 Moore, C. P.109; 129 BH. R. 162. 

897. Goods stated to be ‘‘on voyage.’’] — 
GORRISSEN v. PERRIN, No. 391, ante. 

898. Warranty that safe burglar proof — 
Whether absolute warranty for all  time./— 
WALKER v. MILNER, No. 500, ante. 

899. Sale of chain cable—Implied warranty of 
proper test & stamp—Chain Cables Acts.]—In 
every case of a contract for the sale of a chain 
cable, whether for use on a British ship or not, 
there is an implied warranty that it has been 
properly tested & stamped in .ccordance with the 

rovisions of the Chain Cables Acts.—Hat v. 
BiuicHaM & Sons (1885), 54 L. T. 887; 34 
W. R. 122; 27T. L. R. 124; 5 Asp. M. L. C. 538, 
D.C. 

900. Warranty as to quantity—Label on wee 
—A purchaser buying goods from a firm of goo 
reputation is justified in trusting the label as to 


SALE OF GOODS. 


quantity appearing upon the package when 
received, & is not bound to make inquiry as to its 
accuracy.— BRITISH SoutTH AFRICA Co. v. LENNON, 
Lrp. (1915), 85 L. J. P. ©. 111; 113 L. T. 935; 
31 T. L. R. 585, P. C. 

901. Sale of yacht—-Accuracy of survey.] — 
An agent of pltf., who had agreed to purchase a 
yacht subject to a satisfactory survey by Lloyd’s, 
wrote to defts., the trustees of Lloyd’s Register 
of Shipping, asking them to instruct their sur- 
veyor to make a survey, & signed a form which 
stated that Lloyd’s would not be responsible 
for any inaccuracy or negligence of its surveyors. 
Defts. replied that the half-time survey had recently 
been completed & they offered pltf. a copy at a 
guinea. Pltf. accepted the offer, & as the report 
was satisfactory he bought the yacht, but he found 
her to be in bad condition. In an action for 
breach of an implied warranty that the survey 
was accurate :—Held: there was no implied 
warranty & the action failed.—GaGE v. BRAU- 
CHAMP (1920), 36 T. L. R. 253. 


SrcT. 18.—EXCLUSION OR VARIATION OF IM- 
PLIED CONDITIONS OR WARRANTIES. 
SUB-sSECT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 

See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), ss. 14, 55. 

902. Goods to be taken ‘* with all faults ’’— 
How far vendor divested of liability..—_A man may 
be morally, & under the terms of an Act of Parlia- 
ment, legally culpable, & yet his conduct may 
not give any right of action to a private individual 
who suffers injury thereby. A breach of a 
statutory duty may not constitute the foundation 
for a private right of action. A statement that 
the purchaser of an article must take it ‘‘ with all 
faults,’’ & that the vendor will give no warranty 
with it, & will refuse all future claim for compensa- 
tion, where the vendor does nothing to conceal 


PART II. SECT. 17, SUB-SECT. 2. 


b. Express warranty — How far 
purchaser protected against adverse 
claimants.}—On a sale of ‘‘ timber 
limits’? held under Licenses in pur- 
suance of Consolidated Statutes of 
Canada, c. 23, a clause of simple 
warranty does not operate to protect 
the purchaser against eviction by a 
person claiming to be entitled under a 
prior license to a portion of the limits 
sold.—DucONDU v.. Dupuy (1883), 9 
App. Cas. 150, P. C.—CAN. 

GC. Trees warranted “in good 
condition "—Meaning of condition.}— 
WRLLINGTON ©. FRASER (1909), 14 
O. W. R. 291; 19 O. L. R. 88.—CAN. 

d. Engine made ‘‘ in a work- 
manlike manner.’’}——Where an engine 
is warranted to be made in a workman- 
like manner, that warranty is not 
satisfied if it is shown that the engine 
can be operated, but only by experts 
employed by the manufacturers. An 
engine, to satisfy the warranty, must 
be so constructed that it can be 
operated by any gasoline engineer of 
average kill & knowledge.—CANADIAN 
FAIRBANKS Co. v. THOMPSON (1911), 18 
W. L. R. 658; 4 Sask. L. R. 475.— 


; Warra as quanti 
e Fae sen) SWIFT, 


W. W. R. 709.—CAN. “e a 
Sale of specific goods — Impli 
anty of extstence of aac 
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PART III, SECT. 18, SUB-SECT. 1. 
g. By express agreement.]—- CooK- 


suuTr PLrow Co. wv. MILs (1905), 7 
Terr. L. R. 397; 2 W. L. R. 355.— 
CAN. 

h. -——.]—MIL1Ls v. MANITOBA Com- 
PUBRION Co. (1905), 2 W. L. R. 30. 


—— 





k. .}~An express warranty in 
a contract for sale of goods does not 
necessarily negative the implied con- 
dition under Sale of Goods Ordinance, 
8. 16 (1)—RkrkvEsS & Co. v. CITASE 
Ae 8 W. LL. R. 313; 1 Alta. L. R. 

74.—C e 

1. .]}—Plitfs. cannot set up an 
implied warranty or condition for the 
purpose of getting rid of an express 
warranty to the same effect contained 
in the contract.—ELLIoTT v. KROWN 
Sores 13 W. L. R. 690; 3 Sask. L. R. 

38.—CAN. 





m. ——-.]—ALLCOCK v. MANITOBA 
WINDMILL & Pump Co. (1911), 18 
W.L.R.77; 4Sask. L. R. 135.—CAN, 


n, -l}—In~ an action ‘for 
damages for breach of warranty on sale 
of a 25 horse power traction-engine for 
threshing & ploughing :—Held: as to 
implied warranties, a clause in the 
agreement of sale that ‘‘ the above- 
described engine is sold subject to the 
following conditions & warranties & 
no other,” cut out all implied 
warranties.—HvuTcHins v. GAS TRAC- 





TION Co. (1914), 29 W. L. R. 288; 20 
D, L. R, 04.—CAN. 
0 -}—An oxpress warranty on 





the sale of farm machinery that 

the vendor does not give any war- 
ranties with this machinerp other 
than the fallowing : Machine isto be in 
good repair,” excludes allimplied war- 
ranties.—RIVERS v. WHITE (G). & Sons 


Co., Lrn. (Sask.), [1918] 3 W. W. R. 
61.—CAN, 





p. .I—A provision in @ con- 
tract for the sale of goods that the con- 
tract is ‘‘mado upon tho express 
condition that this order & agreement 
contains all the terms & conditions of 
the sale & purchase,” excludes all 
implied warranties.—SOHOFIKLD v. 
EMERSON-BRANTINGHAM IMPLEMENT 
Co., [1918] 1 W. W. R. 306; 38 D. L 
R. 528; 11 Sask. L. R. 11.—CAN. 


q. ——.J—J. I. Case THRESHING 
MACHINE Co. INCORPORATED v. WEBB, 
11920} 1 W. W. R. 338; 13 Sask. L. R. 
15].—CAN. 


r. -/—SIMMERS (J. A.), LTD. w. 
POWELL, [1924] 3 D. L. R. 972; 55 
O. L. R. 559.—CAN. 

t. .}—Warrandice completely 
excluded by acovenant tothe contrary. 
—PARKER & FINNIE v. PATERSON 
(1816), Hume, 707.—SCOT. 

a. Intention must be clear.)— 
Implied warranty that on a sale of 
personality the thing sold shall be 
reasonably fit & proper for the purpose 
for which it was designed, cannot be 
evaded by the seller TP a pie. 
vision in the contract of sale whose 
language does not clearly deprive the 
buyer of the benefit of the implied 
provision, especially where the Inserted 
clause appears on its face to have a 
distinctly different function.—ALa- 
BASTINE Co., Paris, LTD. v. CANADA 
Propucer & Gas ENGINE Co., LTD. 
(1912), 23 O. W. BR. 841; 40. W.N. 

86; D. L. R. 405; 30 0. L. R. 

. iL. R. 813; 6 O. W.N, 
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far implied warranty 


Part [IJ.—CoNnpDITIONS AND WARRANTIES. 


defect, relieves the vendor from all liability in 
ga ripe of any defect in the article itself. 

_ If such a statement was followed by a declara- 
tion of the vendor, who knew the reverse, that he 
believed the article to be free from objection, 
there might be ground for an action of deceit 
(LornD Oarrns, C.).—WarpD v. Hosss (1878), 4 
App: Cas. 18; 48 L. J. Q. B. 281; 40 L. T. 73; 
43 J.P. 252; 27 W. QR. 114, H. L. 

Annotations :—Refd. Peters v. Planner (1895), 11 T. L. R. 
169; Dunn v. Currie (1902), 71 L. J. K. B. 963; Clarke 
v. Army & Navy Co-op. Soc., [1903] 1K. B. 155: Phillips 


v. Britannia Hygienic Laundry Co., ({1923] 1 K. B. 539. 
Mentd. Sarson v. Roberts (1895), 43 W. R. 690. 


903. By express agreement—Right of inspec- 
tion.]|—-POLENGHI BROTHERS v. DRIED MILK Co., 
Lrp., No. 833, ante. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—CONDITION AS TO FITNESS. 
See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), ss. 14, 55. 
904. Whether condition excluded—Trade usage 

~—Bacon trade.]—On a warranty of prime singed 
bacon evidence is not admissible of a practice in 
the bacon trade to receive bacon to a certain 
degree tainted as prime singed bacon, nor of a 
practice to preclude the purchaser from all remedy, 
if he does not discover & point out the defect by 
an carly day.—YATES v. Pym (1816), 6 Taunt. 
446; 128 E. R. 1107; sub nom. YEATS v. PIM, 
2 Marsh 141. 


Annotations :-—Distd. Parker v. Palmer (1821), 4 B. & Ald. 
387. Refd. Budd v. Fairmanner (1831), 1 L. J. C. P. 16; 
Powell v. Horton (1836), 2 Bing. N. C. 668; Brown v. 
Byrne (1854), 18 Jur. 700; Humfrey v. Dale (1857), 7 
kK. & B. 266; Jucas v. Bristow (1858), 27 L. J. Q. B. 364. 


905. Meat trade.]—By Salc of Goods 
Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 55, it is provided that evidence 
of a trade usage, if it be such as to bind both parties 
to a contract, may set aside ordinary rights & 
liabilities which might arise under the contract 
by implication of law. So where a butcher sought 
to make a market salesman liable for selling him 
bad meat, & pleaded that he had made known the 
purpose for which the meat was bought, & had 
relied upon the skill & judgment of the seller :-— 
Held: these conditions would primdé facie give the 
purchaser a remedy under Sale of Goods Act, 1893 
(c. 71), 8. 55, but the salesman was entitled to set 
up the defence that there was an implied usage 
amongst traders in the market to give no warranty 
in the sale of meat.—CoINnTAT v. MYHAM & SON 











excluded—Right to deliver different d. 
subject-matter.]}—-On a contract of sale, ranties 
the parties may stipulate thattherights arm 

or obligations which would otherwise 





Whether , 
exccluded—W arranties 

Machinery <Act.J}—NOLAN v. 
EMERSON-BRANTINGHAM Co., [1920] 2 
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(1914), 84 L. J. K. B. 2253; 110 L. T. 749; 78 
J.P.193; 30 T. L. R. 282; 12 L. G. R. 274, 0. A. 
Annotations :-—Mentd. Leslie v. Reliable Advertising & 

Addressing Agency, [1915] 1 K. B. 652; up v. 

Victoria Palace, {1918] 2 K. B. 539; Proops v. Chaplin 

(1926), 37 T. L. R. 112;  Weld-Blundell v. Stephens, 

{1920} A. C. 956; Britannia Hygienic Laundry Co. v. 

Thornycroft (1926), 135 L. T. 83. 

906. Conduct of purchaser—Delay in com- 
plaining.}|——-Pltf. bought saffron of an inferior 
quality, which, having kept six months, & sold 
part, he then objected that the article was not 
saffron :—Held: in an action for a breach of 
warranty, from the length of time & inferior price 
given, it was such an article as pltf. intended to 
purchase.— PROSSER v. Hooper (1817), 1 Moore, 





Cc. P. 106 

907. ——— Inferlority of price paid.}—PROSSER 
v. HOOPER, No. 906, ante. 

908. ——— ‘‘ Guarantee to pass survey ’’—Pro- 


visions.]—-Pltfs. having entered into an agreement 
with the East India co. for the conveyance of 
troops to Bombay, deft. undertook to supply 
pitfs. with troop stores, ‘‘ guaranteed to pass 
survey of the East India co.’s officers ’’ :—Held: 
this express warranty did not exclude the warranty 
implied by law that the stores should be reasonably 
fit for the purpose for which they were intended.— 
BIGGE v. PARKINSON (1862), 7 H. & N. 955; 81 
L. J. Ex. 301; 8 Jur. N.S. 1014; 10 W. R. 349; 
sub nom. SMITH v. PARKINSON, 7 L. T. 92, Ex. Ch. 


Annotations :—Apld. Beer v. Walker (1877), 46 L. J. Q. B. 
677; Ollett v. Jordan, [1918] 2 K. B. 41. Refd. Jones v. 
Just (1868), L. R. 3 Q. B. 197; Mody v. Gregson (1868), 
38 L. J. Ex. 12. Mentd. Redhead v. Mid. Ry. (1869), 
L. R. 4 Q. B. 379. 


909. Special conditions not brought to 
buyer’s notice—Bicycle.|—-Pltf. wrote to defts., 





‘inquiring the price of a certain type of bicycle sold 


by them, & thereupon was sent defts.’ catalogue. 
Subsequently pltf. went to defts.’ depot & selected 
a bicycle. The catalogue contained at the end 
terms of sale, which excluded the implied warranty 
under Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), 5s. 14, & 
contained in lieu a modified warranty & conditions 
as to repair free of charge in case any fault should 
be developed in a bicycle sold. An erratus slip 
at the beginning of this catalogue had a notice 
referring to the terms of sale, & then there were 
10 pages, each with a model of a bicycle depicted, 
& at the foot of the model on the last page was a 
notice calling attention to the terms of sale at the 
end. FPitf. did not read the slip, & stopped short 


statutory war- 


plied warranty that it shall be reason- 
under 


ably fit for the work that the vendor 
knew the buyer wanted it for, which is 
not inconsistent with any of the express 


attach to a sale should not apply tothe W.W.R.470; 15 Alta. L. R. 353; 49 warranties usually inserted in such a 

sale in question, but a clause altering D. L. R. 378.—CAN contract.—NORTH WxEsT THRESHER Co. 

ce oe the euipes ee contre ter sla oy ac (1905), 15 Man. L. R. 553. 
e sale of a specified article cannot be “ 

held to alter the subject-matter of the PART Ul. SECT. 18, SUB-SECT. 2. g. ———.]} SAWYER & MASSEY Co. 


sale, nor to give the vendor a right to 


supply any article he may choose, 
unless cloar language to that effect be 
used.—HAaART-PARR Co. v. JONES 
(Sask.), (1917] 2 Ww. W. R. 888.— AN. 











o. .J]— Where one 
person agrees to sell & another to bu 
an article under an ement by which 
the rights or obligations which other- 
wise would flow from the contract of 
sale are limited or extinguished, the 

rovisions limiting or extinguishing 
hese rights or obligations have 
appeeeuce only where the vendor 
delivers the article agreed to be pur- 
chased, or the purchaser agrees to 
accept a different article as the article 
he was to receive.—J. I. CasE 
THRESHING MACHINE Co. v. MITTEN, 
[1919] 1 W. W. R. 101; 44 D. L. R. 
40; 32 Sask. L. R. 1.—CAN. 


J.—-VOL, XXXIX. 


e. Whether condition excluded — 
** Guarantee pass survey.’’?]—In 
an action of damages for breach 
of a contract to furnish stores for 
an emigrant ship “ for twenty weeks’ 
consumption, as per charterparty, 
warranted to pass survey of Govern: 
ment inspectors,” founded on allega- 
tions of bad quale. & deficiency in 
quantity :—Held: on a construction 
of contract, the express warranty ‘‘ to 
pass survey of Government inspectors ”’ 
did not exclude the warranty implied 
at common law, that the goods should 
be fit for the purpose for which they 
wore hed.—CooPeR & AVES vw. 
CLYDESDALE SHIPPING Co. (1863), 1 
Macph. (Ct. of Sess.) 677; 35 Sc. Jur. 
383.—SO00T, 

f. ———.}—On the sale of a threshing 
engine by description there is an im- 


v. THIBART (1907), 5 W. L. 
6 Terr. L. R. 409.—CAN. 

h. .}— CLARK wv. 
MANUFACTURING Co. (191 
R. 53; 20 Man. L. R. 28 


R. 241; 





6 W. L. 


ewe 
9.--CAN 





k. .)——Pltfs. sold machinery to 
the deft., who signed a written con- 
tract containi a special clause 
stating that ‘‘ There are no other 
warranties or guarantees, promises or 
agreements, than those contained 
herein ’’ :—Held: this stipulation was 
not sufficient to exclude the implied 
condition as to reasonable fitness for 
the purpose for which the article was 
bought which attached to such a sale 
as this by the Sale of Goods Ordinance, 
C. O. 1905, c. 39, 8s. 16 (1), & which is 
something higher than a warranty, & 
not inconsistent wi xD. 
warranty first set out in the contract.— 


H H 
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Sect. 18.—Exclusion or variation of implied condi- 
tions or warranties: Sub-sect. 2. Sect. 19: 
Sub-sect. 1, A.] 


of the third page, on which was a model of the 
bicycle he intended to buy, & did not a epics 
that the bicycles were offered on any special terms. 
Nothing was said to him at the depot about any 
special or modified warranty & no reference was 
made to any special terms in either the invoice 
or receipt which were given. If the special terms 
of sale were imported into the contract for sale of 
the bicycle the claim pltf. made for damages could 
not succeed :—Held: the bicycle was not con- 


tracted to be sold subject to the special terms & © 


warranty & therefore there was a warranty implied 
by Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 14, that the 
bicycle was reasonably fit to be ridden by pltf. 
& as it was owing to the family construction of the 
bicycle that the accident occurred, that implied 
warranty has not been fulfilled & pltf. was entitled 
to the damages claimed.— WALLS v. CENTAUR Co., 
Lrp. (1921), 126 L. T. 242. 

910. ——— Express agreement referring only to 
warranty—Seed.|—-HoWcROFT v. LAYcock (1898), 
14 T. L. R. 460; 42 Sol. Jo. 572, D. C. 

Annotations :—Overd. Wallis & Wells v. Pratt & Haynes, 


{1910} 2 K. B. 1003. Refd. Harrison v. Knowles & Foster, 
{1917] 2 K. B. 606. 











911. —— ——- —-—..]—-WALLLI8, SON & WELLS 
v. PraTr & HAYNES, No. 996, post. 

912, ——— Motor’ car.}| — BALDRY  v. 
MARSHALL, No. 762, ante. 

913. Coal.}] — WILLIAM BARKER 
(JUNIOR) & Co., Lup. v. Ep. T. Aaius, Lrp., No. 

26, post. 

914. Goods delivered different from those 





contracted for.]|—PinNock BroruErs v. LEwis & 
PEaAT, Lrp., No. 1029, post. 

915. ——— Article sold under trade name.]— 
BALDRY v. MARSHALL, No. 762, ante. 

916. Ambiguity of excluding clause.|— 
Pltfs., a ship repairing co., requiring a new inter- 
mediate pressure cylinder for the engine of a 
steamer which they had contracted to repair, 
obtained a quotation from defts., who were marine 
engineers. At the head of defts.’ letter was a 
printed notice, ‘‘ All offers are subject to our usual 
strike & guarantee clauses, accidents, etc.’’ 
Pitfs. ordered the cylinder, but after it had been 
delivered & fitted it was found to be defective. 
A new cylinder was subsequently supplied by 
defts., but owing to the delay pltfs. were not able 
to complete the repairs in accordance with their 
contract with the shipowners, & had to pay them 
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damages. In an action to recover the amount of 
the damages defts. alleged that the contract for 
the supply of the cylinder was made subject to 
‘our usual’’ guarantee clause & that their 
guarantee clause provided (inter alia) that ‘‘ the 
contractors shall not in any case be liable for any 
detention of the vessel or other consequential 
damages howsoever arising ’’:—Held: as it was 
not clear what guarantee clause was incorporated, 
since the clause suggested by defts. was inapplicable 
to the contract, & as it was not proved that defts. 
had made it clear that they intended to limit their 
liability, pltfs. were entitled to recover.—J. GORDON 
ALISON & Co., LTD. v. WALLSEND SLipway & 


| ENGINEERING Co., Lrp. (1927), 43 T. L. R. 323, CA. 


Sale of food—Notice to purchaser.|—-See Foop 
& Druas, Vol. XXV., pp. 83-88, Nos. 113-145. 


Srect. 19.—BREACH OF CONDITIONS AND 
WARRANTIES 


SUB-SECT. 1.—CONDITIONS. 
A. In General. 
See Sale of 


Goods Act, 
s. 11 (1) (a) (b) (ce). 
917. Right of repudiation.|—A party published 
a prospectus for the publication of a county map 
& gazetteer, stating that the map would contain 
‘‘ the exact limits of every parish & township in 
the county.”? Deft. agreed to take a copy of cach. 
They were published, & there were lines on the 
map denoting the boundaries of townships, but no 
distinct lines to show the boundaries of those 
arishes which consisted of several townships :— 
eld: the map was not according to the pros- 
pectus, & deft. was not bound to take the map, 
although, by reference to the gazetteer, it could be 
ascertained what townships were in each parish.— 
TEESDALE v. ANDERSON (1830), 4 C. & P.198 ; 172 
K. R. 669, N. P. 


1893 (c. 71), 





918, ——.]—OPrENHEIM v. FrAsER, No. 482, 
ante. 
919. .|—The provision in the contracts as 


to the passing of the property only applies to a 
shipment of goods which came within the meaning 
of the contract; it cannot apply to any others 
(BIGHAM, J.).—VIGERS BROTHERS v. SANDERSON 
BrRotTHERS, [1901] 1 K. B. 608; 70 L. J. K. B. 
883; 84 L. T. 464; 49 W. KR. 411; 17T. LR. 
316; 45 Sol. Jo. 328; 6 Com. Cas. 99. 

Annotations :—Refd. Re Bourgeois & Wilson Holgate (1920), 


25 Com. Cas. 260; Aron v. Comptoir Wegimont, [1921] 
3 K. B. 435; Szymonowski v. Beck, [1923] 1 K. B. 457. 





SAWYER-MASSEY Co. v. RITCHIE (1910), Oo. -]—-Where goods are sold -—CANADIAN FAIRBANKS MorsK_ Co., 
13 W. L. RR. 89.—CAN. for a _ specific pornos the implied LTD. v. TRIGHTMEYER, [1921] 2 W. W. 
]. ——.]—SawyerR & Massxy Co. foe eat that t : goods nue ate bak Rh. 683; 16 snk L. i Se ee 
v. FERGUSON 1), 2 ~L.R. : or. that purpose is not superseded by t. ——.]—A warranty 
—CAN, pon ae Pe ome an express warranty which is not an engine is reasonably fit for the 





m. -J}—In an action upon 
promissory notes given for the price 
of an engine sold by pltfs. to deft., 
deft. counterclaimed for breach of 
a written warranty contained in the 
agreement of sale:—Held: as deft. 
did not send the notice required by the 
agreement, & did not discontinue the 
use of the engine until about a year 
after he purchased it, he could not 
recover upon this warranty, & he could 


163; 
157.—SCOT 





not succeed upon a counterclaim based order to get 
on an implied warranty of fitness 
because he had expressly agreed that chaser a 


there were no conditions or warranties 
other than these set out in the agree- 
ment.—ROBERT BELL ENGINE Co. v. 
BURKE ote 19 W. LL. 
Sask. L. 2.75; 4D. I. R. 342.—CAN. 





L. R. Ir. 125 
- cL Cmaaaate = aA pie doa f Yr. a S 
HER 0. U. ’ or A 
D. L. R. 51; 61 0. L, BR. 4.—CAN. excldiag iin 


inconsistent with it.—Douagrias & Co. 
v. MILNE (1895), 23 R. (Ct. of Sess.) 
33 Sc L. R. ie Ts 


p. Intention must be clear.J— 
Regarding the implied warranty that 
goods should be peasous ey fit for use 
or should be merchantable 
articles of food, that they should be 
reasonably fit for the purpose for which 
they were sup lied, the rule is that in 

ofsuchawarranty there 394. 
must be between the vendor 
clear & distinct contract 
resulting in that effect.—~WINDSOR v. 
Simmons (1908), 5 E. L. R. 139.—CAN. 


f a. —— Goo as_ classt, 
R. 934; 5 MCrerrann », oor (1863), 12 


By agreement to supply new 
tttonal 
ing warranties exprese & tmplied. 


purposes to which it is intended to be 
put, implied by reason of the fact that 
pitfs. rely upon the knowle & 
skill of defts., is not displ by 
reason of the fact that the contract of 
sale con a Clause providing for 
the replacement of defective parts.— 
ALABASTINE Co., Paris, LTD. v. 
CANADA PRODUCER & Gas ENGINE Co., 
LTp. a 23 O. W. RR. 841; 40.W.N. 
486 ; D. L. R. 405; affd. 30 D. L. Rt. 


128; 38 


&, being 


pur- 

PART IIL SECT. 19, SUB-SECT. 1.—A. 
a. Right of repudiation — Rejection 

of pooee ae of condition going to 

root of contract.}-—-BOWES v. CHALE YER, 

{1923} V. L. R. 295.—AUS 


| HARTY 


b. ol . AND 
SON (1892), 24 N. S. R. 157.—CAN. 

oS. ]}—MITOHELL vz 
SEAMAN (1909), 43 N. 8. R. 811.—CAN, 


a9 
e 
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Part I]].—CoNnpITIONS AND WARRANTIES. 


020. , ~“Tuames Sack & Bac Co,, Lp. | 
& Co., Lrp., No. 560, ayite. 
—~.|— BENABU & Co. 
Co., Lrp., No. 487, ante. 
922. -.]— ARON (J.) & Co. {ANU 


v. COMPTOIR WEGIMONT, No. 569, ante. 

9238. .|—By a contract dated July 26, 
1922, the sellers sold to the buyers 500 tons of 
palm kernels, shipment from Matadi during Sept. 
1922. One of the terms of the contract was that 
particulars of the kernels, namely quantity, port 
of shipment, & ship’s name should be duly declared, 
& that the sellers were to be deemed to have made 
default in declaring shipment if the goods were not 
declared within six wecks of the last day allowed 
for shipment. On Aug. 17, 1922, the buyers 
pene at the sellers’ request to accept the balance 
of the palm kernels necessary to complete the 
contract from a shipment which the sellers declared 
would arrive on board the steamship W. The JV. 
did not call at Matadi, nor were any kernels in fact 
shipped on that vessel. In Sept. 1922, the sellers 
shipped the balance of the palm kernels by the 
steamship 4A. V., & the documents for the goods 
were presented to the buyers in Oct. 1922, who 
then refused to take them up on the ground that 
the contract had been converted intv a contract 
for palm kernels to be shipped by the W. The 
arbitrators appointed under the contract held 
that the buyers were entitled to reject the goods, 
but their decision was reversed by the committee 
of appeal on the ground that there had been no 
effectual declaration of shipment by the WV. & 
that the sellers were entitled to ship the goods 
by the later steamer. Upon a case stated for the 
opinion of the ct.:—Held: there had been a 
variation of the contract by the agreement to ship 
in August by the IV., & the buyers were entitled 
to reject the goods which did not comply with the 
contract as varied. The award of the committee 
of appeal was set aside & that of the arbitrators 
restorcd.— BERNARDINO CORREA, LDA v. PORTER 
(W.) & Co. (1923), 129 L. IT’. 800. 

924. Temporary waiver of breach—Notice 
to purchaser.|—A contract, made in Sept. for the 
sale & shipment of 4,000 tons of flour, to be shipped 
to Greece not later than Nov. 7, provided that 
“each shipment shall be deemed a separate con- 
tract,’’ & that payment should be ‘‘ by confirmed 
bankers credit.’”’ The buyer opened a banker's 
credit which was not in fact ‘‘ confirmed ’”’ & the 
seller, with notice of that fact, made some ship- 
ments & received payment therefor by means of 
the credit, & also obtained from the buyer an 
extension of time to Nov. 30 for shipment of the 
balance of the flour. On Nov. 25 the seller can- 
celled the contract as to the shipment of the 
balance of the flour, without any previous notice, 
upon the ground that the credit was not in accord- 
ance with the contract :—Held: the seller, by 
waiving for a time the breach of the condition as 
to a confirmed credit, was not thereby bound to 
act upon that credit up to the end of the contract, 
but he was not entitled to cancel the contract 
without giving the buyer reasonable notice of his 
intention to cancel so as to give the buyer an 
opportunity of complying with the condition.— 








: ———, ] — CALIFORNIA 
Prong & APRICOT GROWERS INC. 0. 


errant 








g. —— -——.} -S4wyerR & MASSEY 
Co. v. WADDELL (1907), 6 W. L. R. 1. 
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v. RAYMOND HADLEY Corpn. or NEW 
York, [1017] 2 K. B. 473; 861. J. K. B. 1325; 
117 L. T. 3890; 33 T. L. R. 486; 61 Sol. Jo. 690 ; 
22 Com. Cas. 308, C. A. 


Annotations :—Apld. Hartley v. Hymans, {1920} 3 K. B. 
; ‘ ore wv, Landauer (1921) 125 L. T. 372. 
Rot ene Mo al & United Provident Assce., 


. Ayrey v. B 
1918 . B. 136. Mentd. Capo Aspestos Co. v. Lloyds 
Bank, (16217 W. N. 274. 


Whether right to 2S affected.|—A contract 
note for the sale of 2,000 gross of “ 200 yards 
reels’? of sewing cotton contained the following 
condition : ‘‘ The goods delivered shall be deemed. 
to be in all respects in accordance with the contract 
& the buyers shall be bound to accept & pay for 
same accordingly unless the sellers shall within 
fourteen days after the arrival of the goods at their 
destination receive from the buyers notice of any 
matter or thing by reason whereof they may allege 
that the goods are not in accordance with the con- 
tract.’ Kighteen months after delivery the 
buyers discovered for the first time that the length 
of cotton per reel was less than 200 yards, the 
average shortage being about 6 per cent., & they 
brought an action against the sellers for damages 
for breach of contract. The sellers pleaded that 
the condition was a bar to the action :—Held : 
(1) the condition applied to quality only & not to 
uantity, & the buyers were entitled to judgment ; 
®) assuming that the conditions extended to 
quantity, while the condition excluded the right 
to reject, it did not extend to the right to claim 
damages.—BEcK & Co. v. SZYMANOWSEI & Co., 
(1924), A. ©. 43; 931. J. K. B. 25; 130 L. T. 387; 
29 Com. Cas. 50, H. L.; affgy. 8. C. sub LOM. 
SzyMoNoOwskI & Co. v. Beck & Co., [1923] 1 K. B. 
457, C. A. 
Annotation :—Generally, Refd. Lancaster v. Turner, [1924] 
2K. B. 222. 


926. Rejection of goods—lInvalid exercise of 
right to reject—Remedy in damages.|—-Applits. 
sold to resps for shipment from Hamburg to 
Liverpool, a cargo of coal to consist of briquettes 
size 2 in., the contract providing as follows: 
‘“‘ Bills of lading to be accepted by buyers as 
absolute & conclusive proof of weight, quality, & 
description, the buyers having right of inspecting 
the cargo. No warranty is expressed or implied, 
& sellers accept no responsibility in regard to the 
description, size, quality, condition, or fitness for 
steaming purposes or otherwise of the coal or fuel 
conte for or supplied, & no reduction in price 
will be made in respect of any such matters.” 

Resps. required the coal to supply power 
stations, & at the time of the contract applts. 
were aware of this. The cargo was shipped, some 
of it being in the holds & the remainder on deck 
& covering the hatch covers. On arrival at Liver- 
pool the vessel had to wait for a discharging berth, 
& the captain, finding that the cargo in the holds 
was heating, bought the deck cargo from resps. & 
removed it & opened the hatches. Resps. then 
found that, though the briquettes on the deck were 
of the contractual size, the ee arth in the holds 
were larger & were not suitable for use in power 
stations, & they gave notice of rejection of the 
whole cargo :—H a: (1) it was a condition of the 


Soorr (1907), 6 W. L. R. ; 





—— (oods not . 
Barrp & Prrers, (1926) 1 D. L. R. ‘ation-—Remedy according 10.4 
814; [1926] 8. C.'R. 208.—CAN. a —) —Micanter ov. fe ea 1 Where aellers of good 
e. ——— ——— Within reasonable time.) Sigwart & MACKEN 877), 4 R. do not satisfy the stipulated descrip- 
—BURKE v. ROBERTS _L. R. 672.— 


1895), 27 N. 8. 
R. (15 R. & G.) 445.—CAN. 
— ———, }-NiaGARA GRAIN 
9 Co. v. Rano (1917), 38.0. 1. &. 





(Ct. of Sass.) 890; 14 
SCOT. 


ee pee —— _ Right — ahead rec 
Ronee Ge  Teeakaee Co. wv. 


tions, the question whether or not this 
is @ cause for rejection or gives rise 
only to a claim for damages, depends 
upon the intention of the parties as 
evidenced by the contract in the light 


HH 2 
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Sect. 19.—Breach of conditions and warranties: 
Sub-sect. 1, A. & B.; sub-sect. 2, A.] 


- contract that the briquettes should be of the size 
of 2 in., & the condition was effective as the 
warranty clause dealt only with warranties as 
such & did not affect a condition; (2) resps. had a 
right to reject the underdeck part of the cargo, 
but as they had claimed the right to reject the 
whole cargo they had never validly exercised their 
right to reject the underdeck part; (3) they were 
remitted to their right to recover damages for 
breach of a condition, namely, failure to ship a 
cargo in conformity with the contract.—WILLIAM 
BARKER (JUNIOR) & Co., Lrp. v. Ep. T. Aarus, 
Lrp. (1927), 43 T. L. R. 751. 

Bulk not corresponding with sample.]— 
See Nos. 825-833, ante. 

927. Buyer compelled to treat breach as breach 
of warranty—Acceptance of goods—Remedy in 
damages.|—-By a written agreement, pltf. con- 
tracted to sell to deft. from 300 to 350 bales of 
white washed Donskoy fleece wool, laid down at 
certain ports in England, ‘‘ deliverable at Odessa 
during Aug. then next, to be shipped with all 
despatch, warranted fair average quality; but 
should they prove otherwise, to be taken with fair 
allowance, to be assessed by Messrs. H. & R., 
subject to the safe arrival of the wool in good 
condition at any of the ports stated, & the names 
of the vessels to be declared as soon as the wools 
were shipped,” etc. To an action for the breach 
of this contract, by not accepting the wools, deft. 
pleaded that the wools were bought, with the 

nowledge of both parties, for the purpose of 
reselling in the course of deft.’s business; that 
wool is an article of fluctuating value, & not sale- 
able until the names of the vessels in which it was 
shipped should have been declared according to the 
contract; & pltf. had neglected to declare the 
mames of the vessels in which the wools were 
shipped until after an unreasonable time after they 
had been shipped :—Held: the provision in the 





of the surrounding circumstances.— 


MCKINNON & BELI v. LANE, [1921] 2 
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contract, that the names of the vessels in which 
the wools were shipped should be declared as soon 
as they had been shipped, was a condition pre- 
cedent to defts.’ obligations to accept & pay for 
them ; & the plea was good. 

After such acceptance, defts. would have been 
bound to pay the price, or the residue of it, & could 
not have insisted on the neglect to name in due 
time, but, if there had been any such neglect, 
would nevertheless have had their remedy for the 
damage by cross action on the contract to declare 
the names (PARKE, B.).—GRAVES v. Leaa (1854), 
9 Exch. 709; 2 C. L. R. 1266; 23 L. J. Ex. 228 ; 
23 L. T. O. S. 2543; subsequent proceedings (1857), 
2H. & N. 210, Ex. Ch. 

Annotations :—Consd. Rolt v. Cozons (1856), 18 C. B. 673. 
Apid. Pust v. Dowle (1864), 5 B. & S. 20. Refd. Croocke- 
wit v. Fletcher (1857), 1 H. & N. 893; Gilkes v. Leonino 
(1858), 4 Jur. N. S. 537; Newson v. Smythies (1858), 28 
L. J. Ex. 97; Robert v. Brett (1859), 6 C. B. N.S. 611; 
Seeger v. Duthie (1860), 7 Jur. N. S. 239; Behn v. 
Burness (1863), 3 B. & S. 751; Carter v. Scargill (1875), 
L. R. 10 Q. B. 564; Oppenheim v. Fraser (1876), 34 L. T. 
524; Kidston v. Monceau Ironworks Co. (1902), 86 L. T. 
556; Leiston Gas Co. v. Leiston-cum-Sizewell U. C., 
[1916] 2 K. B. 428; Metropolitan Water Board v. Dick 
Kerr, [1917] 2 K. B. 1. Mentd. Bottini v. Gye (1876), 1 
Q. B. D. 183; River Wear Comrs. v. Adamson (1877), 2 
App. Cas. 743; Butterley Co. v. New Hucknall Colliery 


Co., [1909] 1 Ch. 37. 
928, ——- —— .|— WALLIS, SON & WELLS 


v. PRATT & HAYNES, No. 996, post. 


B. Waiver of Breach. 
See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), 8. 11 (1) (a) (c). 
929. Temporary waiver—Whether continuing to 
end of contract.|-PANouTSosS v. RAYMOND HApD-= 
LEY CORPN. OF NEW York, No. 924, ante. 
930. When to be evidenced in writing.|— 
HARTLEY v. HymMAns, No. 580, ante. 





SUB-SECT. 2.—WARRANTIES. 
A. In General. 


931. Warranty given by servant—tLiability of 
master.|—A master is not liable on the warranty 


of the non-fulfilment of a ‘condition 
the performance of which he has himsclf 


WEIL v. COLLIS LEATHER Co., [1927] 2 
ce KR. 141; [1927] 8. C. R. 326.— 


927i. Buyer compelled to treat breach 
as breach of warranty—Acceptance of 
goods—Remedy in  damages.}—FatIr- 
CHILD Co. v. Rustin (1907), 17 Man. 
L. R. 194; 398. C. R. 274.—CAN. 

927 ii. —— .]— BRITIAK 
AMERICAN PaINT Co. v. FoGH (1915), 
32 W. LD R. 142; 24D. L. R. 6); 22 
B.C. R. 97.—CAN. 

927 ili, ——— -——- -——.,.]— Hanr- 
PaRR Co. v. WELLS, [1918] 2 W. W. R. 
239 ; 11 Sask. L. R.123; 40 D. LR. 


Cee od 


927 iv. -}+—BOREN v. 
aA reELOO oor ey TRACTOR 
ANADA, LTb. ask.), [1919] 1 
W. W. R. 478.—CAN. et 
v (ane (1921), 6 Se me ATi 
e , e e e 1 ; 
50 O. L. R. 6 CAN 
m. —— Under contract for 
ectfic goods. |—-Lucas v. Smiru, [1926] 
~L. RR. 400; 48 A. L. T. 66; [1926] 
Argus L. R. 319.—AUS. 

n. ——--——— Unless 9 YA or implied 
power of rejection.}—Where goods are 
sold on a representation, amounting to 
a condition of the contract, if the buyer 
accepts the goods, the effect of Sale of 
Goods Ordinance, 8. 13 (6), is that the 
condition sinks to the position of a 
warranty, unless there is an express or 
sr irae term in the contract giving a 
right of rejection under such circum- 
stances.— ROBERTSON v. MORRIS (1909), 
1 Alta. L. R. 498; 8 W. UL. R. 611; 10 
VW. L. R, 404.—CAN, 


o_o -———-.] — PATTERSON, 











oa 





~ 





W. W. R. 187 > 16 Alta..L. i. 37 7.—CAN. 

p. Option of buyer to retain goods 
after rejection & claim damages.)-— 
KLECTRIC CONSTRUCTION CO., LTD. v. 
Hurry & YOUNG (1897), 24 R. (Ct. of 
Sess.) 312; 34 Se L. TR. 295; 4 
S. L. T. 287.—SCOT. 

q. -J—~—In a contract betwecn 
a firm of e eers & the owner of a 
fishing boat for the supply of a twin- 
screw set of motor engines, the buyer 
retained the engines & claimed damages 
on the ground that they were discon- 
form to the contract. Even if the 
buyer had rejected the engines, he was 
not thereby barred from subsequently 
retaining them & claim damages, 
that being the alternative remedy 
provided by Sale of Goods Act, 1893, 
8. 11 (2).—POLLOCK & Co. v. MACRAE, 
{1922] 8S. L. 'T. 510; 60 Sc. L. R. 11, 
H. L.—SCOT. 


PART III. SECT. 19, SUB-SECT. 1.—B. 


_¥. Shipment to be within specified 
time—Acceptance of part delivered after 
time—Obligation to accept remainder.) 
—-LUBRANO v. GOLLIN & Co. PRO- 
PRIETARY, LTD. eet: 21 8. RR. 
N. Ss. WwW. 00 > 3 N, Ss. e ® ° 
139; 270. L. R. 113.—AUS. 

t. Condition of inapection before ship- 
ment—Shipment of part without inspec- 
tion at request of TO oan 
UV. SMITH (1881), 6 U. C. R. 388.—CAN. 


a. By acceptance of a eas 
opportunity Sor inspection.|}—HENEY v. 


b. Obstruction of ormance of con- 
dition.}—-No one oan iin re 





hindcred.—TEMISKAMING & NORTHERN 
ONTARIO Ry. COMMISSION v. WALLACE 
(1906), 37 8S. C. R. 696.—CAN. 

c. Acceptance by purchaser of one 
by vendor to take back defective goods.) 
—Ham v. SMITH TYRER & Co. (1908), 
42 N.S. R. 321.—CAN, 

d. Notice of breach condition pre- 
cedent to action—Watver of notice by 
inspection by vendor.j—Where a pro- 
vision in a contract requires the buyer 
to give notice of defects before making 
claim for a breach of warranty & the 
seller undertakes by his own agents a 
test or demonstration, in a manner not 
contemplated by the order, & thus 
acquires a more accurate knowledge of 
defects than could be conveyed in a 
written notice, any purpose for which 
the notice should have been sent has 
disappeared & it will be held to have 
been waived, especially when the 
agents undertake to satisfy the buyer. 
—J. I, Cask THRESHING MACHINE 
Co. INCORPORATED v. MITTEN, [1918] 
2 W. W. lt. 871; 11 Sask. L. R. 238; 
44 D. L. R. 40.—CAN. 

e. Use of goods after discovery of 
breach. }—NEW HAMBURG MANUFAO- 
TURING Co., LTD. v. KLOTZ (1905), 6 
Terr. L. R. 323; 1 W. L. i. 4713 7 
Terr. L. R.319; 3W.L, R.404,—CAN. 

f. Sowing of seed known to 
be full of weed seed——Loss of right to 
damages for injury to land.}-—-HENDRIE 
. re (Sask.), [1927] 3 D. L. Kh. 

5.— e 
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. Buyer deprived of remedy— 
Failure notify defect in "000s Where 
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of his servant.—Sournern v. How (1617), Cro 
Jac. 408; J. Bridg. 125; Poph. 1433 2° 


oe B. 
“ey ae Ve AIULBUBS (1LO05), 35 VO G. M. & UG. SY6. 
Blanchard v, Hill (1742), 2 Atk. 484; Crawshay 
epson (1842), 4 Man. & G. 357; Hall v. Barrows 
L. T. 227; Hirst v. Denham (1872), L. R. 14 Eq. 


vw ds 
542. 

932. Proof that warranty made at sale..—A 
declaration founded on a ey any must chon thust 
the warranty was made at the time of the sale.— 
ae v. LEwyYns (1621), Cro. Jac. 630 ; 79 BK. R. 
Annotation :—Mentd. Henly v. Walsh (1705), 2 Salk. 686. 

933. Buyer deprived of remedy—Failure to 
notify defect in goods——Usage of bacon trade.]— 
YATES v. Pym, No. 904, ante. 

934. Goods retained & used by buyer—Right 
of seller to recover on quantum meruit.}— 
POULTON v. LATTIMORE, No. 954, post. 

935. ——.|—Lomr v. Tucker, No. 623, 











ante. 
936. .J—A. sold a picture to B. as a 
Rembrandt. There was contradictory evidence in 


an action on an accommodation bill given for the 
price, as to whether there was a warranty, or only 
a representation. The picture was kept :—Held: 
if the jury thought there was a warranty, & it was 
broken, then they should find their verdict for 
that sum which they considered to be the actual 
value of the picture.-—- Dr SEWHANBERG v. 
ae (1832),5 C.& P. 343; 172 BE. R. 1004, 


937. Whether action maintainable—Limitation 
of time.]—Where A., under a contract to deliver 
spring wheat had delivered to B. winter wheat, & 
B., having again sold the same as spring wheat, 
had, in consequence, been compelled, after a suit 
In Scotland which lasted many years, to pay 
damages to the vendee, & afterwards B. brought 
an action of assumpsit against A. for his breach of 
contract, alleging as special damage, the damages 
BO recovered :—Held: although such _ special 
damage had occurred within six years before the 
commencement of the action by B. against A., yet 
the breach of contract, which, in assumpsit, was 
the gist of the action, having occurred & become 
known to B. more than six years before that period, 
A. might properly plead actio non accrevit infra sex 
annos.——BATTLEY v. FAULKNER (1820), 3 B. & Ald. 
288; 106 KE. R. 668. 

Annotations :—Refd. Brown ». Howard (1820), 2 Brod. & 
Bing. 73; Collinge v. Heywood (1839), 9 Ad. & FE). 633; 
Kast India Co. v. Oditchurn Paul (1849), 7 Moo. P. GC. C. 
85; Gibbs v. Guild (1881), 8 Q. B. D. 296. Mentd. 
Davis v. Bank of England (1824), 2 Bing. 393; Rhodes v. 
Smethurst (1838), 4 M. & W. 42; Violett v. Sympson 
(1857), 8 E. & BB. 344. 

938. ——- ——— Action for indemnity against 
original sellers.|—G. & A. S., who had been held 


latent defect.|}—-The purchaser of goods 
subject to a latent defect, sold with a 
warranty, is not estopped from claim- 
ing for breach of the warranty, when 
sued for the price, by having received 
the goods thout objection made at 
the time.—SMITH v. ARCHIBALD (1907), 
2 XY. L. R. 397; 41 N. S. R. 211.—CAN, 





that deft. had consented to waive the 
alleged warranty. There was no con- 
sideration for this consent, therefore 
there could be no waiver. 
waiver occurred after breach of con- 
tract :—Held: deft. was entitled to 
damages on his counter-claim.—DaVIb- 
ny REID (1909), 6 H. L. R. 428.— 
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liable to K. & C. in the first action in respect of 
damages & costs, claimed to be indemnified in 
respect of the same by a French firm of manu- 
facturers from whom they had originally bought 
the skins. The manufacturers contended (inter 
alia) that the law governing the sale of the skins 
was the law of the French Republic, & that the 
action was barred by the French law of limitation : 
—Held: (1) although a contract made in England 
is prima facie to be governed by English law, in 
view of the facts that the goods were made in 
France & were to be delivered in France, & that 
payment was to be made in French money by a 
draft in favour of a French vendor payable on a 
French bank, it must be inferred that here the 
parties intended French law to govern the contract ; 
but that in matters of limitation the lex fort 
applied, & the action was not statute barred by 
not having been brought within the French time 
limit; & (2) according to the rule governing the 
measure of damages laid down by Fry, L.J., in 
Hammond v. Bussey, No. 995, post, the damages 
that must reasonably be supposed to have been in 
the contemplation of the parties as the probable 
result of a breach of the contract, in view of the 
special circumstances, were the damages & costs 
incurred by G. & A. S. in reasonably defending the 
action brought against them, & they were accord- 
ingly entitled to recover these from the manu- 
facturers.—SLAVONSKI v. LA PELLETERIE DE 
RovuBAIX SociétT& ANONYME (1927), 137 L. T. 645. 

939. Inspection of goods by buyer’s 
engineer—lInspection conclusive.|—An English co., 
who owned a railway in Russia, entered into a 
contract for the manufacture & delivery to them 
of rails for their railway. The contract provided 
that a sample should be sent to the co.’s engineer 
for approval before the commencement of the work. 
It was, however, ‘‘ to be expressly understood that 
such approval is not in any way to relieve the con- 
tractor from any of the conditions or stipulations 
contained in this specification.’’ During the pro- 
gress of the work tests were to be applied by the 
engineer at his discretion, & the entire contract 
was to be executed in every respect to the satis- 
faction of the engineer, ‘‘ who shall have the power 
of rejecting any rails or fishing plates he may 
disapprove on any ground whatever, & whose 
decision on any points of doubt or dispute that may 
arise in reference to this contract shall be final & 
binding on all parties. ... The engineer will 
inspect, either personally or by deputy, every stage 
of the process of the manufacture at the works. 
.. . This examination at the works is not in any 
way to commit the co. to the approval & acceptance 
of any rails or fishing plates which, when delivered, 
shall not be strictly in accordance with the draw- 
ings & spcecification.”’ After the rails had been 





repetition of the price of certain seed 
grown by himself, & sold by him at a 
good price, but which, from its bad 
quality, did not vegetate; & held not 
to be a bar to the buyer claiming 
damages, that before sowing the seed 
he had observed it to have a bad 
colour & smell, without ee it, 
or intimating this to the seller.—HILL 


The alleged 


ti ie iS Nee (1909) it B ir & adjustment of + PRINGLE (1827), 6 Sh. (Ct. of Seas.) 

ime.)—-SHINN v. MOLEAN ’ n. —— By repair j O . J , . . . 
k, —— —— ——.]—HUvuTCHINS expiration of time lim y warranty. p 

Gas TrRAcTION Co. (ota , 29 W. L. R ae Ae ae Aan ae (Sask.), [1923] all o Piaietta ) Ww ie 

288; 20 D. L. R. 204.—CAN. 3D. L. R. 1078.—CAN, __...... There goods which are 


1. —— Whether right of vendor 
waived by subsequent sending of experts. } 
-——NEILSON v. MINNEAPOLIS STEEL & 
MACHINERY CoO. OF CANADA, LTD., 
(1920) 2 W. WwW. R, 72.—CAN. 

m. —— Waiver after breach—Neces- 
sity for consideration. }—The jury found 





164.—S. AF. 





o. Goods retained & used 


Bee eel CASE RF Woo? contract of sale repudiated, the implied 


| aa eed 
known to be defective.}—A dealer in 


grass seeds held liable in damages & 


buyer— ty are not at once returned, & the 
condition that they aro fit for the 
purpose for which they are bought fs 
waived, but the implied warranty of 
fitness remains, on which an action 
for damages may be brought.—WHlTE 


sown when 


40 
19,—Breach, of conditions and 


delivered to the co. & paid for by them, & more 
than half of them laid down in Russia, it was dis- 
covered that they were defective. An action being 
brought by the co. for breach of contract :—Held : 
it eould not be maintained, as the contract showed 
that the parties intended the final expression of the 
engineer's satisfaction with the entire contract to 
be conclusive.—DUNABERG & WITEPSK Ry. Co., 
i v. ale GILKES & Co., LTD. (1877), 36 
a T. 783. 

940. Seller holding out as manufacturer—Goods 
manufactured by third party.) —A., a wine 
merchant, orders a crane rope of B., a dealer in, 
& who represents himself as a manufacturer of, 
ropes. B.’s foreman thereupon ascertains the 
nature & dimensions of the rope required, & being 
told that it is wanted to raise pipes of wine from 
the cellar, says that a rope must be made on pur- 
pose. B. does not make the rope himself, but sends 
the order to his manufacturer, who employs a 
third party to make the rope:—Held: in an 
action on the case by A. against B., to recover 
damages resulting from the insufficiency of the 
rope, B., as between him & A., is to be considered 
as the manufacturer of the rope; & an implied 
warranty arises out of the contract, that the rope 
is a fit & proper one for the purpose for which it 
was ordered. Semble: to raise an implied 
warranty, it is not necessary that the vendor should 
also be, or should represent himself as, the manu- 
facturer, where he is told of the purpose for which 
the goods are required, & the purchaser does not 
select them himself, but relies on the skill & judg- 
ment of the vendor.— BROWN v. EDGINGTON (1841), 
2 Man. & G. 279; Drinkwater, 106; 2 Scott, 
N. R. 496; 10 L. J. C. P. 66; 55. P. 276; 188 
BK. R. 751. 

Annotattons :—O . Shepherd v, P ; 

. 868, Distd Ottivent v. Bayley’ Q84), 8 3 DB gas 
Burnby wv. Bollitt (1847), 17 L. J. Hx. 190. Consd. 
Mallan v. Radloff (1864), 17 C. B. N. 8S. 589; Jones ». 
Just (1868), L. R. 3 Q. B. 197. Refd. Hart v. Windsor 
1843), 12 M. & W. 68; Sutton v. Temple (1843), 12 

: W. 52: Morley v. Attenborough (1848), 13 Jur. 

289; Kichholtz v. Bannister (1864), 17 C. B. N.S. 708: 
Readhead v. Mid. Ry. (1867), L. R. 2 Q. B. 412; Randall 
v. Newson (1877), 2 Q. B. D. 102. 

941. Right to recover purchase-money—Part 
delivery—Resale of undelivered part by vendor.|— 
Pltf. agreed to buy 13 tons of oil from deft., & paid 
a deposit for the price, 5 tons were delivered, when 
pltf. said they were of inferior quality, & required 
deft. to take them back or return the deposit 
money. Deft. sold the other 8 tons, but it did not 
appear whether he had thus rendered himself 
incapable of completing the contract, before or 
after pltf. refused to receive ahy more of the oil :— 
Held: inthe absence of such evidence, on an action 
brought to recover back the money, the jury were 
properly directed, whether there was fraud oh the 


SEWING MACHINE Co. vs 
( 894), 29 Ky de Tk; 37.—IR. 
Yr, ——— Right of buyer to refuse to 
accept bill for contract price.J—Where 
goods sold, wi 
for, by bill of exchange, & in 
reach of warranty goods of an inferior 
quality are delivered, the purchaser 
although he retains the goods, is not 
bound to accept a bill of exchange for 
the contract price. The inished 





a 
Part payment 


pureh 


such defect if 


rice. — Du 


OF 


Attempt by buyer to repair— 
of purchase ce. 
r of machinery which develops 
a defect against which the vendor had 
& warranty are to be Pah @n express warranty, does not 
ose his right to sue fordamages caused 24 
b instead of repudiating 
the cuntract he attempts to repair the 
defect & pays a portion of the purchase 
Pp PuLessis v. Vos, [1920] 
C. P. D. 602.—S. AF. 


patt of deft. in the ixtception of the contract & if, 
not, whether thete was sufficient evidence that 
deft. had agreed to rescind the contract.—Firr v, 
CASSANET (1842), 4 Man. & G. 898; 5 Scott, N. R. 
902; 12L. 3.0. P. 70; 1384 EB. R. 369: sub nom. 
Pret v. CAssANET, 6 Jur. 1125. 

942. Written contract—Admissibility of parol 
evidence as to warranty.|—HaARNOR v. GROVES, 
No. 946, post. 

948. Rules of auction mart—When court will 
consider.]——-The ct. will take into consideration the 
rules of an auction mart in an action for breach of 
warranty ; but where the sale was by private 
contract those rules cannot prevail.—TUMMONS v. 
GAMMELL (1866), 15 L. T. 191. 

944. Service of summons—Out of jurtsdiction.] 
—M., 1 merchant at New York, contracted to 
supply certain goods to B., a merchant in London, 
on certain terms. On arrival in London the goods 
were found to be defective & not according to 
contract, & the defects in them were not due to 
sea voyage :—Held: inasmuch as the breach was 
continuing, so as to speak, the English cts. had a 
jurisdiction, & defts. might be served with notice of 
a writ of summons under R. S. C., Ord. 11, r. 1 (é). 
—BarRrow v. Myers (1888), 52 J. P. 3845; 4 


T. L. R. 441, D.C. 
ATU 7 Aen de Crozicr, Stephens v. Auerbach, [1908] 


; -.]—Goods were sold under a 
c.if. contract by a foreigner carrying on business 
& resident abroad to purchasers in England, who 
paid the price in exchange for the bill of lading. 
On inspection of the goods after their arrival in 
England, the ager alleged that they were not 
of the description stipulated for in the contract, & 
obtained leave to issue a writ, of which notice 
was to be served, & was served, on deft. out of the 
jurisdiction, claiming a return of the money paid 
or damages for breach of contract :—Held: the 
contract of sale being a c.i.f. contract, the alleged 
breach had taken place out of the jurisdiction, & 
the case did not fall within R. S. C., Ord. XI.,; 
r. 1 (e), & the writ & service must be set aside.— 
Orozigrn, STEPHENS & Co. v. AUERBACH, [1908] 
2K. B. 161; 771. J. K. B. 878; 99 L. T. 225; 
24 T. I. R. 409 ; 52 Sol. Jo. 335, C. A. 


Annotation :-—Refd. Biddol! +. E. Clemens Horst Co., [1911] 
1 K. 3B. 934. 


Action in county court—Jurisdiction.|—Sce 
County Courts, Vol. XIJI., p. 463, No. 130. 

Breach of condition treated as breach of 
warranty.]—Sce Nos. 927, 928, ante. 








B. Repudiation of Contract, 


946. After goods accepted & partially resold—- 
Repudiation & recovery of price.|—-In an action for 
a breach of warranty on the sale of goods upon a 
written contract, parol evidence is not admissible 
to show that the seller’s agent at the time of the 


shipment, & has elapsed some months 
}~A  befure action, pltf.’s right of action 
is then barred.—BENSON v. INTER. 
NATIONAL HARVESTER OO. OF AMERICA 
(1913), 27 W. L. 1. 518; 6 W. 

2; 16 D. L. R. 350.—CAN. 


PART III. SECT. 19, SUB-SECT. 2.—B. 


b. General rule.}—A completed sale 
of c pies cannot be rescinded for. 
breach of warranty.—WILLIAM HAMI1- 





value of the goods must first be a. Right of action barred—Limttatton TON MANUFACTURING Co. v. KNIGHT 
ined, & a bill for that amount of period of lability by agreement.) HT aes (1897),5 B. C. R. 391.— 
one upon he punches of be ore ae on is competent or ns arties by CAN. 4 
eir agreement to limi e perio G. .J—Where a chattel sold with 
for e ng to accept a bill of ext age A which the vendors shall be a warrants is delivered as agreed i 
for e purely “money | ~EHOMPS x Hable for breach of warranty; & & is not up to the warranty, at 
Ms GUMOUR (1883), 2 N. Z, I. R, 22 where that period is by the agreement act, in the absence of fraud, affords 
(8, C,).— fixed at otie year from the date no gtound for rescinding the contract, 


Part III.—Conpirrons AND WARRANTIES. 


sale represented the goods to be of a particular 
quality. The vendee of goods who has used or 
sold a portion of them after he has discovered that 
they do not answer the contract, cannot repudiate 
the contract, & recover back the price. 

An undertaking in a general contract, not for 
the sale of specific flour, but of a given quantity 
of flour, that it shall be of a certain kind or quality, 
is not a representation, but a warranty, &, if 
binding, it is part of the contract itself.—HARNOR 
v. GROVES (1855), 15 C. B. 667; 30. L. R. 406; 24 
L. J. 0. P. 62; 241. T. 0. 8S. 215; 3 W. R. 168; 
139 E. R. 587. 

Annotation :—Mentd. Rye v. Purcell, [1926] 1 K. B. 446. 

947. Right to reject goods—Goods taken in 
exchange.|—Pltf. exchanged a watch with deft. 
for a pair of candlesticks, which the latter warranted 
to be silver :—Held: pltf. could not maintain 
trover for the watch, on proof that the candlesticks 
were of base metal. EMANUEL v. DANE (1812), 
3 Camp. 299; 170 KE. R. 1389, N. P. 


Annotations :—Consd. Street v. Blay (1831), 2 B. & Ad. 456, 
Refd. Dawson v. Collis (1851), 10 C. B. 523. 
the 


948. In case of fraud.]—Semble: 
purchaser of a specific chattel under warranty, 
having once accepted it, can in no instance return 
the chattel, or resist an action for the price, on 
the ground of breach of warranty, unless in case 
of fraud, or express agreement authorising the 
return, or consent of the vendor. But where the 
contract is executory only when the chattel is 
received, as where goods are ordered of a manu- 
facturer, & he contracts to supply them of a certain 
quality, or fit for a certain purpose, the vendee 
may rescind the contract if the goods do not 
answer the warranty, provided he has not kept 
them Jonger than was necessary for the purpose 
of trial, or exercised the dominion of an owner 
over them, as by selling them.—STREET v. BLAY 


(1831),2 B. & Ad. 456; 109 FE. R. 1212. 

Annotations :—-Apld. Gompertz ». Denton (1832), 1 Cr..& M. 
207; Allen v. Cameron (1833), 1 Cr. & M. 832. Consd. 
Chappel v. Hicks (1833), 4 Tvr. 43; Parsons v. Sexton 
(1847), 4 C._B. 899. Apld. Murray v. Mann (1848), 2 
Exch. 538; Dawson v. Collis (1851), 10 C. B. 523. Distd. 
Woodgate v. Wetton (1854), 24 L. T. O. S. 158. Comsd. 
Clarke v. Dickson (1858), 4 Jur. N. S. 832. Distd. 
Bannerman v. White (1861), 10 C. B. N.S. 844. Refd. 
Pateshall ». Tranter (1835), 3 Ad. & Kl. 103; Kilott w. 
Thomas (1838), 1 Horn & H. 38; Mondel v. Steel (1841), 
1 Dowl. N.S. 1; Sieveking v. Dutton (1846), 3 C. B. 331; 
Syers v. Jonas (1848), 2 Exch. 111; Behn v. Burness 
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1862), 5 L. T. 670; Horsfall v. 

bn; dames Cas RGD Dg Bt stat 

Williamson (1890), 63 L. T. 97; Bulght v dee 

ha vinar ‘ah es entd. Kennedy. A tied pauls etc., Mail 

Hadmont(e77), 6 ch. Doo ee 

949. Agreement authorising return.|— 
STREET v. BLAY, No. 948, ante. 

950. Consent of vendor.}|—STREET v. 
Buay, No. 948, ante. 

951. ie purchaser with a war- 
ranty, on breach thereof, has no right, without 
the assent of the vendor, to return the article 
Gorka endo & to bring an action for the price ; 

ut his remedy is by an action for damages upon 
the warranty.—GOMPERTZ v. DENTON (1832), 1 
Cr. & M. 207; 1 Dowl. 623; 3 Tyr. 232; 2L. J. 
Ex. 82; 149 EH. R. 376. 

952. .|\—A bookcase was warranted to be 
an ancient bookcase ; but it was a modern book- 
case, made to appear only as ancient. The pur- 
chaser having discovered that fact, refused to 
receive it or pay for it, notwithstanding he had 
bought, received, & paid for other articles of the 
same person at the same time :—Held: he was 
not liable for it, the jury having believed the 
warranty to be made, & returned a verdict for 
deft., the alleged purchaser.—WoOODGATE  v. 
WETTON (1854), 24 L. T. O. S. 158. 

953. .|—HkEywortH v. HutcuInson, No. 
484, ante. 
Sale of animals.|- -See ANIMALS, Vol. IT., 
pp. 258, 269-271, Nos. 381-384, 475-485. 
Bulk not corresponding to sample.]— 
Compare Nos. 825-833, ante. 


Balfour, 
Bright v. Rogers, [1917] 























C. Setting up Breach of Warranty. 
(a) In Action by Seller. 


See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 7), 8. 53 (1). 

954. General rule.|—-By a contract for the sale 
of cing foin seed, the vendor warranted it to be 
good new growing seed. Soon after the sale, the 
buyer was told that it did not correspond with 
the warranty, & he afterwards sowed part & sold 
the residue :—Held: in answer to an action by 
the seller to recover the price of the seed, it was 
competent to the buyer to show that it did not 
correspond with the warranty. 


but the remedy is for a breach of 
warranty.—-FINN v. BROWN (1901), 35 
N. B. R. 335.—CAN. 

d. Right to reject goods—Immediately 
or within reasonable time.j|—-MCGREGOR 
v. IaARRIS (1891), 30 N. B. R. 456.— 
CAN. 


; ——,)]-—-- The purchaser’s 
remedy, where no notice is required, 
but where he has not promptly rejected 
the chattel on discovering a defect 
constituting a breach of warranty is in 
damages & not in rejection. FISCHER 
v. ROBERT BELL ENGINE & THRESHER 
Co., Lrp. (Sask.), [1923] 3 W. W._R. 
320; revsd. 18 Sask. L. R. 330.—CAN. 
ic -]— PIONEER LUMBER 
Co. v. ALBERTA LUMBER Co., LTD. 
(1923), 32 B. Cc. R. 442,—-CAN. 


g. ——— ——-} VIcKERS & Co. v. 
SHERIFA & DUDGEON (1803), Hume, 
332.—SCOT. 


ee 








h. sao cuagryi hee of 
disposition by v r—Acts of owner- 
on by vendee.]—While the rule, that 
in absence of agreement the purchaser 
of a specific chattel cannot return it on 
breach of warranty, may not apply to 
a sale providing that the property 
shall not pass until payment of the 
purchase-price, it will apply in such 
case where the vendee in addition to 
keeping the chattel a longer time than 
reasonable or necessary for trial, has 








exercised the dominion of an owner 
over it, as by giving a chattel mortgage 
of it to the vendor.—PEKTROPOLOUS v. 
WILLIAMS (F. K.) Co., Lip. (1906), 3 
N. kB. R. 346 > 1 EK. L. I, 533.—CAN, 


k, ——- —-— After discovery of latent 
defect — Retention & payment during 
attempts of vendor to remedy defects.) 
—NEW HAMBURG MANUFACTURING 
Co. v. WEISBROD (1908), 1 Sask. L. I. 
342; 7 W. L. RR. 894.—CAN. 


l1—— —— --- }--AIRD & 
COGHILL v. PULLAN & ADAMS (1904), 
7 F. (Ct. of Sess.) 258.—SCOT. 

m —- — — ——.}—-A pur- 
chaser’s right to rescind a sale of 
machinery on the ground of a latent 
defect is not barred because he has 
paid portion of the price & used the 
machinery in business after dis- 
covering the defect, where the pur- 
chaser acted in the expectation that 
the seller would remedy the defect.— 
VORSTER BROTHERS v. Louw, [1910] 
T. P, D.£1285.—S. AF. 


n. Whether entire or divisible 
nature of contract material.}—-EDILSON 


o. —-— For latent dcfects.]— The 
purchaser of goods with a warranty as 
to defects is not bound to examine 
them on delivery. He is entitled to 
rely on the warranty & if latent defects 








subsequently become manifest he can 
reject the goods.—MITCHEL!’S PIANO 
SALOONS v. THEUNISSEN, [1919] T. P. 
1). 392.—S. AF. 


ee eed 


p. ./—TURPIN v. DAVIES, 
[1920] de. D. L. 109.—S. AF. 

q. On breach of warranty of title. 
Under Sale of Goods Act, 1896, 8. 11 (c), 
a breach of the implied condition that 
the seller of goods has a right to sell 
them can be treated only as a breach 
of warranty & not as a ground for 
repudiating the contract.— BANK OF 
HAMILTON v. DONALDSON (1901), 13 
Man. L. R. 378.—CAN. 


r. Where warranty condition § pre- 
cedent.}-—-UNDERFEED STOKER Co. ». 


READY (1906), 1 KE. L. R. 502; 37 
N. B. R, 505.—CAN. 
t. ——.]—- JOHNSON v. Dianry & 


ONE NORTHERN MILLING Co. (1920), 
56 D. L. R. 437.—CAN. 

a. Small difference of quality.J—A 
small difference in the quality of the 
goods does not justify a buyer in 
repudiating the sale.—BELANGER wv. 


PART III. BECT ne SUB-SECT. 2.—. 
cd a e 

b. In extinction or reduction of price 

— Extinction — Admissibil of oral 


warranty.) -— GORDON v. ATRROUS 


(1875), 836 U. C. R. 321.—OAN. 
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Sect. 19.—Breach of conditions and warranties: 
Sub-sect. 2, C. (a).] 


‘The vendee was not bound to return the seed 
without using it; by keeping it, he has not pre- 
cluded himself either from bringing an action for 
breach of the warranty, or from insisting on such 
breach in this action, in order to show that the seed 
was of less value than the seller represented it to be 
(BAYLEY, J.).—POULTON v. LATTIMORE (1829), 9 
B. & OC. 259; 4 Man. & Ry. K. B. 208; 7L. J. 
O. S. K. B. 225; 109 E. R. 96. 


Annotations :—Retd. Allen v. Cameron (1833), 1 Cr. & M. 
832; Cousens v. Paddon (1835), 5 Tyr. 535; Dawson v. 
Collis (1851), 10 C. B. 523; Bannerman v. White (1861), 
31 L. J. C. P. 28; Heilbutt v. Hickson (1872), L. R. 7 
C, P.. 438; Bostock v. Nicholson, (1904) 1 K, B. 725. 

Mentd. Horsfall v. Thomas (1862), 8 Jur. N. S. 721; 
Perkins v. Bell (1892), 41 W. R. 195. 

955. In extinction or reduction of price—Ex- 
tinction.|—-GROUNSELL v. LAMB, No. 431, ante. 
56. ——— Reduction.!|—Kine v. Boston (1789), 

7 East, 481, n.; 103 EB. R. 186. 

Annotations :—Retd. Street v. Blay (1831), 2 B. & Ad. 456; 
Monde] v. Steel (1841), 1 Dowl. XK. S. 1; Dawson wv. Collis 
ty 10 C. B. 523; Davis v. Hedges (1871), L. NR. 

. 2. det ; Bow, McLachlan v. Ship Camosun, [1909] 
957. —— .|—If after a sale by sample at 

a specific price, goods of an inferior quality be 

supplied, the vendor cannot recover more than 

the actual value.—GERMAINE v. BurRTON (1821), 

8 Stark. 32; 171 E. R. 757, N. P. 

Annotation :—Refd. Mondel v. Steel (1841), 8 M. & W. 858. 
958. -]—Where A., for a valuable 

consideration, contracted to sell & plant 70,000 

trees on certain lands of deft., & also ‘“ well & 

sufficiently to keep in order the trees aforesaid, 
for two years next after the planting thereof, 

& that such of them as should die during such 

period, except from injury by sheep, game, or 

cattle, should be replanted in the autumns of the 
two years by him:—Held: evidence of non- 

erformance by A. of any part of his contract, 

y_ which the trees had become of less value to 
deft., was admissible to reduce the damages in 
an action on the agreement for their price, & for 
planting them. Semble: this agreement meant 
to keep in order, not by pruning only, but by 
weeding & clearing the ground about the trees.— 

ALLEN v. CAMERON (1833), 1 Cr. & M. 832; 3 

Tyr. 907; 2 L. J. Ex. 263; 149 E. R. 635. 


Annotations :—Refd. Baillie v. Kell (1838), 4 Bing. N. C. 
638; Dawson v. tg 10 C. B. 523; Charles v. 


Altin (1854), 15 C. B. 

959. -]—Under the general issue to 
an action for goods sold & delivered, or for work 
& labour done, deft. may prove, even since the new 
rules, that the goods delivered were not such as 
were contracted for, or that the work was done 
in an unworkmanlike manner, although there was 
a special contract to pay for the goods or work 




















956 {. Reduction.)—A purchaser 
of Seite with an implied warranty 
that they are of merchantable quality, 
is at liberty to take the goods, keep 
them, & use them or a portion of them, 
& then either to set up their inferlor tion of 
quality in answer to an action for their Co. v. Hix (1903), 
price, or to bring an action to recover C. L. T. 121, 209 
cae a bees) enone Fees 377; 2 0. W. R. 

e § e e e WwW 55 . e ° 
217.—AUB. nei gen poe 
Vv. 


056 ll, —— ——.}—JIn an action for 
the price of fish, warranted sound deft. 
may give the unsoundness of the fish 
in evidence in mitigation of d F 956 v 
& is not obliged to resort to an on 


on the warranty.—SMITH v. DUNHAM 
(1845), 2 on 630. OAN. 


factured as 











& qualit 
iis content Gee ake ne nie th ‘ 
price o 80 
delivered, in which it sims ahawa that Held: Spi 


the goods delivered were not manu- 
agreed upon, the vendors 
having substituted castings for forg- 
ings :—Held:; defts. were entitled to 
have their damages applied in reduc- 
Itf.’s claims.—CENTAUR CYCLE 
22 C.L. T. 253; 24 
> 10. W. R. 229 
R. 1025; 3 O. W. Rh. 
Rt. 110.—CAN. 


——.J— PROUT v 
Rogers Froit Co. (1908), 18 
L. R. 240; 9 W. L. R. 554.—CAN 


: .}—Defts. 

from pltfs. 700 crates of peaches; the 

peaches were to be of a 8 ecified size 

* pltfs. sued for the contract 

rice of the posche: & defts. set up 

es were not as agreed :— 
upon the evidence, there w 
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at a certain price; & pltf. can then recover only 
on the quantum meruit.—CovuUSsINS v. PADDON 
(1835), 2 Cr. M. & R. 547; 4 Dowl. 488; 1 Gale, 
ie 5 Tyr. 5385; 5 L. J. Ex. 49; 150 E.R. 


Annotations :—Consd. Dicken v. Neale (1836), 1 M. & W. 
556. Refd. Hayselden v. Staff (1836), 6 Ad. & El. 153; 
Jones v. Nanney (1836), Tyr. & Gr. 634. _Mentd. Broom- 
field v. Smith (1836), 1M. & W. 542; Goldsmid v. Raphacl 
(1836), 3 Scott, 385 ; Gregory v. Hartnoll (1836), 1 M. & 
W. 183; Green v. Marsh (1837), Will Woll. & Dav. 343 ; 
Fischer v. Aldi (1838), 7 L. J. Ex. 229; EKastmure v. Laws. 
(1839), 7 Scott, 461; Kilner v. Bailey (1839), 5 M. & W. 
382; Tuck v. Tuck (1839), 5 M. & W..109; Falcon v. 
Benn (1841), 2 Q. B. 314; Turner v. Diaper (1841), 2 
Man. & G. 241 ; Lord v. Ferrand (1844), 13 L. J. Ex. 111; 
Ford wv. Beech (1846), 11 Q. B. 842; Rodgers v. Maw 
(1846), 15 M. & W. 444; Roberts v. Campbell (1847) 
10 L. T. 0. 8. 183; Roche v. Champagne (1847), 16 
L. J. Ex. 249; Wilkinson v. Kirby (1854), 15 C. B. 430; 

Parr v. Jewell (1855), 16 C. B. 684; Tonge v. Chadwick 

as ya N. S. 232; Traherne v. Gardner (1857), 8 


960. Debt, in £20, for a boat sold 
& delivered by pltf. to deft. Plea, as to £17 10s., 
parcel of the sum of £20, that the action, as to the 
said sum of £17 10s., was brought to recover that sum 
as being the residue of a sum of £57 10s., whereof 
the sum of £20 was parcel, such sum of £57 10s. 
being the price of the boat sold & delivered by 
pltf. to deft.; that pltf., at the time of the sale, 
warranted that the boat was sound & that deft., 
confiding in such promise, bought the boat on the 
terms aforesaid, & then paid to pltf. the sum of 
£40 in part & on account of the boat. The plea 
then averred that the boat, at the time of the sale 
& warranty, was unsound & was not then worth 
more than the £40 which had been & was so paid 
to pltf. for the same; & that deft. incurred an 
expense exceeding £17 10s. in putting her into a 
sound state :—Held: bad on special demurrer, 
as amounting to the general issue.—DICKEN v. 
NEALE (1836), 1 M. & W. 556; 5 Dow]. 176; Tyr. 
& Gr. 878; 5L. J. Ex. 265; 150 BE. R. 556. 

961. -|—In all actions for the price 
of goods sold & delivered with a warranty of 
work & labour, as well as in actions for goods 
supplied under a particular contract, it is compe- 
tent for deft. to give in evidence a breach of the 
warranty or contract, & to show how much less 
the subject-matter of the action is worth by 
reason of such breach. In such case a deft. must 
be considered as having obtained satisfaction for 
the breach, to the extent of the abatement he is 
capable of obtaining in the price, & he is precluded 
recovering in another action on the same breach, 
to that extent, & no more ; he cannot set off, by a 
proceeding in the nature of a cross-action, the 
amount of damage which he has sustained by the 
breach. 

Declaration on a special assumpsit on a contract 
to build a ship according to a specification, assign- 
ing a breach in not building the ship with scantling, 








ee 
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a representation & warranty, the 
warranty was broken, & defts. were 
entitled to a reduction in the contract 
rice.—CATALANO & SANSONE v. CUNEO 
RUIT & IMPORTING Co. (1919), 46 
O. L. R. 160; 17 0. W. N. 60.—CAN. 


956 vi. ‘WILLOMMETT . 
PILANTZ (Sask.) (1921), 62 D. L. R. 
694.—CAN. 











956 vii. .}~—Where a buyer 
accepts goods sold to him under a 
warranty & subsequently discovers 
that portion of the goods do not come 
up to the warranty he may, on being 
sued for the purchase price, deduct the 
differencé between the contract price 
& the lower price at which the faulty 
goods are resold by him in open 
market.—PUROCELL tv. MARKS, LTD., 
[1920] C. P. D. 17.—S. AF. 


Man. 


bought 
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fastening, & planking, according to the specifica- 
tion & alleging special damage. Plea, that deft. 
had sued pltf. for the balance of the agreed price 
of the ship, after payment of £3,500, & also for a 
sum of £150, for extra work, in the form of an 
action for work & labour, & for goods sold & 
delivered : that issue was joined &, on the trial of 
the cause, the now plitf. gave evidence in his 
defence of the same breach of contract alleged in 
the declaration, & insisted, if the amount of com- 
pensation to which he was entitled exceeded & 
equalled the balance & value of the extra work, 
the now pltf. was entitled to a verdict; if less, 
then he was entitled to a reduction upon the 
amount of both, to the extent of such amount of 
compensation: that the judge who tried the 
cause so directed the jury & the jury found that 
the now deft. had committed a breach of the con- 
tract, & that the now pltf. was entitled to some 
compensation, which they deducted from the 
price of the ship, & the value of the extra work : 
that the now deft. had judgment for the amount, 
after such deduction had been made, since the 
commencement of this suit :—Held: (1) the plea 
was bad on gencral demurrer: (2) the plea did 
not disclose any mutual agreement between 
pltf. & deft. to leave the amount claimed to the 
determination of the jury, as arbitrators.— 
MONDEL v. STEEL (1841), 8 M. & W. 858; 1 Dowl. 
N.S.1; 10 L. J. ix. 426; 151 EF. R. 1288. 


Annotations :—As to (1) Consd. Davis v. Hedges (1871), 
L. R. 6 Q. B. 687. Apld. 'fowerson v. Aspatria Agri- 


cultural Co-op. Soc. (1872), 27 L. T. 276. @onsd. Bow, 
McLachlan v. Ship Camosun, [1909] A. C. 597. Refd. 
Bartlett v. 


Rigge v. Burbidge (1846), 15 M. & W. 598; 

Holmes (1853), 13 C. B. 630; The Camilla (1858), Sw. 

$12; Sayers v. London & Birmingham Flint Glass & 

Alkali Co. (1858), 27 J. J. Mx. 294; Oastler v. Pound 

(1863), 1 New Rep. 393; Dakin v. Oxley (1864), 15 C. B. 

N. §. 646; Meyer v. Dresser (1864), 16 C. B. N.S. 646 ; 

oy were v. Hutchinson (1867), L. R. 2 Q. B. 447; Bright 

». Rogers, |1917) 1 K. B. 917. Generally, Refd. Banner- 

man v. White (1861), 8 Jur. N. S. 282. Mentd. Horsfall 

? Thomas (1862), 6 L. T. 462. 

962. .|—The breach of a warranty is 
no answer to an action for the price of a specific 
chattel supplied, though it may be used in reduc- 
tion of the price, & may be the subject-matter of 
an action at law. 

A. contracted in writing with B. to supply him 
with ‘‘ a 14-horse power engine ’’ & erect the same 
by a given day upon the premises of B. in a good 
& workmanlike manner. 3B. in answer, wrote, 
‘In consideration of your supplying me with a 
14-horse power engine, which my foreman has 
inspected, & erecting the same according to your 
undertaking, I agree to pay £260 for the same, by 
instalments, etc.: & on being satisfied with the 
engine, to pay the remainder within two months 
of the completion of the contract.’’ At the time 
of the inspection, the engine was lying in separate 
parts on pltf.’s premises; & upon being put up, 
defts. asserted that it did not do the work of a 
14-horse power engine, & insisted on their right to 
return it, & refused to pay the last instalment, 
upon which pltf. brought an action :—Held: 
defts. had contracted for the purchase of a specific 
chattel, & if there was any breach of warranty, it 
would only amount to evidence in reduction of the 








965 i. As defence to action for price.} 
—~Where a buyer of goods has a claim 
for damages for breach of warranty 
arising out of the sale, such a claim _ by 
the buyer in an action by the seller 
may be set up both by way of defence 
& counterclaim.—FORDEN v. MORRIS, 
[1921) 1 W. W. R. 547; 16 Alta. L. R. 
364; 59 D. L. R. 74.—-CAN. 

967 i. Where paren by vill of 
exchange—FPartial failure of considera- 
tion.J—Deft. proved that the note had 


967 if. 





becn given by him to pltf. for the 
balance of purchase money on a sale 
of some hams warranted good by ptt, 
& that many of the hams were bad. 
The jury found for deft. on the ground 
that the hams were not worth more 
than the money paid :—Held: the 
partial failure was no defence, without Py 
evidence of fraud.— KELLOGG v. H 
(1841), 1 U. C. R, 445.—CAN, 


aaa 


CLARRY (1887), 13 O. R. 105. 
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sum agreed to be paid.—Parsons v. SEXTON 

(1847),4C.B.899; 16L. J.C. P.181; 9L.T.0.S. 

410; 11 Jur. 849; 136 KE. R. 763. 

Annotations :—Apld. Dawson v. Collis (1851), 10 C. B. 523. 
Distd. Mallan v. Kadloff (1864), 17 C. B. N.S. 589. Refd. 
Stadhard v, Leo (1863), 3 B. & 8. 364; Haegerstrand v. 
Anne Thomas S.S. Co. (1905), 10 Com. Cas. 67. 

963. —— Not if alleged breach merely 
collateral.]|—In an action for goods sold & delivered, 
or in an action upon a guarantee of the payment 
of the price of such goods, it is not competent 
for deft. to set up in reduction of damages the fact 
that the goods were delivered by the vendor to 
the vendee after the stipulated time, in breach of 
the agreement between them. 

Where the breach of warranty, of which a deft. 
complains, is upon the very subject-matter of 
the action, it is competent for him to show in 
reduction of damages, how much less the subject- 
matter of the action is worth by reason of such 
breach. But there is no case which carried the 
rule so far as to permit the introduction of evidence 
which does not affect the subject-matter of the 
action (BLACKBURN, J.).—OASTLER v. POUND 
(1863),1 New Rep. 393; 7 L. T. 852 ; 11 W. R. 518. 

9 How far bar to recovery in further 
action for same breach.|—-MONDEL v. STEEL, No. 
061, ante. 

965. As defence to action for price.|}—On a 
count for a quantum valebant pltf. may give 
evidence of an agreed price for the goods, & deft. 
on a plea of non assumpsit, may also go into 
evidence to induce the jury not to give that price, 
by showing that the articles delivered were inferior 
to those that the price was agreed to be paid for. 

Pitf. declared specially in assumpsit that in 
consideration that pltf. had sold & delivered 20 
tons of best Dutch Jead to deft., the latter had 
promised to deliver to pltf. prussiate of potash 
to the same amount, & pltf. averred the delivery 
of the 20 tons of best Dutch lead, & stated as a 
breach that deft. would not deliver the full quantity 
of potash. Deft. pleaded non assumpsit :—Held : 
as deft. had not pleaded that pltf. had not de- 
livered best Dutch lead, he could not go into 
evidence to show that the lead was of inferior 
quality.—PrEaa v. STEAD (1840), 9 C. & P. 636, 
NiP 








966. ———.]—Parsons v. SEXTON, No. 962, 
ante. 

967. Where payment by bill of exchange— 
Partial failure of consideration.|—-MORGAN v. 
RICHARDSON (1804), 7 Hast, 482, n.; 1 Camp. 40, 
n.; 3 Smith, K. B. 487, n.; 170 E. R. 868. 
Annotations :-—Folld. Tye v. Gwynne (1810), 2 Camp. 346. 

pld. Day v. Nix (1824), 9 Moore, C. P. 159. Folld. 

Obbard v. Betham (1830), L. & Welsb. 180 ; Warwick v. 

Nairn (1855), 10 Exch. 762. Refd. Baston v. Butter 

(1806), 3 Smith, K. B. 486. 

968. }j—In an action on a bill of 
exchange accepted for the price of goods purchased 
for exportation deft. cannot give in evidence that 
the goods were of a bad quality, & improperly 
packed, but is driven to his cross-action.—TYE v. 
Ce NE (1810), 2 Camp. 346; 170 HE. R. 1179, 
Balas :—Folld. Obbard v. Betham (1830), L. & Welsb. 











967 iii. ——— .}+—LAWTON v. REID 
soe ie T.) (1905), 2 W. L. R. 240.— 


967 iv. ——-- -———.]-—— LOSIER v. MAL- 
LAY (1915), 43 N. B. R. 364.—CAN. 


, —— Right to set-off against 
costs of seller.J}— BELL ENGINE & 
THRESHING Co. 0. WESENBERG (1912), 
J—LEGGATT  v. 21 O. W. R. 969; 3 O. W. N. 1169; 

AN. 3D. L. R. 550.—CAN. 
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Sect, 19.—Breach of conditions and warranties: 
Sub-sect. 2, C. (a), (0) & (c).] 


969. -|—(1) A partial failure of con- 
sideration cannot be given in evidence in answer 
to an action on a bill of exchange even between 
the original parties. The remedy for such partial 
failure of consideration is to be obtained by a 
cross action. 

(2) A total failure of consideration may be given 
in evidence between the original parties as an 
answer to the action.—OBBARD v. BETHAM (1830), 
5 Man. & Ry. K. B. 632; L. & Welsb. 180; 8 
L. J. 0. S. K. B. 254. 

970. der to an action by drawer 
against an acceptor of a bill of exchange for 
£20 8s. 6d., that before the drawing & acceptance 
of the bill, it was agreed between pltf. & deft. that 
pitf. should do certain carpenter’s work for deft. 
for £63; that deft. paid pltf{. £43 in part payment 
of the £63, & afterwards accepted the bill of ex- 
change, on account of the residue of the £63 ; that 
pltf. did not perform his agreement, but neglected 
to perform some work, & performed in an unwork- 
manlike manner other work, necessary to be done 
under the agreement; & that the £43 was more 
than the whole work done was worth :—Held: 
bad, on motion for judgment non obstante veredicto, 
as disclosing, not a total failure of consideration 
for the bill, but only a partial failure of the con- 
sideration, to which the money payment & the 
bill were alike applicable.—TRICKEY v. LARNE 
(1840),6 M. & W.278; 9L. J. Ex. 141; 151 E.R. 
414; sub nom. PRIQUET v. LARN®, 8 Dowl. 174. 
Annotations :—Oonsd. Sully v. Frean (.854). 10 Exch. 535. 

Folld. Warwick v. Nairn (1855), 10 Exch. 762. 

971. -|—To an action by the drawer 
against the acceptor of a bill of exchange for 
£313 12s. 9d. deft. pleaded, except as to 
£108 15s. 3d. parcel, that the bill was drawn & 
accepted in respect of the price of certain goods 
sold by pltfs. to deft., & for no other debt; that, 
at the time of sale, pltfs. promised deft. that the 
goods should be of a certain quality; that he 
bought the goods & accepted the bill on the faith 
of Pe promise ; that the goods delivered were 
not of the quality specifled but of inferior quality, 
& that they were of the value of £108 15s. 38d. & 
no more; & that, save as aforesaid, there never 
was any value or consideration for the making 
or accepting the bill of exchange :—Held: the 
lea was bad.—WaRWICK v. NAIRN (1855), 10 

ixch. 762 ; 156 E. R. 648. 
Annotation :—-Refd. Bow, McLachlan v. 

[1909] A. C. 597. 

972. Total failure of consideration.] 
MORGAN v. RICHARDSON (1804), 7 East, 482, n. ; 
a 40,n.; 3 Smith, K. B. 487, n.; 170 E.R. 

nnotations :-— i; @ v. Y ; ‘ 
A os Consd Tye v Gyyane Ole 346 


oore, C. P. 159. d. Baston v. 
Butter oe 3 &mith, K. B. 486; Obbard v. Betham 
1830), & 
xch. 762 


Welsb. 180; Warwick v. Naim (1855), 10 




















Ship Camosun, 


9751. Wrongful repudiation of con- 
tract by buyer.}—When the purchaser 
of an article has absolutely refused to 
accept it because he had changed his 
mind about buying it, he cannot avoid 

aying damages on the ground that 
he seller was to prepay the freight & 
had not done 80.—GREER v. DENNISON 


that the 


retained them in security of damages 
& expenses :—Held: 
retention being in securit 
he must be treated as abiding by the 
contract & was barred from plea 

oods were of inferior quality, 
eer ae —MELVILLE 


> the only legal 


& from cleiing. oe 


v. CRITORLEY (1858), 
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973. -.}— OBBARD v. BETHAM, No. 
969, ante. 
974 -.] — WELLS v. HopxKIns, No. 


800, ante. 

975. Wrongful 
buyer.|— BRAITHWAITE v. 
Co., No. 495, ante. 

976. Nature of defence—Within County Court 
Rules, Ord. 10—Not set-off.]—To a claim for the 
price of goods sold the defence of a breach of 
warranty is not a set-off within Ord. 10, r. 10, of 
OC. C. R., 1903 & 1914; nor has it by the passing 
of Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), become a statu- 
tory defence within r. 18 of that Ord.; therefore 
notice of such a defence need not be given under 
the Ord.—BriGut v. Rocers, [1917] 1 K. B. 917 ; 
86 L. J. K. B. 804; 117 L. T. 61; 61 Sol. Jo. 370, 
D. C. 

977. —— Not statutory — Necessity for 
notice.|—Briaut v. Rocrenrs, No. 976, ante. 

Failure to set up breach—-Whether bar to subse- 
quent action by buyer.|—-See Nos. 978-980, post. 


of contract by 


repudiation 
HARDWOOD 


FOREIGN 





(b) In Action against Seller. 

See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), 8. 53 (4). 

978. Effect of previous action by seller for price 
—Breach of warranty not set up as defence.|— 
Semble : where an action has been brought for the 
value of goods furnished at a stipulated price & 
the purchaser does not cither in bar of the action 
or to reduce the damages object to the quality 
of the goods, but allows the seller to recover a 
verdict for the full price agreed upon, he cannot 
afterwards maintain a cross action on the ground 
of the goods being of a bad quality & unfit for the 
purpose for which they were ordered. As soon as 
the purchaser of goods discovers that they do not 
answer the order given for them, he ought to return 
them to the vendor or send him notice to take 
them back & if he does neither, he cannot 
afterwards maintain an action on the ground of 
the article being quite unfit for the purposes for 
which he ordered it.—-FISHER v. SAMUDA (1808), 
1 Camp. 190; 170 E. R. 925, N. P. 
Annotations :-— Refd. Jones v. Bright (1829), 5 Bing. 533; 

Allen v. Cameron (1833), 3 Tyr. 907; Francis v. Baker 
G eae 3 Jur. 771; Shepherd v. Pybus (1842), 11 L. J. 


© P. 101; Davis v. Hedges (1871), L. R. 6 Q. B. 687; 
Randall v. Newson (1877), 2 Q. B. D. 102. 


979. -]—In an action for the stipu- 
lated price of a specific chattel, deft. pleaded 
payment into ct. of a sum which pltfs. took out 
in satisfaction of the cause of action :—Held: deft. 
in that action was not dg ha thereby from suing 
pltfis. for negligence in the construction of the 
chattel.— RIGGE v. BURBIDGE (1846), 15 M. & W. 
nee ; 4Dow. &L.1; 15L. J. Bx. 309; L3H. 
988. 

Annotation :-—Reld. Davis v. Hedges (1871), 25 lL. T. 155. 

980. .]—In an action for damages for 
the non-performance & improper performance of 
certain work which pltf. had employed deft. to do, 
the defence set up was that deft. had sued pltf. 














purchaser should ‘‘ pay balance on 
cars where they are spotted on tracks 
subject to inspection,” the failure of 
the purchaser to reject the ap les on 
unroeae & learning their o jection: 
able kind & condition, was held, under 
Sales of Goods Act, R. 8S. M. 1913, c. 
174, 8. 13, not to prevent his right of 


of the price, 


Dunl. (Ct. of 


(1911), 21 Man. L. R. 46.—CAN. 

d. Retention of goods as security for 
damages.}—-A purchaser who pald the 
price of goods, on finding they did 
not answer their description, fmmedi- 
ately gave notice to the seller, but in- 
stead of ret them on 
offered repayment of the price, he 


Sess.), 643; 28 So. Jur. 277.—SCOT. 
PART III. eek woe SUB-SECT. 2.— 


0. Provision for inspection before pay- 
ment-——Failure to reject on datacover- 
ing ect.}—Where the contract for 
the sale of apples provided that the 


action for breach of berber oC pa 
SMALLMAN ¥. BATES (Man.), [1919] 
2 W. W. R.. 238; 47 D. L. R. 709.— 
CAN, 

ft. Proof of breach-——Of warranty of 
title.J)—~In an action for breach of 
warranty of title it {8s necessary to 
prove at the trial that the title was not 
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for the ay of the work alleged to have been 
improperly done, & pltf. had settled by paying the 
whole amount then sued for; & that, as pité. 
might have given the non-performance & the 
defective performance complained of in evidence 
in reduction of damages, pltf. was precluded from 
bringing a cross action for them :—Held: though 
pltf. might have used the causes of action for which 
he sued in reduction of the claim in the former 
action, yet he was not bound to do so, but might 
maintain a separate action for them. 

It is clear that before any action is brought 
for the price of an article sold with a warranty .. . 
the person to whom an article is sold . . . may pay 
the full price without prejudice to his right to sue 
for the breach of warranty. ...Is there any 
reason why he should be deprived of this right 
by the mere fact of his opponent having com- 
menced an action for the price? We think that 
_there is none ... he [the buyer] may claim no 
reduction at all & afterwards sue for his entire 
cause of action (HANNEN, J.).—DAVIS v. HEDGES 
(1871), L. R. 6 Q. B. 687; 40 L. J. Q. B. 276; 
25 L. T. 155; 20 W. R. 60. 

Annotations :—Retd. Caird v. Mos (1880), 33. Ch. D. 22; 

Bright v. Rogers, (1917] 1 K. B. 917. Mentd. Re Hilton, 


Kix p. March (1892), 67 L. TF. 594: Bow, McLachian v. 
Ship Camosun, (1909} A. C, 597. 


981. Whether action contract or tort.} — 
MoENS v. HEywortsH (1842), 10 M. & W. 147 ; 
H. & W. 188; 10 L. J. Ex. 177; 152 E. R. 418. 


Annotations :—Mentd. Gorsuch v. Cree (1860), 2 L. T. 567; 
Udell v. Atherton (1861), 7 H. & N. 172; Mackay ». 
Commercial Bank of New Brunswick (1874), L. R. 5 P. C. 
394; London Assce. v. Mansel (1879), 11 Ch. D. 363; 
Derry v. Peek (1889), 14 App. Cas. 337; Joel v. Law 
Union & Crown Insco., [1908] 2 K. B. 431; Yorke v. 
Yorkshire Insce., [1918] 1 K. Bi. 662. 


982. .|—A. purchaser buying goods on the 
recommendation of the vendor that they are 
suited to a special purpose, has a remedy by action 
for breach of contract, & not for tort, in negli- 
gently giving bad advice, if the goods prove 
unsuitable.-—RowE BROTHERS Co., Lrp. »v. 
CROSSLEY BrRoTHERS, Lrp. (1912), 108 L. T. 11; 
57 Sol. Jo. 144, C. A. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Lock v. Army, Navy & General 
Assee, Assocn. (1915), 31 T. I. R. 297; Metropolitan 
Tunnel & Public Works v. L. Elec. Ry., [1926] Ch. 371. 
983. Action founded on invalid instrument—Sale 

of ship.]—Defts.’ testator being sole owner of a 

ship, signed & delivered to pltf., G., an instrument, 

describing the ship as copper bolted, but not. 
reciting the certificate of registry ; at the foot of 
which was written, ‘‘ Sold the within-mentioncd 
ship to G.”” He afterwards executed a bill of sale 
to pltf. in the usual form, which did not describe 
the ship as copper bolted. She was not copper 
bolted, & pltf. declared in assumpsit against defts., 
as exors. of the vendor, for the breach of his 
warranty in that particular :—Held: the action 





as warranted.—KOESsTER v. HAMILTON 
PROVIDENT & LOAN Soctmry (1895), 
10 Man. L. R. 374.—OAN. 

g. Onus of proof.}-BOUCHER 
Livestock & Lanp Co. v. BROWN 
(Sask.), [1920] 3 W. W. R. 817.—CAN. 

h. —— By affidavit of consignee of 
buyer. }—PROVINCIAL LUMBER Co., LTD. 
v. TYEE LUMBER Co., LTD. (B. O.), 

k, Presumption of breach—Hay 
aed Se exceptionally early in season 
— Defect esumed due to tmproper 
curing.}—HILL ©. CAMPBELL (Alta.), 
{1927] 2 D. L. R, 1007.— CAN. 


° f 
defictency arbitration——W hether arbi- 
tration ttton precedent to action.}— 
Davin v. Swirt (1910), 16 B. C. R. 70; 
44 8. CO. R. 179.—CAN. 

m. Whether remedy barred — On 


—If a 





has no claim 


453.—OAN. 





by general deacrip 
sequent 


handling d& inexp 
—JOHNSO 


implied warranty of title £ 
ston—FPossession yielded 
urchaser for value withou 
notice sells to another & the latter on 
learning of the original vendor’s claim 
of lien allows him to take the goods, he 
ss st his immediate 
vendor on the plied warranty of 
title or for quiet possession.—BERG- 
FELDT v. MARKELL, (1921) 1 W. W. R. 


n. Liability of ortginal vendor on sale 
tion—-Liabil 
chaser.J}-—-PIONEER LUMBER 
Co. v. DOMINION LUMBE 
(B. C.), [1923] 2 D. L. R. 1104. 

0. Defences— Defects due to mis- 
erience of purchaser.) 


N Inv. O00. ¥. LPITTS 
(Alta.), [1927] 2 D. L. R. 722.—CAN, 
p. After payment of full 
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could not be maintained, the instrument first 
mentioned being void by 34 Geo.3, c. 68, s. 14.— 
KAIN v. OLD (1824), 2 B. & C. 627; 4 Dow. & Ry. 
K.B.52; 2LJ.0.8. K. B. 102; 107 KB. R. 517. 


Annotations :~—Distd. Freeman v. Baker (1833), 5 B. & Ad, 
797. FF. Lloyd v. Sturgeon Falls Pulp Co. (1901), 85 
L. T. 162. Refd. Dobell v. Stevens (1825), 5 Dow. & Ry. 


K. B. 489; Jones v. Bright (1829), 5 Bing. 533. 

984. Breach must be caused by seller-—Evidence 
of negligence by purchaser.J|—In an action on a 
contract to sell to & ship for & on account of 
pltfs. a quantity of beer, to a firm at Bombay, for 
sale on his account, & on an alleged undertaking 
that it should be in a fit condition for shipment ; 
it was proved that when the beer was warehoused 
it was in bad condition; but it appeared that, 
through the default of pltf. in not advising the 
Bombay firm of the consignment, the beer had lain 
for six weeks unwarehoused in the ship or on the 
quays, & that this would amply account for its bad 
condition :-—Held: there was no evidence of a cause 
of action, whether for breach of contract or negli- 
gence.—ESCOMBE v. JARVIS (1862), 3 F. & F. 435. 

985. Provision for inspection before payment— 
Failure to inspect-—Or to discover defect on in- 
spection.|—Where goods are sold ‘‘ Payment net 
cash after inspections of goods immediately on 
arrival of steamer,’’ the buyer has a right to claim 
damages if the goods are not in accordance with 
the contract even though he does not inspect the 
goods, or, by mistake does not on inspection dis- 
cover the defect in them.—KHAN v. Ducnt (1905), 
10 Com. Cas. 87. 





(c) Prior Return of Goods or Notice of Breach. 


986. Necessity for.|—The vendee of a merchant- 
able commodity warranted to be of the best 
quality, proceeds to use it from time to time till 
the whole has been consumed, when the value of 
the article can no longer be ascertained, having 
given no notice to the vendor during this time of 
any defect in the article, & having deprived the 
vendor of the means of proving the value of the 
article by proper tests, the vendee is not entitled 
to recover on the ground of any alleged defect in 
the article-—Hoprxkins v. APPLEBY (1816), 1 Stark. 
477; 171 BE. R. 535, N. P. 

987. -|—In an action for the price of 
clover seed sold by sample, deft. contends that the 
seed delivered did not accord with the sample ; 
before he can go into such a defence, he must 
prove that he gave notice of his objection to pltf.— 
GRONING v. MENDHAM (1816), 1 Stark. 257; 171 
ki. R. 466, N. P. 





988, ———.]—-PouLron v. Latrm™onre, No. 964, 
ante. 

989. ———.]—-GroUNSELL v. LamB, No. 431, 
ante. 

ziet posses- A Purchaser may pay the full price 

to lien- ae) in the fitst instance, but may after- 

wards bri an action against tho 


seller for "the breach of warranty 
& recover from him the amount of 
the damage occasioned nero 
COVENTRY v. M‘Enrey (1862), 19 I. O. 
L. R. 160; 14 Ir. Jur, 144.—IR. 


PART III. caer. Mei SUB-SECT. 2.—~ 
° 6 e 


to gub 986 i. Neressit for.] — HARRIS 

- Scarrm & Co., LTD. ». Fenty 
R SALES Co. peoryEns (1915), 18 W. A. L. R. 65.—~ 
AN. 986 ii. ——-.}—JoHN ABELL CO. ». 
aye W. T.) (1005), 1 W. L. R. 24. 
—CA ° 


986 iff, ———.]—- ALLCOCK ©. MANT- 
TOBA WINDMILL & Pump Co, (1911), 
18 W. lL. R. 77.—CAN. 
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Sect. 19.—Breach of conditions and warranties: 
Sub-sect, 2, D. (a).J 
D. Measure of Damages. 
(a) In General. 

See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 91), 8. 53 (2), &, 
hab as Fe DAMAGES, Vol. XVII., pp. 180 et seq. 

990. Damages & costs paid or payable to third 
party—On resale.|—A. in Holland commissioned 
B. in London, to purchase & ship tobacco of the 
best quality, B. employed C. as his broker for that 
purpore who accordingly made a purchase from 

. On the arrival of the tobacco in Holland, it 
turned out to be of a very bad quality, when A. 
brought an action & recovered against B. :—Held : 
B. was entitled to recover from C. the whole of 
the damages he had sustained in the action brought 
against him by A. although he had received a 
bought note from C. in which the tobacco was not 
described as of the best quality.— MAINWARING v. 
BRANDON (1818), 8 Taunt. 202; 2 Moore, ©. P. 
125; 129 EB. R. 361. 
Annotation :—Refd. Exploring 

Kolckmann (1905), 94 L. T. 23 

991. —— J—A. sold a picture to B., 
warranting it a Claude. B. sold it to J., & war- 
ranted it a Claude to him. The picture was not a 
Claude, & J. brought an action against B. on the 
warranty. 3B. defended the action, & J. recovered 
damages & costs against him. B. then brought an 
action against A. upon the first warranty :— 
Held: B. was in this action entitled to recover 
against A. the amount of the damages & costs 
that_B. had paid to J., & also the costs incurred 
By B. in defending the first action. But, if the 
jury should be of opinion tha‘ the sale from B. to 
J. was not a real sale of the picture, in the ordinary 
course of business, but merely a colourable sale, 
on the usurious discount of a bill, they ought to 
disallow these sums.—PENNELL v. WOODBURN 
(1835), 7 C. & P. 117, N. P. 
Annotation :—Mentd. Penley v. Watts (1841), 7M. & W. 601. 

992. -]—Declaration charged that 
deft. had sold to pitf. seed barley, warranting it to 
be of a particular quality, but had delivered seed 
barley of an inferior quality & it alleged, as special 
damage, that pltf., relying on the warranty, had 
sold the seed barley with a similar warranty to T., 
who had sown it & had thereby obtained a crop 
inferior to that which would have been produced 
by seed barley of the quality warranted, & so 
incurred damages which the pltf. was liable to 
make good. Deft. having suffered judgment by 
default, it was proved, on the execution of the 
writ of inquiry for damages, that the sale by plté. 
had taken place as alleged ; & evidence was given 
of the pecuniary amount of the values of the crop 
obtained & the crop which would have been pro- 
duced by seed barley of the quality warranted. It 
further appeared that pltfs.’ vendee had claimed 
from him tompensation, which pltf. had agreed 
to make ; but no sum had been agreed upon, & no 
payment actually made :—Held: in assessing the 
damages, the jury ought to include the amount 
to which they considered pltf. had become liable 


jug & Minerals Co. »v. 











PART III. SECT. 19, SUB-SECT, 2.— 
D. (a) 


990i. Damages & costs paid or 
payable to third party—On resale.}— 
GROCERS’ WHOLESALE Co, v. BOSTOOK 
(1910), 17 O. W. R. 129: 20. W.N 
144; 22 C. L. T. 130.—GAN, 


q. ——— —— Where purchaser failed 
to inspect before resale.}-—— WILSON ¥. 
CARMICHARL & Sons (1894), 1 8. L. T. 
615.—SCOT. 


r. Sale of unsound '!food—Loss of pledged or 


cattle by poisoning.}—WIILSON v. DuUN- 
VILLE (1879), 6 L. R. Ir. 210.—IR. 253 


t. Price paid for defective article 
~—Whether possession o 
material.}—As soon a8 the vendee dis- 
covers the defect be may bring an 
action on the warrant 
value of the article 
received, & the measure of damages 
{is the same whether the goods are in 
his warehouse or in the hands of per- 
sons tow om ne Tpay afterwards have 
sO 


SALE oF GoopDs. 


to his vendee in respect of the difference of the 
crops.— RANDALL v. RAPER (1858), E. B. & E. 
84; 27 L. J. Q. B. 266; 31 L. T. O. S. 81; 4 
Jur. N.S. 662; 6 W. R. 445; 120 E. R. 438. 

Annotations :—Distd. Josling v. Irvine (1861), 6 H. & N. 


512; Borries v. Hutchinson (1865), 18 C. B. N. S. 445. 
Apld. Smith v. Green (1875), 1 C. P. D. 92. Conad. 
noc Vv. 


Bostock v. Nicholson, ate 1K. B. 725; 
Lewis & Peat, {1923} 1 K. B. 690. efd. 
1859), 28 L. J. Q. B. 197; The Chieftain (1863), Brown. 

Lush. 104; Mullett v. Mason (1866), L. R. 1 CG. V. 559 ; 
Woolley v. Broad (1892), 61 L. J. Q. B. 259; Britannia 
Hygienic Laundry Co. v. Thornycroft (1926), 135 L. T. 
88. Mentd. Dixon v. Fawcus (1861), 7 Jur. N. 8S. 895 ; 
English & Scottish Trust Co. v. Flatau (1887), 36 W. KR. 
238; Wednesbury Corpn. v. Lodge Holes Colliery Co., 
{1907] 1 K. B. 78. 


Spark v. Heslop 


993. ———- ———.]—-DINGLE v. Hark, No. 1020, 
post. 
994, —— .|—Although the vendor of a 





commodity he has purchased and resold with a 
warranty may recover in respect of liabilities to 
his vendees, yet the question of such liability will 
depend upon the opinion of the jury, on the whole 
case, as to the breach of the original warranty.— 
HENLEY v. Woopcock (1859), 1 F. & F. 532. 

995. .} — Deft. contracted for the 
sale of coal of a particular description to pltfs., 
knowing that they were buying such coal for the 
purpose of reselling it as coal of the same descrip- 
tion. Pltfs. did so resell the coal. The coal 
delivered by deft. to pltfs. under the contract & 
by them delivered to their sub-vendees did not 
answer such description, but this could not be 
ascertained by inspection of the coal, & only 
became apparent upon its use by the sub-vendees. 
The sub-vendees thereupon brought an action for 
breach of contract against pltfs. Pltfs. gave notice 
of the action to deft., who, however, repudiated all 
liability, insisting that the coal was according to 
contract. Plitfs. defended the action against them, 
but at the trial the verdict was that the coal was 
not according to contract, & the sub-vendees 
accordingly recovered damages from pltfs. Pltfs. 
thereupon sued deft. for breach of contract, 
claiming as damages the amount of the damages 
recovered from them in the action by their sub- 
vendees, & the costs which had been incurred in 
such action. Deft. paid the amount of the 
damages in the previous action into ct., but 
denied his liability in respect of the costs :—Held : 
the defence of the previous action being, under the 
circumstances, reasonable, the costs incurred by 

Itfs. as defts. in such action were recoverable as 

eing damages which might reasonably be sup- 
posed to have been in the contemplation of the 
parties, at the time when they made the contract, 
as the probable result of a breach of it.— HAMMOND 
& Co. v. BussEY (1887), 20 Q. B. D. 79; 57 
L. J.Q. B.58; 4 T. L. R. 95, C. A. 


Annotations :—Apld. Agius v. Great Western Colliery Co., 
{1899} 1 Q. B. 413; Prince of Wales Dry Dock Co. 
Swansea) v. Fownes Forge & Enginecring Co. (1904), 90 

. T. 527. Distd. Cointat v. Myham, (1913) 2 K. B. 220. 
Apld. Pinnock v. Lewis & Peat, {1923} 1 K. : 
Bennett v. Kreeger (1925), 41 T. L. R. 609; : 
Cohen v. Slavouski (1927), 96 L. J. K 3B. 850; Patrick 
v. Russo-British Grain Export Co., {1927} 2 K. B. 535: 
Slavonski v. La Pelleterio De Roubaix Soc. Anon. 








CYCLE Co. v. HItL (1902), 22 C. L. T. 
; 10. W. R. 639; O. W. R. 
1025; affd. (1903),7 0. L. R. 110; 3 
O. W. R. 354; 24 C. L. T. 209.—CAN. 
a. ——.}— ELLIOTT v. ARRO-LITE Co. 
(Sask.) (1921), 60 D. L. R. 705.—CAN. 
b. ea seven days after 
the plaintiff had purchased two oxen 
ear fagy date of lung-sickness & died 
wit three days thereafter. The ex- 
pert evidence showed that the disease 
must have been contracted before date 
of sale & been latent at that time:— 


third party 





& recover the 
e should have 


them.—CENTAUR 


Part III.—ConpDITIONS AND WARRANTIES. 


(1927), 137 L. T. 645. Consd. Re Hall & Pim (Junior) 
HED At hits Ea Sek oa, Se 
1905), 93 L. T. 490 : Glace Oo ee ee eB. oes 


I Clare v. Dobson, (1911) 

roops v. Chaplin (1920), 37 T. L. R. 112; Britannia 
Hygienic Laundry Co. v. Thornycroft (1926), 135 L. T. 83. 
Mentd. The Argentino (1888), 13 P. D. 191; Sanderson 
v. Blyth Theatre Co., [1903] 2 K. B. 533; The Wallsend, 
[1907] P. 302; Furness, Withy v. Hall (1909), 25 T. L. R. 
233; South Wales & Liverpool §.S. Co. v. Nevill’s Dock 
& ne Nevill’s Dock & Ry. v. Maatschappij 8.S. Bestevaer, 
Rotterdam (1913), 108 L. T. 568; The Cairnbahn (1914), 
30 T. L. R. 309; Hoole U. D.C. v. Kidelity & Deposit Co. 
rey rae P. 118; Weld-Blunde]l v. Stephens, [1919] 


996. -.|—Resps. sold sced to applts. 
as “‘common English sainfoin’’ on the condition 
that ‘‘sellers give no warranty expressed or 
implied as to growth, description or any other 
matters.” The seed delivered to applts. was not. 
‘common English sainfoin,” but ‘‘ giant sainfoin,” 
a different & inferior seed. Applts. accepted the 
seed believing it to be ‘‘common English sain- 
foin,”’ & resold it as such to other parties, to whom 
applts. were obliged to pay damages for the mis- 
take :—Held : applts. were entitled to the remedies 
applicable to a breach of warranty & to recover 
from resps. the damages which applts. had been 
obliged to pay to the other parties. 

_ If a thing of a different description is accepted 
in the belief that it is according to the contract, 
then the buyer cannot return it after having 
accepted it, but he may treat the breach of the 
condition as if it were a breach of warranty, that 
is to say, he may have the remedies applicable to 
a breach of warranty (LoRD LOREBURN, C.).— 
WALLIS, SON & WELLS v. Pratr & HAYNES, 
[LO11] A. C. 394; 80L. J. K. B. 1058; 105 L. T. 
146; 27 T. L. R. 431; 55 Sol. Jo. 498, H. L. 

Annotations :—Consd. Re Bourgeois & Wilson, Holgate 

(1920), 25 Com. Cas. 260. Distd. Japy v. Sutherland, 

Sutherland v. 8.8. Thoeger (1921), 91 L. J. K. B. 19. Consd. 

Wimble v. Lillivo, London (1922), 38 T. L. R. 296; 

Szymounowski v. Beck, [1923] 1 K. B. 457. Apld. 

Baldry v. Marshall, (1925) 1 K. B. 260; Barker (Junior) 

v. Agius (1927), 43 T. L. R. 751. Refd. Harrison v. 

Knowles & Foster, [1918] 1 K. B. 608; Lancaster »v. 

Turner, [1924] 2 K. B. 222. Mentd. Lake v. Simmons, 

{1926] 1 K. B. 366. 

997. J}—Pltf., a coal merchant at 
Cardiff, having contracted with shipowners for the 
supply of coal to their steamers there, entered into 
a contract with defts., who were colliery pro- 
prictors also- carrying on business at Cardiff, for 
the supply to him of coal, which was expressly 
stated to be for shipment in those steamers. 
Detts. committed a breach of their contract in not 
supplying coal under it with reasonable despatch, 
in consequence of which the supply of coal to one 
of the steamers by pltf. was delayed & the steamer 
was detained. The shipowners thereupon made a 
claim of £150 upon pltf. in respect of her detention, 
& subsequently brought an action against him to 
enforce their claim. Pltf. gave notice of the claim 
& action to defts., who repudiated all liability, & 
refused to take up the defence, stating however 
that they considered the claim preposterous, & 
the amount of it excessive. Itf. thereupon 
defended the action, paying £20 into ct., & at the 
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trial he succeeded in showing that the sum so 
paid in was sufficient. He then brought an action 
against defts. for breach of their contract. The 
judge at the trial found that the course taken by 
pltf. in defending the action against him was 
reasonable :—Held: the pltf. was entitled under 
the rule in Hadley v. Baxendale (1854), 9 Ex. 341, 
to recover from defts. as damages the amount of 
the costs reasonably incurred by him in defending 
the action against him over & above the amount 
which he had received for costs as between party 
& party from the pltfs. in that action.—AGIUS v. 
GREAT WESTERN COLLIERY Co., [1899] 1 Q. B. 
413; 68L. J.Q. B. 312; 80 L. T. 140; 47 W.R. 
4038, C. A. 


Annotations :—Apld. Pinnock v. Lewis & Peat, [1923) 1 
K. B. 690; Bennett v. Kreeger (1925), 41 T. L. R. 609 ; 
Kasler & Cohen v. Slavouski (1927), 96 L. J. K. B. 850. 
Refd. Scott v. Foley, Aikman (1899), 5 Com. Cas. 53; 
Clare v. Dobson, [1911] 1 K. B. 35; The Solway Prince 
(1914), 31 T. L. R. 56; Weld-Blundell v. Stephens, {1920} 
A. C. 956; Britannia Hygienic Laundry Co. v. Thorny- 
croft (1926), 135 L. T. 83. Mentd. South Wales & Liver- 
pool $.S8. Co. vw. Nevill’s Dock & ny Nevill’s Dock & Ey: 
v. Maatschappij S.S. Bestevacr, otterdam (1913), 108 
L. T. 568; The Cairnbahn (No. 2) (1914), 30 T. L. R. 309. 


998. -.|—Pltfs. bought a coat with 
fur collar attached, for resale, from deft. & sold 
it to a customer. Owing to the colouring matter 
with which the fur was dyed, the customer con- 
tracted a skin disease & brought an action against 
pltfs., claiming damages. Pltfs. informed deft. 
thereof & requested him to undertake the defence 
of the action. Deft. denied liability but never 
suggested that pltfs. had no answer to the action, 
with the result that pltfs. defended the action & a 
jury awarded the customer £138 18s. as damages 
for her suffering, & pltfs. had to pay the costs of 
the action :—Held: pitfs. were entitled to recover 
from deft. the damages so awarded, together with 
the customer’s taxed costs of the action & their 
own costs of defending the action as between 








solr. & client.—BENNETT (SIDNEY), LTD. v. 
KREEGER (1925), 41 T. L. R. 609. 
999. .|—B., a wholesale  furrier, 


bought some dyed rabbit skins from A. for the 
purpose, as A. ‘knew, of making them into fur 
collars. B. having made the fur collars, resold 
to C., C. resold to D., & D. to K., a draper. HE. 
then sold a coat, with one of these fur collars 
attached, to F., a customer, for her own wear. 
F.. developed ‘‘ fur dermatitis,’ owing to antimony 
in the fur. F. sued E. for damages for breach of 
warranty on the sale of the coat. FE. gave notice 
of the action to D., D. to C., C. to B., & B. to A. 

i. defended, but judgment was given against 
him for £67 & £248 costs. I. claimed this sum, 
together with his own costs, £643 in all, from D. 
who paid without resisting the claim. D. recovered 
this amount from C. together with a further sum 
for his costs. C. claimed from B., & B. having 
paid £645 & £45 for costs, sued A. for £699 
damages for breach of warranty on the sale of the 
skins. 

The ct. found as a fact that E. had acted 
reasonably in defending the original action by F. : 





Held; plaintiff was entitled to recover f. ——— Within contemplation of h. .)— Action upon a war- 
back the purchase price by means vparties.}—Where an express warranty ranty given on sale of second-hand 
of an actio redhibitoria.—Havisips v. is given by the seller as to the quality machinery ‘‘ good for twelve months 


JORDAN, 20S. C. 149.—S. AF. 


CG. Damage to goodwill of business 
— Conviction on resale of butter.}— 
FITZGERALD v. LEONARD (1893), 32 
L. R. Ir. 675.—IR. 


d. Damages flowing naturall rom 
breach.) —- NORTHWOOD  ¥. Rae 496.—S. AF 
(1878), 28 C. P. 202; 3A. R. 37.—CAN, g. Cost of 


®. ~———.]—- CORBIN v. THOMPSON 
(1907), 39 3S. C. R. 575.—CAN, 


suppose 
templation of the 


of an article sold & this turns out to be 
untrue, an action les for damage which 
flows naturally from the breach of 
warranty, & may reasonably have been 
to have been in the con- 
arties.—-Evans & 
PLows v. WILLIS & 


utting goods in state as 
are A Roose v. O’HaGANn 
(1882), 1 e R. 300.—OAN. 


with proper care ’’ :—Held : the measure 
of damages was the sum which, at 
the time of the sale, it would have been 
necessary to expend in order to remove 
any defect which constituted a breach 
of the warranty. OK v. THOMAS 
(1889), 6 Man. L. R. 286.—OCAN. 


k. ——.] — SUMNER _ Uv. DOBBIN 
(1906), 16 Man. L. R. 151.—CAN. 
lL ——.J]— CHAPIN & Co. ¥. 


- [1923] C. P. D. 
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Sect. 19.—Breach of conditions and warranties: 
+ Bub-sect. 2, D. (a) & (b).] 


—Held: B. was entitled to recover from A. (a) the 
damages recovered in the original action by F.; 

{b) the costs of both sides in that action; & (c) a 
sum in respect of costs incurred by themselves & 
C. & D. respectively in connection with the claims 
against ie —KASLER & COHEN v. SLAVOUSKI, 
ieee) 1K.B, 78; 96L. J. K. B. 850; 137 L. T, 


Joe -—Consd. Slavonski v. 8 Pelleterie de Roubaix 

Soc, Anon. (1927), 137 L. T. 645 

1000, —.]—-SLAVONSKI v. LA PELLE- 
TERIE DE ROUBAIX SOCIETE ANONYME, No. 938, 
ante. 

1001. ——— Defective article used in goods manu- 
factured by plaintiff.|—-Defts. contracted to sell by 
description to pltf. sulphuric acid, commercially 
free from arsenic. fPltfs. did not make known to 
defts., either expressly or by implication, the 
purpose for which they required the acid. In 
breach of the implied condition that the acid 
should correspond with the description in the 
contract, defts. supplied to pltfs, sulphuric acid 
which was not commercially free from arsenic. 
Pitis. by the exercise of ordinary care might have 
discovered the presence of arsenic in the acid ; 
but they did not do so, &, in ignorance of the fact, 
used the acid in the manufacture of brewing sugar 
in the shape of invert & glucose, which they sold 
to brewers who used it in the brewing of beer. 
The beer thus made was rendered poisonous, & 
the brewers suffered loss in respect of which pitfs. 
were liable to them. Pltfs. also lost the price of 
the acid, which was rendere:: worthless to them, 
& the value of other goods spoilt through being 
mixed with the acid: & the oodwill of their 
business was damaged :—Hel pltfs. were 
entitled to recover from defts. the: price of the acid 
& the value of the goods spoilt, but not the damages 
payable by pltfs. to the brewers or the damage 
to the goodwill of pltfs.’ business.—Bostock & 
Co,, Lrp. v. NicHOLSON & Sons, Lrp., [1904] 
1K. B. 725; 73 L. J. K. B. 524; 91 L. T. 626; 
58 W.R.155; 20 T. L. R. 342; 9 Com. Cas. 200. 
annolay ios -—Distd. Cointat v. Myham, [1913] 2 se a 

220. Jd. Turpin v. Victoria Palace, [1918] 2 

330. 8 d. Taylor v. Bank of Athens, Pinnock ¢ v. jan 

of Athens (1922), os LL. J. K. B. 776; Pinnock v. Lewis & 

Peat, [1923] 1 K. 690. 

1002. Loss of * anchor Batsal in warranted 
cable.|—Under an averment that one of the links 
of a warranted chain cable broke, & that thereby 
the chain cable & an anchor to which it was 
attached were wholly lost, it is sufficient to prove 
that a link of the chain cable being broken, the 
pilot, for the preservation of the ship & crew, 
slipped the cable, & that the anchor & chain cable 
were thereby lost. Under the warranty of the 
cable, pltfs. might, in addition to the value of the 
cable, recover the value of the lost anchor, to 
which the insufficient cable was attached.— 
BORRADAILE v¥. BRUNTON (1818), 8 Taunt. 535 ; 
2 Moore, C. P. 582; 129 BH. R. 491. 
sata 7 :—Dbtd. Hadley v. Baxendale (1854), 23 L. T. 
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1008. At launehing of vessel.|—CarTo, 
MILLER & Co. v, Gipson & SON (1856), 3 L. T. 217. 

1004. Bale of ship—-Loss of services while under 
repairs.|—THE SALDANHA, BAINES v. GIBBS (1856), 
41L, 7.742; 94. T. 87, 

1005. Defective carriage pole-—-Injury to horses— 
Neen ae damage.J—-RANDALL v. NEWSON, 

ante. 

1006. Sale of unsound food—Loss of eustom.|— 
Wits, Dorset & SomeERsET Dairy PRODUCE 
SUPPLY ASSOCN. v. HAMMOND (1888), 4 T. L. R. 
584 ; on appeal (1889), 5 T. L. R. 196, C. A. 

1007. ——BLAKE v. FENNER (1911), 
cited in, [1913] 2 K. B. at p. 224; 82L.3.K.B, 
at p. 554 ; 108 L. T. at p. 558, C. ‘A, 

Annotation *—Apld. Cointat v. Myham, {1913] 2 K. B. 220. 

1008. wearer me) of food & imposition 
of fine—Costs & fine.|—If a retailer buys pro- 
visions with an implied or express warranty & 
such provisions are seized & destroyed, & he him- 
self is fined, because, unknown to him, they are 
unfit for food, he may recover from his vendor, 
in addition to their value, the costs of his defence 
& costs ordered to be paid by him ; & semble: also 
the amount of the fine if he can show that it was 
not imposed, or increased, in consequence of any 
default on his part.—CRAGE v. Fry (1903), 67 J. P. 


240; 1L. G. R. 253. 

Annotations :—Retd. Cointat v. Myham, [1913] 2 K. B. 220; 

fe v. Reliable Advertising & Addressing Agency, 

[1915] 1 K. Ei poe Mentd, Weld-Blundell v. Stephens, 

{1919} 1 K. 520. 

1009. ——— Death from poijisoning—-Expenses of 
iliness.|—FRost v. AYLESBURY DatIry Co., No. 
7133, ante. 

1010. Loss’ of wife’s services.|—In an 
action for breach of a waranty that tinned salmon 
sold by defts., to pltf. was fit for consumption as 
human food pltf. claimed damages under the 
following head, among others namely on the ground 
that his wife having partaken of the salmon had 
in consequence died, & that, she having performed 
services for him in the care of his house & family 
until her death, he was under the necessity after 
her death of hiring some one else to perform such 
services. The jury found a verdict for pltf., & 
awarded £200 in respect of the damages claimed 
as above-mentioned :—Held: the death of pltf.’s 
wife not forming an essential part of the cause of 
action sued upon but only an element in ascer- 
taining the damages arising therefrom there was 
no rule of law which prevented such damages as 
aforesaid from being recoverable in the action.— 
JACKSON v. WATSON & Sons, [1909] 2 K. B. 193; 
78 L. J. K. B. 5687; 100 L. T. 799; 25 T. L. XR. 
454; 653 Sol. Jo. 447, C. A. 

Aunotations :—Consd. Cointat v. Myham, [1913] 2 kK. B. 
220; The Amerika, [1914] P.167. Refd. Berry v. Humm, 
{1915] 1 K. B. 627. 

1011. Sale of mortar—Building condemned— 
Cost of pulling down & rebuilding.|—Deft. sold 
pltf. mortar for some building operations, & 
subsequently the building was condemned by the 
London County Council on the ground that the 
mortar was bad :—Held: pltf. was entitled to 
recover from deft. the cost of pulling down & 
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rebuilding.—Smiru v. Jouwson (1899), 15 T. L. R. 
vid : Eimden’s ees 4th ed. 668. 
nnotat :—Refd. 5 e 
Thornycroft (1928), re id 3 ee ene pane 


1012. Value of article destroyed—Contaminated 
beer.]—The measure of damages, apart from special 
circumstances, which the manufacturer of an 
article that has had to be destroyed by the fault 
of another is entitled to recover, is the price 
which he could have sold it for on the day that it 
had to be destroyed :—Held: therefore, although 
pltfs. were brewers they were entitled to recover 
the full selling value of the beer in their cellars, 
which had by the fault of defts. to be thrown 
away, & not merely such a sum as they them- 
selves must have expended in order to peew an 
cqual amount of beer of the same quality to replace 
it.—HoOLDEN (RicHARD), Lrp. v. Bostock & Co., 
Lrp. (1902), 50 W. R. 323; 18 T. L. R. 317; 46 
Sol. Jo. 265, C. A. 

Annotation :—Distd. Cointat v. Myham, [1913] 2 K. B. 220. 

1013. Poisoned glucose.]|—Bostock & Co., 
LTD. v. NicHoLson & Sons, Lrp., No. 1001, ante. 

1014. Price paid for defective article.|—Bosrock 
& ag Lrp. v. NicHoLson & Sons, LTv., No. 1001, 
ante. 

1015. Damage to goodwill of business.) — 
Bostock & Co., Lrp. v. NICHOLSON & SONS, Lrp., 
No. 1001, ante. 

1016. Nominal damages—Loss not due to seller’s 
breach of contract.|—By a contract made in July, 
1919, for the sale of Cyprus locust beans, it was 
provided (inter alia), that shipment was to be 
made by the sellers in July &/or Aug., 1919, & 
that the bills of lading were to be dated for those 
months. 

The goods arrived in J.ondon on Sept. 27, 1919, 
é& on Sept. 29 the buyers paid for them. It was 
subsequently discovered that the goods had not 
been shipped. until Sept., & that the bills of lading, 
although dated Aug. $1, had not in fact been 
signed until on or after Sept. 6. From the date 
of the contract in July, the market for all locust 
beans had fallen heavily. The buyers had resold 
the beans, & so could not reject or return them. 
There was no difference in value at the material 
time between locust beans shipped in Aug. & 
those shipped in Sept. On a claim for damages 





be dismantled & rebuilt, the ct. in 
view of the known climatic conditions 
of the country refused to allow damages 
for loss of use of the engine after that 
date, in the absence of evidence by the 
purchaser showing that for any period 


1017 iv 


_. .. =. /-Hoae v. Park (1893), 

3 Terr. L. LR. 171.—CAN. 
~ —~—.]—ROBINSON v. BOYD 
Oe T.) (1905), 2 W. la R. 425 
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for breach of contract, which was admitted :— 
Held: asthe buyers’ loss was not due to the sellers’ 
breach of contract, the buyers were only entitled 
to nominal damages.—TayLoR & SONs, Lip, v. 
BaNK OF ATHENS, PINNOCK BROTHERS v. SAME 
(1922), 91 L. J. K. B. 776; 128 . T. 795; 27 
Com. Cas. 142. 

Breach of warrant of authority.|——See AGENCY, 
Vol. I., pp. 664-667, Nos. 2791-2808. 


(b) Breach of Warranty of Quality. 

See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), 8. 53 (3), 

1017. Difference between value as contracted for 
& value as delivered.|—Goods sold are described 
in the invoice as scarlet cuttings, a warranty is 
to be inferred that the goods answered the known 
mercantile description of scarlet cuttings. 

In an action of assumpsit it is alleged as a breach, 
that certain goods sold & delivered to pltf., & 
warranted to be scarlet cuttings, were not scarlet 
cuttings, per quod, they became & were of no use 
or value to pltf. Pltf. is entitled, without any 
further allegation of special damage, to recover 
as much as the goods would have been worth to 
him had the contract been faithfully performed 
by deft.—BripG@r v. WAIN (1816), 1 Stark. 504 ; 


171 KK. RR. 543, N. P. 

Annotations :—-Refd. Budd ». Fairmanner (1831), 1 L. J. 
©. P.16; Barr v. Gibsou (1838), 3M. & W. 390 ; Rameden 
vw. Gray (1849), 7 C. B. 961; Hall v. Conder (1857), 2 
C. BL N.S. 22; O’Hanlan v. G. W. Ry. (1865), 6 B. & 5. 
484; Elbinger Act. v. Armstrong (1874), L. R. 9 Q. B. 
473: Hinde v. Liddel] (1875), L. Lt. 10 Q. B. 265. 


1018. .]—Pitf. sued on a breach of warranty 
on the sale of wheat. The declaration contained 
a special count which stated a warranty that the 
wheat would grow, & a breach that it would not, 
& that pltf. was deprived of great gains, etc. The 
declaration also contained counts for money had 
& received, & on an account stated. The parti- 
culars of demand were for the price of the wheat, 
but were expressly limited to the indebitatus 
counts :—Held: this did not prevent pltf. from 
giving evidence of what the value of the crops 
might have been with a view to his damages on 
the first count.—PAGE v. PAVEY (1839), 8 C. & P. 
769, N. P. 

1019. ——-.]—In an action for the breach of a 
contract by delivering goods of a quality inferior 








1017 x. J—LALEUNE wv. Farr 
WESTHER (1915), 32 W. L. RR. 9173 9 
W,. W. BR. 567; 25 Man. L. it. 783.— 


after thut dato he had work for the 
eugine to do & that {t could have been 
properly used therein. In any event 
the compensation recoverable for loss 
of use ef the engine in such case would 
be only for the time necessarily taken 

rebuild it using due diligence 
& dispatch. — ADVANCK HUMELY 
TRRESUBR Co. INCORPORATED  ». 
WHALEY, [1920] 2 W. W. RR. 325; 52 
Tem R. 169; 18 Sask. L. R. 239.— 
CAN. 


PART III. SECT. 19, SUB-SECT. 2.— 
D. (b). 


1017 i. Difference between value as 
contracted for & value as detivered.|— 
When the bought note specifies the 
article bought to No. 1 mackerel, it is 
@ warranty that they are of that 
quality. he measure of damages is 
the difference between the value of the 
article actually sold & the value in 
the same market of an article of the 

uality specified in the bought note.— 
WIER v. BissErr (1859), 2 Thom, 178. 
ii. ——.]— Ets ABELI, 


1017 ii. v. 
(1882), 10 A, R. 226.—CAN, 


1017 v. -—-~.]—-The measure of dam- 
ages for breach of warranty is set out 
in Sale of Goods Ordinance, 8. 51, 838. 
2& 3, & is the difference between the 
value of the goods at the time of 
en to the buyer & the value they 
would have had if they had answered 
to the warranty.-—-SCRAMLIN & SMITH 
v. PHALEN (1910), 14 W. L. R. 259; 3 
Sask. lu. LR. 194.—CAN. 

1017 vi. .])— DECKER v. SYL- 
VESTER MANUFACTURING Co. (1910), 
14 W. L. R. 500; 3 Sask. L. R. 173.— 
CAN. 

1017 vii. ———.]—Nuiss v. CANADIAN 
PorT HuBON Oo. (1911), 16 W. L. B. 
§42.—CAN. 

1017 viii. ~——.]—The measure of 
damages for a breach of warranty of 
a chattel whon the article has not been 
returned is the differance between its 
value with the defect warranted against 
& the value which it would have borne 
without the dofect.—Burck v. GRAHAM 
an W. LL. R. 291; 4 Sask. L. R. 


1017 ix. .]— STEXINACKHR  ¥. 
Squire (1914), 30 0. L. BR. 149; 19 
D. L. RK; 434 . 5 Q. WwW. N, 566,.—CAN. 








35,— CAN. 
4017 xi. ———.} ——McPuallL v. ABBOTT 
(1916), 834 W. L, R. 134; 10 W. W. RR. 
347.—CAN. 
1017 xii. ~--——.]-—- The measure of 


damuges recoverable for delivery of 
goods of an inferior quality to that 
of the sample by which they were sold 
is the difference between the market- 
value of the goods of the quality con- 
tracted for & the markct-value of the 
goods actually delivered.—JOHN ELAL- 
LAM, LTp. v. BAINTON, [1920] 2 W. W. KR. 
296: 54D. L, lt. 637; 608. C. R. 325. 
——~CAN. 

1017 xiii. ———.J—WaAkD v. RoOssEB 
(1920), 54 D. L. R. 531.—CAN. 

1047 xiv. -}— ARNOTY v. CAN- 
ADIAN FAIRBANKS Mors& Co., LTD., 
{1921] 1 W. W. R. 261; 56 D. LL. RB. 
731; 14 Sask. L. R. 32.--CAN, 

4017 xv. .}-BISHINSKY v. APPLE- 
TON (1921),64 D.L. R. 477; 500.L. R. 
426.—CAN. 

1017 xvi. Dr Lavat Co. vw. 
KENNEDY (Sask.), [1923] 1 D. L. RR. 
151.—CAN. 











a. Warranty of farm imple- 
ments.J—There are cases of breach of 
warranty of quality on a sale of goods 
where the damages are not measured 
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Sect. 19.—Breach. of conditions and warranties: 
Sub-sect. 2, D. (b), EB. & F.} 


to that contracted for, the proper measure of 
damages is, the difference between the value of 
goods of the quality contracted for, at the time 
of the delivery, & the value of the goods then 
actually delivered, or their value as ascertained 
by a resale within a reasonable time: & the 
fact of the goods having been previously paid for 
cannot be taken into consideration in estimating 
the damages.—LODER v. KEKULE (1857), 3 ©. B. 
N. 8.128; 27L. J. 0. P. 27; 30L. T. O. S. 64; 
4 Jur. N.S. 93; 5 W. R. 884; 140 BE. R. 687. 

1020. -(—In an action for a breach of 
warranty on the sale of goods which the buyer has 
sold again :—Held: the proper measure of damages 
was, the difference between the real market value 
at the time of the sale & the contract price. Qu.: 
whether the buyer might not have been entitled 
to recover a sum fairly & reasonably paid by him 
as compensation to a third person to whom he 
had upon the faith of deft.’s warranty sold a portion 
of the goods.—DINGLE v. HARE (1859), 7 C. B. 
N. 8. 145; 29 L. J. C. P. 143; 12D. T. 38; 6 
Jur. N. S. 679; 141 E. R. 770. 


Annotations :—Refd. Mullett v. Mason (1866), L. R. 1 C. P. 
559; Baldry v. Bates (1885), 1 T. L. R. 558. 


1021. .]}—JONES v. Just, No. 682, ante. 

1022. .|}—On a sale of seed potatoes, the 
potatoes were of an inferior quality to that 
warranted :—Held: the purchaser was entitled 
to the difference in value between the crop actually 
produced & the crop that would have been produced 
if the warranty had been complied with, if it were 
a reasonable thing for the purchaser to plant the 
seed without examination.— WAGSTAFF v. SHORT- 
Horn Datry Co. (1884), Cab. & El. 324. 

1028. -|—Pitf. purchased an orchid from 
deft. at an auction for twenty guineas with the 
warranty that it was ‘‘ Cattleya Acklandiae alba, 
only known plant.’’ After two years it flowered, 
& produced not a white but a purple flower. 
The value of such a plant is 7s. 6d. In an action 
for breach of warranty, the county ct. judge found 
as a fact, that, if the orchid had been an actual 
alba, it was at the time of sale worth £50; but 
that until it showed its real nature there was no 
probability that an orchid grower would give more 
than twenty guineas for it:—Held: judgment 
must be entered for pltf. for £50.—ASHWORTH v. 
WELLS (1898), 78 L. T. 136; 14 T. L. R. 227, C. A. 

1024. -]|—Shippers of goods at a foreign 
port chartered a ship to carry the goods to London. 
The charterparty provided that the master should 
sign bills of lading in the form indorsed on it. 
That form contained the clauses ‘‘ shipped in 
good order & condition & to be delivered in the 
like good order & condition’? & ‘“ quality & 
measure unknown ”’ & incorporated the American 
Harter Act which imposes upon shipowners & 
masters the duty of delivering to shippers of 
merchandise bills of lading stating (inter alia), 
“the apparent order & condition’’ of the 
merchandise delivered for carriage. The goods 
in question were damaged before shipment & the 
damage wasapparent. The master, however, took 
them on board & gave the shippers a bill of lading 
in the form indorsed on the charter. Before 
delivery of the goods in London, the shippers sold 
them to purchasers there, who thereupon became 

















under Sale of Goods Act, R. 8. S. loss of use of the 


1909, c. 147, 8. 51 (3). The use of the 


of time resulting from a breach of 


SALE OF GOODS. 


indorsees of the bill of lading to whom the Poe, 
in the goods passed. On presentation of the bill 
of lading & shipping documents the purchasers 
paid the contract price of the goods to the shippers 
& the goods having been delivered in their damaged 
condition in London, the purchasers, in an arbn. 
between themselves & the shippers obtained an 
award against the latter for damages representing 
the difference between the price paid by the pur- 
chasers & the value of the goods when deliveréd. 
The purchasers did not sue the shippers, who were 
a foreign firm, on that award, but now sued the 
owners of the ship for damages for not delivering 
the goods in good order & condition :—Held: 
the words in the bill of lading ‘‘ shipped in good 
order & condition ’’ were not words of contract, & 
the purchasers were not entitled to sue for any 
breach of contract in respect of them; but the 
shipowners were bound by the representation of the 
master in the bill of lading that the goods were 
shipped in good order & condition; & there being 
sufficient evidence that the purchasers had altered 
their position & acted to their own prejudice on 
the faith of that representation, the shipowners 
were estopped from denying the truth of it, & were 
liable in damages to the purchasers for not deliver- 
ing the goods in good order & condition, the 
measure of damages being the difference between 
the price paid by the purchasers, & the value of the 
goods when delivered, together with the reasonable 
expenses incurred on delivery by reason of their 
damaged condition. 

The words ‘‘ shipped in good order & condition ’’ 
are not words of contract in the sense of a pro- 
mise or undertaking (CHANNELL, J.).—COMPANIA 
NAVIERA VASCONZADA v. CHURCHILL & SIM, 
SAME v. BuRTON & Co., [1906] 1 K. B. 237; 75 
L. J. K. B. 94; 94 L. T. 59; 54 W. R. 406; 22 
T. L. R. 85; 50 Sol. Jo. 76; 10 Asp. M. L. C. 177 ; 
11 Com. Cas. 49. 


Annotations :—Apld. Martineaus wv. Royal Mail Steam 
Packet Co. (1912), 106 L. T. 638. Refd. Hogarth Shipping 
Co. v. Blyth Greene, Jourdain, [1917] 2 K. B. 534; New 
Chinese Antimony Co. v. Ocean 8.8. Co., [1917] 2 K. B. 

64; The Tromp, [1921] P. 337; Brandt v. Liverpool, 
are oe River Plate Steam Navigation Co., [1924] 1 


1025. Advantage accruing in mitigation of 
damage — Relevant considerations.] — Although 
the opinion of the High Ct. upon a special case 
stated by an arbitrator under Arbitration Act, 
1889 (c. 49), with regard to a question of law arising 
in the course of the reference cannot be the subject 
of an appeal, yet, if that opinion is erroneous, an 
award expressed to be founded on that opinion 
can be set aside as containing an error of law 
apparent on the face of the award. ‘Turbines 
supplied under a contract to a railway co. were 
deficient in power & in economy of working & were 
not in accordance with the contract. The railway 
co., whilst reserving their right to damages for 
breach of contract, used the turbines for a time, but 
ultimately replaced them by other turbines of a 
different make & design. In the course of an 
arbn. between the contractors & the railway co. 
as to the measure of damages in respect of the 
breach of contract the arbitrator found (1) that the 
purchase of the substituted turbines by the railway 
co. was a reasonable & prudent course for the 
purpose of mitigating the damages; (2) even if the 
original turbines had complied with the contract, 


W. W. R, 124; 56D. L. R. 745; 14 


machinery & loss 
Sask. L. Rr. 22.—CAN. 


expression primd facie in said sub-sect. the statutory warranties that the b—— $= —-—.]— JOHNSTON 
in tes that the sub-sect. raisesa pre- machinery well made, of good AysperTaA FouNDRY & MAOHINE Co., 
A materials & durable.—ScHLOSSER v. 


sumption only. buyer of farm 
machinery is entitled to damages for 


SAWYER MASSEY Co., Lrp., [1921] 1 


Lip. (Alta.) sien 63D. L. R. 161 ; 
{1922} 2 WwW. e R. 1011.—CAN. 


Part III.—Conpirions AND WARRANTIES. 


it would still have been to the pecuniary advan- 
tage of the railway co. at their own cost to have 
replaced them by the other turbines owing to their 
greater efficiency ; & he stated a special case for 
the opinion of the ct. whether in the circumstances 
the cost of the substituted turbines was recoverable 
by the railway co., as part of their damages. The 
ct. answered this question in the affirmative, & the 
arbitrator made an award expressed to be made on 
the’footing of this answer. A motion to sct aside 
the award as containing an error of law on the face 
of it was refused :—Held : the pecuniary advantage 
which the railway co. derived from the superiority 
of the substituted turbines was relevant matter 
for the consideration of the arbitrator in assessing 
the damages, & the award ought to be remitted to 
him with a declaration to that effect.—Bririsu 
WESTINGHOUSE ELEctTRIC & MANUFACTURING Co., 
Lrp. v. UNDERGROUND ELEcTRic Rys. Co. or 
Lonpon, Lrp., [1912] A. ©. 673; 81 L. J. K. B. 
1132; 107 L. IT. 325; 56 Sol. Jo. 734, H. I.. 


Annotations :—Consd. Williams v. Agius, [1914] A. C. 510; 
Re Wulf & Dreyfus (1917), 86 L. J. K. B. 1368. Apld. 
Hill v. Showell (1918), 87 L. J. K. 2B. 1106. Consd. 
Payzu v. Saunders, [1919) 2 K. B. 581; Champsey Bhara 
v. Jivraj] Balloo Spinning & Weaving Co., [1923] A. Cc. 
480. Refd. Re King & Duveen, [1913] 2 K. B. 32: May 
vw. Mills (1914), 30 T. L. R. 2873 Re Olympia Oil & Cake 
Co. & MacAndrew Moreland, [1918] 2 K. B. 771; Re 
Parsons & Brixham Fishing Smack Insce. Soc. (1918), 62 
sol. Jo. 384; Westacott v. Hahn, [1918] 1 K. B. 495; 
Re Cogstad & Newsum, [1921] 1 K. B. 87; A.-G. for 
Manitoba v. Kelly, [1922] 1 A. C. 268; Taylor v. Bank 
of Athens, Pinnock v. Same (1922), 91 L. J. K. B. 776; 
Kelantan Government v. Duff Development Co., [1923] 

. C. 395; Northwood v. L. C. C. (No. 2) (1927), 96 
I,. J. K. B. 520; Roberts v. Anglo-Saxon Insce. Assocn. 
(1927), 96 L. J. K. B. 590. 


1026. Contract for sub-sale—Whether taken into 
account.]|—Manufacturers agreed to sell 38,000 


pieces of unbleached cotton cloth of a specified’ 


quality at a certain price per piece to be delivered 
within a certain period. They delivered 1,625 
pieces of inferior quality. The purchasers accepted 
& paid for these pieces but refuscd to take any 
further deliveries, &, being sued by the manu- 
facturers for non-acceptance of the remaining 
pieces, counterclaimed damages for breach of 
warranty of quality in relation to the 1,625 pieces. 
The purchasers had made a contract to deliver 
2,000 pieces of bleached cloth to third persons at 
a price per piece higher than the market price per 
piece of the 1,625 pieces as delivered, & in ful- 
filment of that contract had actually delivered 691 
of the 1,625 pieces, & had received payment for 
them :—Held: this contract was not to be taken 
into account in measuring the damages.—SLATER 
v. Horie & SMrru, [1920] 2 K. B. 11; 89 L. J. 
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kK. B. 401; 122 L. T. 611; 36 T. L. R. 13823 25 


Com. Cas. 140, C. A. 

Annotations :—Refd. Lebeaupin v. Crispin, [1920] 2 K. B. 
714; Taylor v. Bank of Athens, Pinnock v. Same (1922), 
91L. J. K. B. 776. 


1027. Value at time of delivery to sub-pur- 
chaser.|——Resps. sold to claimant sodium sulphide 
in drums. The drums were delivered to claimant 
in Manchester, but resps. knew that they were 
intended for export. Owing to the difficulty of 
opening & reclosing the drums it is impracticable 
to open them until the contents are actually 
required for use. The drums were resold by 
claimant, & owing to congestion on the French 
railways & other causes they did not reach the 
ultimate consignees at Lyons & Genoa respectively 
till some months later. On the drums being 
opened by those consignees the contents were 
found to be not sodiuin sulphide but caustic soda 
of inferior quality. The drums were thereupon 
rejected. On a claim for damages by claimant 
against resps. :—lJeld: the damages were to be 
assessed according to the prices ruling, not at the 
date of the delivery in Manchester, but at the date 
when the drums were opened by the ultimate 
consignees at Lyons & Genoa.—VAN DEN HURK v. 
MARteEeNs (R.) & Co., Lrp., [1920] 1 K. B. 850; 
$89 L. J. Kk. B. 545; 123 L. T.110; 25 Com. Cas. 


170. 

Annotations :-—Apld. Saunt. v. Belcher & Gibbons (1920), 90 
L. J. K. B. 541. GConsd. Hardy (London) v. Hillerns & 
Fowler (1923), 92 L. J. K. B. 930. 





E. Expenses of Keeping Goods or Animals. 


Cost of keep of animals.]—Sce ANIMALS, Vol. II., 
pp. 271-272, Nos. 489-492. 


I’. Remedies Other than Action for Breach. 


1028. Agreement to exchange.|—The purchaser 
of a warranted but worthless watch, is entitled to 
maintain an action for deceit, although it is stipu- 
lated, that if he dislikes the watch, the vendor shall 
exchange it for one of equal value.—WALLACE v. 
JARMAN (1817), 2 Stark. 162; 171 KK. R. 607, N. V. 

1029. Arbitration clause—As bar to action.|— 
Plitis. bought from defts. a quantity of East 
African copra cake to be of fair average quality, 
sound delivered. The contract provided that “‘ the 
goods are not warranted free from defect render- 
ing same unmerchantable, which would not be 
apparent on reasonable examination ’’; that any 
disputes arising out of the contract should be 
scttled by arbn.; & that notice of arbn. should 
be given & the arbitrator nominated in writing 


1026 i. Contract for sub-sale—W hether 
taken into account.J-—-SHRAGGE IRON & 
METAL Co., Lrp. v. WESTERN HIDE & 
JUNK Co. (Alta.), [1923] 3 D. L. R. 1; 
{1923} 2 W. W. R.730.—CAN. 

1027 i. Value at time of delivery to 
sub-purchaser.)—HAMILTON v. MAGILL 
(1883), 12 L. R. Ir. 1386.—IR. 

c. Loss of profit—-Goods supplied for 
special purpose-—kKknown to seller.) -— 
CROMPTON & KNOWLES LOOM WORKS 
v HorrMan (1903), 23 C. L. T. 188; 
60. L. R. 554; 10. W. RR. 7173 2 
O. W. R. 273.—CAN. 

d.——- —— ——.]—-GRAHAM 1. 
BiaELow (1912), 11 BE. L. WH. 114; 46 
N. Ss. Ti 116; 3 Dd. L. R. 404.—CAN. 


e. Within contemplation of 
parties.}—Damages recoverable by a 
purchaser of a tractor for breach of 
warranty in the contract of sale may 
include loss of profits dorivable froin 
crops which would havo been grown 
had the tractor fulfilled the warranty, 
if the circumstances are such that such 
profits were or ought to have been 


J o——VOL., XXXIX,. 








within the contemplation of the parties 
when the contract was made.-—MAGKR 
v, BAIRD Ranor Co., Lrp. & BATRD 
(Man.), (1919) 3 W. W. —. 428; 48 
D. L. R. 724.—CAN. 


f. ——— On probable resales. }-~MILLAR 
v. BELLVALE CHEMICAL Co. (1898), 1 
F. (Ct. of Sess.) 297; 36 Sc. L. R. 214; 
68. L. T. 2418.—SCOT. 


g. If resale within contem- 
plation of parties.}—MANNIX & Co. v. 
OSBORN, [1921] O. P. D. 138.—S. AF. 


h. Hxclusion of consequential dam- 
ages by express stipulation—Whether 
damage from breach of warranty in- 
cluded.] — BALDWIN We CANADA 
Founpry Co, (1914), 26 O. W. RR. 134, 
858; 60. W.N. 152, 346; 17 D. L. R. 
834.—CAN, 

k. Cost of procuring equivalent 
article.}—CREELMAN (A. G.) Co., LTp. 
v. CANADA CEMENT Co., Lrp., [1920] 
3 W. W. KR. 81.—-CAN. 

], ——-.]}—FLEMING & Co., Lrp. v. 
AIRDRIE IRON Co. (1882), 9 R. (Ct. 
of Sess.) 473; 19 Se. L. R. 405.—SCOT. 








PART III. SECT. 19, SUB-SECT. 2.—E, 


m. General rule.J}—A purchaser who 
succeeds in the redhibitory action is 
entitled also to recover the expenses 
incurred by him for the due preserva- 
tion of the things sold & delivered to 
him.—THERON v. AFRICA (1893), 10 
8. C. 246.—S. AF. 


n. Cost of warehousing rejected hay] 
321; 9 EK. L. Rk. 375.—CAN. 


PART IIT. SECT. 19, SUB-SECT. 2.—F. 


o. Condition for return—Return of 
article d- replacement by another. }|—Where 
in a contract for the sale of a gasoline 
engine & tank there was a warranty that 
ifthe engine would not work well, notice 
thereof was to be given to defts. 
stating wherein it failed, & giving a 
reasonable time to get to it & remedy 
tho defect, &, if such defect could not 
be remedied, the engine was to be 
returned to the defts. & a new engine 
given in its place:—Held: pltf.’s 
remedy under such warranty was for 
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Sect. 19.—Breach of conditions and warranties: Sub- 
secl.2,F. &G. PartIV. Sect.1: Sub-sect. 1.] 


not later than fourteen days after the final dis- 
charge of the vessel. Pltfs. resold the copra cake 
to B. & co., who resold it to dealers, & they in 
turn resold it to farmers, who used it for feeding 
cattle. The cattle fed on the cake became ill, & it 
was then found on analysis, that the cake contained 
an admixture of castor beans in so large a proportion 
as to make it poisonous. Claims were then made 
by the various buyers against their sellers & by 
plete against defts. as soon as the mischief was 
Giscovercd: but this was after the expiration of 
fourteen days from the final discharge of the vesscl. 
Pitfs. claimed arbn., but the arbitrator before 
whom the matter came held that he had no 
jurisdiction, as notice of arbn. was not given nor 
the arbitrator nominated in time. In an action 
by pltfs. claiming damages, it was found that it 
was within the contemplation of the parties that 
the copra cake would be used for cattle food & 
nothing else :—Held: (1) the presence of the 
arbn. clause was not in itself a bar to the action, 
nor was the award, which dealt merely with the 
arbitrator’s jurisdiction & not with the claim; 
(2) the clause as to defects in the goods did not 
protect defts. inasmuch as the copra cake mixed 
with castor beans could not properly be described 
as copra cake; & pltfs. were entitled to recover 
the damages & costs they had had to pay to their 
purchasers.—PINNOCK BROTHERS v. LEWIS & 
PEAT, LTpD., [1923] 1 K. B. 690; 92 L. J. K. LB. 
695 5; 129 L. T. 320 ; 89 T. L. R. 212 ; 67 Sol Jo. 
501; 28 Com. Cas. 210. 
Aas ae ye Ayscough « Shecd Thomson (1924), 93 





Stay of proceedings.|—See ARBITRATION, 
Vol. 11., pp. 368, 368, 369, Nos. 321, 354, 358. 
"Liability of arbitration for negligence.]— 
See ARBITRATION, Vol. II., p. 429, No. 791. 
Conduct of hearing J—See ARBITRATION, 
Vol. II., p. 446, Nos. 949. 
Validity ‘of award .]—See ARBITRATION, Vol. 
II., pp. 473-475, Nos. 1178-1188. 

——— Mistake in or amendment of award.]|— 
See ARBITRATION, Vol. II., p. 522, No. 1599. 











Part 1V.—Effects 


SEcr. 1.—TRANSFER OF PROPERTY FROM 
SELLER TO BUYER. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 
a Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), ss. 17, 18, 
). 


1082. Construction of agreement.]—In an agree- 
ment between A. & B. whereby HK. agreed to let, 
& A. to take, a certain brewery for a term of 


the return of the engine & its replace- 


ment by another engine, & not for L. R.160; 





COVENTRY v. M‘ENIRY rye 13 I. C. 
14 Ir. Jur. 144.— R. 


SALE OF GOODS. 


1030. - Award as bar to action.|—-SPEAK v. 
TAYLOR (1894), 10 T. L. R. 224, D.C. 
1031. —— |—By two contracts made in 
1919, applt. bought from resps. a large quantity 
of “ American Fresh Eggs.’”’ The contracts 
provided that in case of any dispute as to the 
qualit iy or condition of the goods, the question 
should be referred to arbn., provided that “‘ such 
reference shall be claimed in writing within three 
days after the goods have been landed.’’ It was 
also provided that the award in writing of any two 
arbitrators should be conclusive & binding on all 
parties, subject to the right of appeal. The goods 
arrived in England, & were not examined at the 
port of landing, but were sold by applt. to sub- 
purchasers. More than three days after the goods 
had been landed applt. wrote to resps. complaining 
that the goods were of inferior quality, & some time 
later he wrote a letter claiming a reference to arbn. 
Resps. did not then take the objection that the 
claim was out of time, but signed a submission to 
arbn. in respect of each contract. At the reference 
resps. took the points that applt.’s claim was out 
of time, & that the goods should have been 
examined at the port of landing. The arbitrators 
awarded ‘‘that the buyer was out of time in 
examining & making claim on the goods, & also 
in claiming arbn., & that therefore his case fails.”’ 
The buyer took no steps to set aside the awards, 
but nearly two years later brought an action 
claiming damages for breach of contract :—Held: 
the awards were a bar to the action.—AYSCOUGH 
v. SUEED, THOMSON & Co. (1924), 93 L. J. K. BG. 
924 ; L.T.610; 40T. L. R. 707 ; 30 Com, Cas. 
23, H. T. 
Annitition :—Distd. Pinnock v. Lewis & Peat, [1923] 1K. B. 





— .|—Sce, also, ARBITRATION, Vol. II., 
pp. 534-539, Nos. 1703~1739. 

Condition for return—Sale of animals.|—Sce 
ANIMALS, Vol. ITI., pp. 258, 269-271, Nos. 381--354, 
475-485. 





G. Warranties as to Animals. 
See ANIMALS, Vol. Il., pp. 268-274, 


ol3. 


Nos. 461- 


of the Contract. 


years at. a yearly rent; it was stipulated that A. 
should take also the casks & stock of beer, a horse 
& dray, & the book debts, at a valuation to be 
estimated by two indifferent persons; ‘“ & in 
consideration of the above grant being fulfilled, 
A. has paid a deposit of £20 & upon the valuation 
being complete, payment to be made as under ”’ :— 
Held: the property in the casks, etc., passed to 
A. by that agreement, though no valuation had 


1038 ——.]—POLSUN v. DEGEER 
(ssey” 12 O. It. 275.—CAN. 


damages for, broach of warranty. 1082 vi, ——} Acute SiLvER Co. ©. 
nURING Co. (1899), 20 20 C. Le T.178: 31 PART IV. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 1. PERRET (1887), 4 Man. L. lh. 501.— 
O. R. 468.—CAN. y Pn ee of roeldes waters 1082 vii. J Rogers vw. DEvirt 
ULE Bro IMS, eave ra . 
1 Craw. & a SMAGne » Lor (1839), VL, R. 670.—AUS. | O08 vill, —— Sng vi 
1032 ii, ——-.] —T v. SILVER ———.J— KING v. UPUIS 
ie Eee ane ee Rs THORNE (1854), 11 U OR. 610 (1898). 28 S. C. R. 388.—-CAN. 
contract, on breach of warranty,but may CAN. 1032 ix. ———-.]}—DOoMmINION earls 
retain the goods, & pay for them what 1032 iii, ——.}—Haninaton v. Corn- BRICK Co. v, BLACK (1908), 9 W. L. 
they are ‘reasonably worth, having ee 81) 3 Pug. 212.—CAN, — ae. 
the contract price & the 1032 iv. v. ROBERTSON 


inferiority 


of the article delivered.— 280. P. 316.—C 


hao v. EBY (1877), 


——.}-—BELL 
(ota, 7 Ww. L. R. 412.—-CAN 


Part 1V.—EFFEcTS 


been made.-—-CHALLON HUMMELL (1849), 14 


L. T. O. S. 178 


1083. As a whole.]—By an agreement in 
writing the ‘‘ owners & lessors’’ of a gas engine 
agreed to let, & the “ lessee ” agreed to hire, the 
engine at a rent to be paid by instalments amount- 
ing in all to £240 ; upon payment in full the agree- 
ment to be at end & the engine to become the 
property of the lessee, but until payment in full 
to remain the sole & absolute property of the 
lessors. It was also agreed that in case of failure 
to pay any of the instalments or if the lessee should 
become bkpt. the lessors might elect either to 
recover the full balance remaining due, or instead 
to resume possession of the engine & sell it &, 
after retaining out of the purchase-money all 
expenses & the balance remaining due, pay the 
surplus, if any, to the lessee. Provided that if the 
lessors should see fit to resume possession of the 
engine without selling, the loss to them occasioned 
by the lessee’s non-performance of the agreement 
should be borne by him, & in case of bkpcy. the 
lessors should be entitled to prove against his 
estate for that loss as liquidated damages. The 
lessee paid the first instalment & the engine was 
placed on his premises. While it was still there he 
became bkpt., some instalments being overdue. 
The lessors having taken no steps to recover the 
balance due or to sell:—Held: upon the true 
construction of the agreement the property in the 
engine never passed to the lessee, but remained in 
the lessors. 

if the words in one part of it point in one 
direction & the words in another part in another 
direction, you must look at the agreement as a 
whole & see what its substantial effect is (LORD 
HERSCHELL, C.). 
_ Upon an agreement to sell it depends upon the 
intention of the parties whether the property 
passes or doesnot pass .. . Sit might be necessary 
to hold that the property has passed, although 
the parties have said that their intention was 
that it should not, because they have provided that 
it shall (LoRD HERSCHELI, C.). 
_ They could not sue for the purchase-money & 
insist that the property in the goods, the price of 
which they were suing for, had not passed... . 
They may, instead of suing for the balance of the 
price & treating it then & there as a sale at that 
price then due, resume possession (LORD TEr- 
SCHELL, C.).—MCENTIRE v. CROSSLEY BROTHERS, 
[1895] A.C. 457; 64 LL. J. P.C. 129; 72 L. T. 
731; 2 Mans. 334; 11 R. 207, H. L. 
Annotation :—Refd. Hobson v. Gorringe, {1897} 1 Ch. 182. 

1034. Transfer by deed—On execution thereof— 
Admissibility of extrinsic evidence to vary.|—Pltf., 
being in difficulties & fearing that some of his 
creditors would issuc execution against his goods, 
agreed with deft., who was also a creditor, that 
there should be a pretended sale of them to him. 
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For this purpose an invoice was made out & a 

receipt given to deft. for a sum therein stated to 

be the purchase-money, & possession of the goods 
was delivered to deft. Afterwards deft. sold the 
goods as his own, whereupon pltf. brought trover : 

——Held: no property in the goods passed to deft. ; 

& pitf. was not precluded from showing that no 

payment was in fact made & that the transaction 

was not a real, but a pretended sale. 

Where goods are professed to be transferred by 
deed, the deed actually transfers the property ; 
&, the moment the deed is executed, by law the 
property ceases to be the property of the person 
who has executed the deed, & becomes the pro- 
perty of the person in whose favour it has been 
executed (POLLOCK, C.B.). 

Is there any established rule of evidence or 
practice in the administration of justice, that, 
where parol documents are produced leading to 
one result, it is not competent to contradict them 
& show that the real truth is not that which the 
documents import ? I think that there is no such 
rule (PoLLock, C.B.).—BOoWES v. FosTEeR (1858), 
2H. & N. 779; 271. J. Ex. 262; 30 L. T. 0.8. 
pe 4 Jur. N.S. 95; 6 W. R. 257; 157 Ie. 1. 
Annotations :—Reid. Ashpitel v. Bryan (1863), 3 B. & S. 

74; Leev. L. & Y. Ry. (1871), 6 Ch. App. 527; Taylor 

v. Bowers (1876), 1 Q. B. D. 291. 

1035. Intention of parties.}—TunrLEY v. BATES, 
No. 1223, post. 

1036. .J—A. & co. contracted with B. & co. 
for the purchase of a large quantity of railway 
sleepers, to be delivered at intervals at the wharf 
of A. & co., & to be paid for on delivery. The 
sleepers arrived at the wharf of B. & co. in timbers 
of length sufficient when sawn asunder to make 
each two sleepers. After several deliveries had 
taken place, one of the firm of B. & co. called at 
the office of A. & co., & obtained from A. an 
advance of £600 ‘‘ on account of the last cargo of 
timber,”’ which he represented to be, & which then 
was, at. the wharf of B. & co., & a portion of which 
had already been sawn into sleepers :—J/Ield: 
this was such a specific appropriation of the 
tiinber & sleepers to A. & co., who had possessed 
themselves of them, as to entitle them to retain 
them as against the assignees of B. & co., who 
had become bkpt. after the advance. LANGTON 
v. WARING (1865), 18 C. B. N.S. 315; 11 L. T. 
633 ; 13 W. R. 347; 144 i. R. 1605. 

Annotations :—Consd. Young v. Matthews (1866), L. R. 2 
Cc. PP. 127. Distd. Thompson v. Simpson (1870), 39 
L. J. Ch. 857. Refd. Brown v. Bateman (1867), L. R. 2 
Cy. P2732; 

1037. - To pass by delivery.}——-A sheriff hav- 
ing seized pltf.’s goods under a writ of cxecution, 
an order was made by consent giving the sherilf 
power to sell them by private contract to deft. 
co. The goods were sold to co. for the amount of 
the execution debt; the money was paid, & a 








1032 xi. -]—Morris v. MCAULAY, 1085 vii. ——-.]—AMES-HOLDEN Co. 1035 xi. .}—Re FAULKNERS, LTp., 
21C. L. T. 547.—CAN. v. HATFIELD (1898), 29 S.C. KR. 95.— ARTHUR & Co. (Exporr) LTp.’s CLAIN 
_ 1035 i, Intention of parties.\—Burnxs, CAN. Cea ee ae aes 
Prine & Co. v. DINGLE & Co. (1923), 1035 viii. -] — Whether the : As 
239. RN. S. W. 240: 40 N.S. W. prover in goods contracted to be sold 1035 xii. —-—.]—-BRADLEY v. BAILEY 
W.N. 26.—AUS. : 1as or has not passed to the purchaser, & JASPERSON (1920), 48 QO. L. R. 612; 

Pes Ge depends in cach case upon the inten- 


1085 fi, ———.]—REVYNOLDS v., AYRES 
(1862), 5 All. 333.—CAN. 


1035 fii. -}—-TOMPKINS v. TIBBITS 
(1867), 1 Han. 317.—CAN. 


1085 iv. -}—GIBSON v. MCKRAN 
& RANDOLPH (1876), 3 Pug. 299.—CAN., 


1035 v. .}— CLOSE v. TEMPLE 
(1880), 20 N. B. R. 234.—CAN. 


1085 vi. ——-.]}— Bt v. FRY (1888), 
15 O. R. 122.—CAN. 











tion of the parties, & the property may 
pas even though the goods have not 
yeen measured & the price has not 
been ascertained.—WILSON v. SHAVER 
Saree 22c.L.T.11; 30. L. RR. 110. 

1035 ix. Watts v. HEHSDO- 
ERFER (No. 1) (N. W. T.) (1905) 1 
W. L. kK. 105,—CAN. 


1035 x. }—Union BANK OF 
CANADA ©. BLACKWOOD (Man.) (1906), 
2 W. L. R, 574.—CAN. 





meron 
. 





67 I). L. R. 673; 19 0. W. N. 340.— 
CAN. 


1035 xiii. e}—- REID (ROBERT) 
(CARMICHAEL, MACLEAN & Co.’a TRUS- 
TER) v. MACBETH & GRAY (1904), 6 F, 
(Ct. of Sess.) (H. L.) 25; [1901] A.C, 223; 
41 Se. L. R. 369; 118. L. T. 783.—~ 
SCOT. 





1035 xiv. —-—.]-—-HkPBURN v. LAW 
(1914), 51 Se. L. R. 342.—SCOT. 

1035 xv. .] —- WOODBURN v. 
MorvnERWELL (ANDREW), LTp., [1917] 
S. C. 533.—-SCOT. 
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Sect. 1.—Transfer of properly from scller to buyer: 
Sub-sects. 1, 2 & 3, A.] 


receipt for it, together with an inventory of the 
goods, sent by post. The same day deft. co. 
let the goods to debtor’s wife on a_ hiring 
agreement. Debtor became bkpt., & his trustee 
claimed the goods. The receipt & inventory were 
not registered. The county ct. judge set aside 
the transaction as void :—Held: the transaction 
was one of purchase & sale. 

Property in goods passes by delivery if there is 
an intention that it should pass (FIELD, J.).— 
JONES v. TOWER FURNISHING Co. (1889), 61 L. T. 
84; sub nom. Re JONES, Ez p. TOWER FURNISH- 
ING Co., 6 Morr. 193, D. C. 

Annotations :—Refd. Beckett v. Tower Asscts Co., [1891] 
1 9 B. 1. Mentd. Stammers v. Margrett (1905), 21 
T. L. R. 342. 

1038, —-— Intention against passing.]—M., a 
planter residing in Jamaica, being the owner of 
sugars, the produce of his estate there, & indebted 
to deft., who resided in London, for more than 
their value, shipped them at Jamaica, on Apr. 4, 
on board a ship belonging to deft., which was in 
the habit of carrying supplies to Jamaica, to the 
estates of M. & others, & taking back consign- 
ments from M. & others, & was then employed in 
that course. On Apr. 4, the captain signed, & 
handed to M. a bill of lading, by which the sugars 
were to be delivered to deft. at London, he paying 
freight. On Apr. 6, M. made an indorsement on 
the bill that the sugars were to be delivered to 
deft. only on condition of his giving security for 
certain payments, but otherwise to plitf.’s agent. 
On the same day M. indorsed the bill of lading & 
delivered it to pltf., to who:. he was indebted in 
more than the value of the sugars; & the bill 
was never in deft.’s hands. During Feb. & Mar. 
M. had written letters to deft., advising that the 
ship would sail with the sugars in question & 
others, directing him to insure the cargo, & 
advising him of bills drawn in favour of B. on 
account of the estates producing the sugars in 
question. On Apr. 4, M. had written to pltf. 
desiring him to secure himself for his balance 
with the produce of those estates. The sugars 
arrived in London, & deft. paid the bills drawn 
in favour of B., but did not comply with the 
condition of the indorsement made on Apr. 6 :— 
Teld: pltf. was entitled to the sugars, for that 
(a) M. had not parted with the property by 
delivering if on board deft.’s ship so employed 
as above stated; (6) nor by accepting the bill of 
lading, as drawn on Apr. 4, from the captain ; 
M. being entitled to change the bill of lading, as 
drawn on Apr. 4, from the captain; M. being 
entitled to change the destination of the sugars 
till he had delivered them or the bill; (c) & that 
the letters to deft. did not show an intention to 
consign the specific property to him; (d) that 
for these reasons, strengthened by the proof of 
intention in M.’s letter of Apr. 4, the indorsement 
to pltf. passed the property.—MITCHEL v. EDE 
(1840), 11 Ad. & El. 888; 3 Per. & Dav. 513; 
9L. J. Q. B. 187; 113 BE. R. 651. 


Annotations :—Consd. Turner v. Liverpool Docks Trustees 
(1851), 6 Exch. 543; Schotsmans vw. L. & Y. Ry. O07), 
2 Ch. App. 332. Refd. Evans v. Nichol (1841), 4 Scott, 
N. R. 43; Van Casteel v. Booker (1848), 2 Exch. 691: 
Browne v. Hare pee) 3 H. & N. 484; Berndtson v. 
Strang (1867), L. R. 4 Hq. 481. 


1039. —-—— ——— Agreement providing for pass- 
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10391. ——— Intention against passing 
r. Symbolical 


— Agreement providing for passing.}— 


DOMINION BRIDGE Co. v. BRITISH- 
AMERIOAN NICKEL CORPN., LTD., 
{1925} 2 D. L. R. 188; 56O0L Rf. 


delivery.J— A sym- 
bolical delivery of a bulky article, such 
as timber, is sufficient to pass the pro- 
perty to the purchascr.—FippxEs v. —S§, AF. 


SALE OF GOODS. 


ing | McENTINE v. CROSSLEY BROTHERS, No. 1038, 
ante. 

1040. ———.]—The junior partner in a London 
firm of diamond merchants, when the firm was 
in financial embarrassment, made an oral offer to 
pees who were diamond merchants abroad, to 

uy from them a certain parcel of diamonds at 
180 francs per carat & to give a six months’ bill. 
The offer was accepted on behalf of pltfs. & the 
diamonds were sent by post to the purchaser’s 
firm together with the bill for acceptance & an 
invoice marked ‘‘ Settled by acceptance.’ The bill 
was never accepted, the senior partner repudiated 
the transaction, & a month later the junior 
partner committed suicide. Afterwards the senior 
partner executed a deed of assignment, & eventually 
a trustee in bkpcy. was appointed. Pitfs. then 
brought an action against the trustees for the 
return of the diamonds. The defence was that 
the property in them had passed to the firm & 
therefore to the trustee. It was admitted that all 
similar dealings in diamonds were carried through 
on the credit of acceptances. The jury found that 
it was the intention of the partics that the property 
should not pass to the london firm until they had 
accepted the bill by signing it :—Held: there was 
evidence on which the jury could properly so find, 
& pltis. were entitled to the return of the diamonds 
& were not limited to proving in the bkpcy.— 
SAKS v. TILLEY (1915), 32 T. L. R. 148, C. A. 

1041. .\—UNDERWOOD, LTD. v. BURGU 
CASTLE Brick & CEMENT SYNDICATE, No. 1208, 
post. 

1042. Act to be done by vendor—Performance a 
condition precedent.|— (1) The risk of accident to 
goods must remain in the seller until the right of 
property passes to the buyer. 

(2) In ordinary cases, the seller has the right 
of lien until payment; & unless he do some act 
to show that he means to divest himself of the 
property, the right in the property is concurrent 
with the lien. 

(3) The property remains in the seller so long 
as any act remains to be done by him to divest it. 

(4) Where a contract was made for the sale of 
bark at a particular place, at so much per ton, 
to be paid for at a certain day, & before the goods 
had been weighed an accident happened to them :; 
——Held: the risk lay upon the seller; & although 
a partial delivery had taken place, that partial 
delivery could not alter the liability, because the 
seller had still the right of lien.—Siumons v. Swirr 
(1826), 5 B. & C. 857; 8 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 698 ; 
6 L. J.O.8S. K. B. 10; 108 E. R. 319. 


Annotations :—As to (3) Refd. Scott v. England (1844), 2 
Dow. L. 520; Logan v. Le Mesurier (1847), 6 Moo. 
Pp. C. C. 116; Gilmour v. Supple (1858), 11 Moo. P. C. C. 
9513; Turley v. Bates (1863), 2 H. & C. 200. As to (a 
Consd. Clarke v. Spence (1836), 4 Ad. & El. 448. Distd. 
Martineau v. Kitching (1872), L. R. 7 Q. B. 436. Refd. 
Dixon v. Yates (1833), 5 B. & Ad. 313; Alexander v. 
Gardner (1835), 1 Bing. N. C. 671; Bannerman v. White 
(1861), 4 L. T. 740; Re McLaren, Hx p. Cooper (1879), 

widths Generally, Refd. Boorman v. Nash (1829), 

7L.J.0.8. K. B. 150. 

1043. Delivery on board buyer’s ship.] 
v. EDE, No. 1038, ante. 

1044. Sale of ship—Contingent sale—On arrival 
in this country.]|—A., the owner of a ship at sea, 
agreed to sell her to B. for £4,000, when she should 
arrive within the United Kingdom, & should have 
discharged her cargo & been repaired. B. was 
then to give promissory notcs in payment, &, in 





MITCHEL 





HENDERSON (1825 -1897), N. B. Dig. 
274.—CAN. 

t. Bare delivery — Sufficiency.) — 
ae v. MOKENZIE, [1880] F. 125. 


Parr IV.—EFFECTS oF THE CONTRACT. 


case of default on his part, A. was to be at liberty 
to resell the ship, & B. was to make good any loss 
arising from the sale. Before the arrival of the 
ship B. became bkpt., & his assignees refused to 
purchase the ship when she arrived. She was then 
sold by A. for less than £4,000 & he afterwards 
applied to prove against B.’s estate for the 
deficiency :—Held: the agreement to purchase 
was contingent, & no debt was created, & A. was, 
therefore, not entitled to prove against B.’s 
estate.—Ite GALES, Wx p. JONASSOMIN (1846), 15 
L. J. Bey. 9. 

1045. ——— Passing by delivery.|—I[oorEer v. 
GuMM, MCLELLAN v. GumM, No. (437, post. 

1046. Effect of mistake in parting with posses- 
sion.]|—The London Dock co. by mistake delivered 
two hogsheads of sugar to a carrier, who produced 
two delivery notes authorising them to deliver two 
other hogsheads of sugar, the property of Bb. 
The carrier broke bulk, & was indicted for larceny : 
—Held: the property was well described as the 
property of the London Dock co., they having 
still a special Property in the Chattcls, notwith- 
standing that they parted with the possession by 
mistake. 

lt is a misapprchension to suppose that when 
possession of property is parted with by mistake, 
the rights of the owner are affected. It effects 
no change in the ownership of the property 
(PoLLocK, C.B.).—R. v. VINCENT (1852), 3 Car. 
& Kir. 246; 2 Den. 1464; 2117.. J. M. G. 109; 19 
J. T. O. S. 96; 16 5. P. 295; 16 Jur. 457; 5 
Cox, C. C. 587, GC. CO. A. 

1047. Goods purchased & paid for by de facto 
government—De facto government displaced-— 


Goods property of succeeding government.]—- 


Where goods have been purchased on behalf of 
a govt. de facto, & paid for by moneys of, or the 
produce of taxes levied by, that govt.—& such 
govt. is displaced by a succeeding one, the goods 
become the property of the sueceeding govt. ; but 
subject to all agreements & contracts entered into 
by the former owners of such goods with British 
subjects.—U.S.A. v. PRioLEAu (1865), 2 Hem. & M. 
559; 35 L. J. Ch. 73; 13 L. T. 923; 11 Jur. N.S. 
792 ; 13 W. R. 1062; 71 EB. R. 580. 


<innotations :-—-Consd. Poru Republic v. Dreyfus (1888), 
38 Ch. D. 348. Refd. Smith v. Weruclin (1869), lL. R. 


8 Kq. 198. Mentd. ‘The Beatrice (otherwise The Rappa- 
hannock) (1866), 36 L. J. Adin. 9; West Rand Central 
Gold Mining Co. v. R., [1905] 2 K. B. 391: Luther 


Aksionairnoye Obschestvo A. M. Luther v. Sagor, [1921] 

1K. B. 456. 

1048. Waiver of right to dispute transfer.]—— 
Pitfs. N. & co. engaged with defts., who were 
shipowners, for the shipment of a large quantity 
of oil to Montreal during the season, & it was 
arranged that defts. were to receive no goods on 
board unless a clean receipt were given. Pitf. A. 
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sold fifty barrels of oil to N. & co. & delivered them 
to defts. Defts. received the oil, but refused to 
give a clean receipt for it. Pltf. A. demanded 
redelivery, which defts. refused, as other cargo 
had been stowed on the top of it. N. &co. having 
agreed to pay A. for the oil in cash in exchange 
for mate’s receipt, refused to pay for the fifty 
barrels. A. brought an action against defts. for 
conversion, & afterwards amended the writ by 
adding N. & co. The consignees at Montreal 
accepted the oil & paid N. & co. who thereupon 
paid A. :—Held: A. had waived the right of saying 
that the property in the goods had not passed to 
N. & Co., & no action lay for his loss of interest 
through the delay in payment to him of the price 
of the goods.—ARMSTRONG v. ALLAN BROTHERS 
(1892), 67 LL. T. 7388; 9T. L. R. 38; 7TAsp. M. L. C. 
293; 4 R. 107, C. A. 

Effect of winding up of company.]—See Com- 
PANIES, Vol. X., pp. 864, 865, Nos. 5834-5839. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—MISREPRESENTATION OR FRAUD. 
See Part IX., post. 


SUB-SECT. 3.—UNASCERTAINED Goobs. 
A. In General. 

Sce Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), 5. 16. 

1049. General rule—Goods must first be ascer- 
tained.}|——Defts. contracted to sell to K. fifty hogs- 
heads of sugar, called double loaves, at 100s. per 
cwt., to be delivered free on board a British ship : 
K. sold to pltf. by the same description, & defts. 
assented to the resale, the sugar not having been 
delivered or weighed :—Held: pltf. could not 
recover for it in trover against defts., the first 
vendors. 

Trover cannot be maintained but for specific 
goods (MANSFIELD, C.J.).—AUSTEN v. CRAVEN 
(1812), 4 Taunt. 644 ; 128 H.R. 483. 

Annotations :—Reid. White v. Wilks (1813), 1 Marsh. 2; 


Gillett v. Hill (1834), 3 L. J. x. 145; Laurie & More- 
wood v. Dudin, [1926] 1 K. B. 223. 








1050. J\—GILLETr v. Tim, No. 1068, 
0st. 
: 1051. —-—— ——.J—DeErFnries v. LITTLEWwoon 


(1845), 5. T. O. 8. 285; 9 Jur. 988. 
Annotation :-—Consd. Heseltine v. Siggers (1848), 1 Exch. 

856, 

1052. -—— ——.]-—HEInbuttT v. Hickson, No. 
19138, post. 

1053. - .| -- ‘‘ Ascertained goods ”’ 
within Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), 8s. 52, are 
goods the individuality of which has in some way 
been found out at the time of contract. 
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1049 i. General rule—Goods must first 
be ascertained.J—PHIN wv. BARCLAY, 
[1913] S. A. L. R. 27.—AUS. 





1049 ii. ——-,]-— RIGNEY v. MI1T- 
CHELL & McMaster (1851), 2 C. P. 
266.—CAN. 

1049 iii, ———-_ ———-.]—COLEMAN vv. 
McDermott (1856), 1 KH. & A. 445; 
5 C. P. 303.—CAN. 


1049 iv. ————..]—_-McDOUGALL v. 


1049 v. .}—A firm having in 
ita premises goods consisting of books, 
& stationery of the invuice valuo of 
$17,000, executed a conveyance to 
pitf. of goods to the invoice value of 
$6,500. The conveyance was in 
general terms & did not specify any 
particular portion of the stock, nor 








was it followed by any selection or 
appropriation from the stock, or any 
delivery of any part of it :—Jleld: 
no property passed by such convey- 
ance, as it waa impossible to state 
what particular goods became the 
property of pltf.—Ross v. CAMERON 
(1889), 40 N.S. R. 126.—CAN. 

1049 vi. -——_— ———.]—JRoss v. HuR- 
TEAU (1890), 18 8S. C. R. 713.—CAN. 

1049 vii. ——~. +} -HUXTABLE v, 
red (1904), 14 Man. L. R. 713.— 


ee 


1049 viii. —— cerry are v. CULP 
(1904), 24C. L. T. 316; 8 O. L. R. 
210; 40. W. R. 41.—CAN, 


1049 ix. ——,J— TEMPLE v, 
CLosk, Cass. Dig., 2nd ed. 765.—CAN. 
1049 x. }—A salo is not 


completed & the property is not vested 
in the vendee until there has been a 








delivery, & acceptance, & such delivery 
is not completed, so long as anything 
remains for the vendor to do, whereof 
the quantity, quality, price or identity 
of the chattel sold is to be ascertained. 
—-BODEN v. ROGERSON (1859), 4 Nfid. 
LL. R. 266.—NFLD. 

1049 xi. ———  ———-.] — RIDLEY 1. 
Grinve & ExHuers (1859), 4 Nfld. 
L. RR. 336.—NFLD. 

1049 xi .] \ 
Son v. M‘LinToc, [1907] 8. C. 93 
Sc. L. R. 691; 158. L. T. 63.—SCO 

1049 xiii. ; ASMUS v. 
ROSENBERG, [1910] T. P. D. 1188.— 
S. AF. 


ee eons 
s 


—- TTAYMAN & 
6; 44 
Te 
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a. Sale by sample—Property passes 
acceptance.) — Where unascertained_on 
goods are sold under a contract that 
they shall be equal to sample, the 
property does not pass until the pur- 
chaser has actually accepted then. 
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Sect. 1.—Transfer of property from seller to buyer : 
Sub-sect. 8, A. & B. (a).) 


By a sold note dated Sept. 12, 1916, the sellers 
sold to the buyers 10 bales of Hessian bags, all 
conditions according to the ‘“ spot’? which meant 
that the goods were available & ready for delivery 
—contract form of a certain trade assocn., terms 
net cash against delivery order on or before 
Sept. 19, 1916, delivery prompt, rent & insurance 
free to Sept. 19, 1916. On the same day, but after 
the sold note was given, the sellers sent to the 
buyers an invoice for the goods which gave the 
specific marks & numbers of the bales as 10.30 


ex 6762/6806, & stated that the sale was “ ex 


wharf, London.’ On Sept. 19, no cheque for 
payment having been received, the sellers wrote 
to the buyers cancelling the contract. On Sept. 20 
the buyers tendered the price, which was refused. 
On a reference to arbn., it was decided as a fact, 
so far as it was a question of fact & not of law, that 
it was a recognised custom in the trade that if the 
sellers tendered to the buyer an invoice giving 
specific marks & numbers of the goods, such goods 
were specifically appropriated to the contract, & 
were ready for delivery against payment, that if 
the price was tendered within a reasonable time 
before notice of resale, the buyer was entitled to 
delivery of the goods against payment, & that, no 
such notice having been given, the contract stood: 
—Held: (1) time was of the essence of the contract 
to make payment & take delivery, the buyers were 
in default, & that the sellers were entitled to cancel 
the contract ; (2) in any event, the buyers were not 
entitled to specific performance of the contract, as 
the goods were not ‘“‘ ascerta. ned ’’ within Sale of 
ioods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 52.—THameEs Sack & 
Bae Co., Lrp. v. KNownses & Co., Lrp. (1918), 
88 L. J. K. B. 585; 119 L. T. 287. 
Annotation :—As to (2) Apld. Ite Wait, [1927] 1 Ch. 606. 


B. When Property Passes. 
(a) Happening of Specified vent. 
See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 16. 
1054. General rule—Property passes on happen- 
ing of event.|—-The builder’s agreement was... 

a mere legal contract that, upon the happening of 

a particular event, the property in law should pass 

in certain chattels which that event itself would 

identify without the necessity of any further act 
on the aM of anybody, & which could not be 

identified before (BOWEN, L.J.).—REEVES v. 

BARLOW (1884), 12 Q. B. D. 436; 53 L. J. Q. B. 

192; 50 L. T. 782; 32 W. RR. 672, 0. A. 

Annotations :—Consd. Morris v. Delobbel-Flipo, [1892] 2 Ch. 
3523; Hart v. Porthgain Harbour Co., [1903] 1 Ch. 690. 
Refd. Re Hall, Fx p. Close ee 14 ai B. D. 386; Joseph 
v. Lyons (1884), 51 L. T. 740; Re Walker, Ex p. Barter, 


Ex p. Black (1884), 26 Ch. D. 510; Re Hardwick, Ex p. 
Hubbard (1886), 17 Q. B. D. 696; Climpson v. Colos 


(1889), 23 Q. B. D. 465; Church v. Sare, Froy, Claimant 
(1892), 67 L. T. 800; Spencer v. Mid. Ry. (1895), 11 
T. L. R ; Fe Keen & Keen, Ex p. Collins, [1902) 1 


.L. R. 408 
K. B. 5585. Mentd. Re Clarke, Coombe v. Carter (1887), 36 
Ch. D. 348 Re Standard Manufacturing Co. (1891), 60 


lh. J. Ch. 29 

1055. _——.J]—A contract entered into 
between a railway co. & a contractor, for the 
construction of a new railway, contained a pro- 
vision that once a month during the construction 
of the railway the engineer of the co. should certify 
the amount due & pa able to the contractor 
according to a scale to be agreed upon between 
~~-GRIEENSHIELDS v. CHISHOLM (1884), 
38. C. 220.—8. AF. 
PART IV. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 3.— 

B. (a) 


1054 i, General rule — Property 





asses on ha 
efts. contrac 


ening of event.) 

d to deliver to pltfs. 
a quantity of logs, ‘‘ to be delivered 
safely boomed in cove,’ & to b 
pltfs.’ “risk after notice that driving 
operations have ceased for the time 
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the contractor & engineer, in respect of the value 

of the works executed & materials delivered, until 

a certain sum had been certified, & that then, the 

amounts certified for should be paid by the co. 

to the contractor within seven days after presenta- 
tion of the certificates :—I/leld: the property in 
unused materials delivered by the contractor for 
the purpose of the construction of the railway, 
which had been comprised in certificates of the 
engineer, but had not been paid for the co. passed 
to the co. on the making of the certificates com- 
prising them; & an injunction was granted to 
restrain the contractor from removing such 
materials from the land of the co.—BANBURY & 

CHELTENHAM Drrect Ry. Co. v. DANIEL (1884), 

54 L. J. Ch. 265 ; 33 W. R. 821. 

1056. Event must identify goods.] — Defts. 
bought from one M. all the ore of a certain mine in 
Spain, to be shipped by M. at Cartagena on ships 
to be chartered by defts. or by him. The ore was 
to be paid for by bills against bills of lading, or 
by longer bills on the execution of a charterparty, 
& on a certificate that there was enough ore in 
stock to load the vessel chartered. On being so 
paid for, the ore was to be the property of defts. 
Several vessels had been loaded, & others chartered, 
& several payments made up to Mar. 1872, when 
the 7., one of the chartered ships, arrived at Carta- 
gena. The payments which had been made at 
that time exceeded in amount the price of all the 
ore shipped & to be shipped in all the vessels 
chartered & not loaded, so that had M. shipped 
ore on the 7’. he would have been entitled to no 
payment in respect of it. He had ore which he 
could & ought to have shipped, taking bills of 
lading to the order of defts. Instead of doing 
this, before any ore was put on board the 7.., he 
telegraphed to defts. that he would not load the 7’. 
on their account, & though they telegraphed to 
him threatening him if he did not, he loaded the 
T., taking bills of lading, making the shipment to 
be by one 8., & the cargo deliverable to S.’s order. 
No certificate in relation to this ore was ever given 
to defts. By the terms of the charter-party, the 
captain was to sign bills of lading as presented. 
S. was a fictitious person, & M., after indorsing the 
name of S. on the bills of lading & then his own, 
indorsed them for value to pltfs.:—Held: pltfs. 
as against defts., were entitled to the cargo. 

It must be taken, I think, that by virtue of the 
payment, defts. had become entitled to a quantity 
of the ore in store, corresponding with the amount 
of the bills drawn against the charterer .. ., but 
it cannot be doubted that this alone would not 
transfer the property in any particular part .. . 
& the question becomes whether by any subsequent 
act of appropriation the property in a particular 
part has passed (CLEASBY, B.).—GABARRON v. 
KREEFT, KREEFT v. THOMPSON (1875), Iu. R. 10 
Exch. 274; 44 L. J. Ex. 238; 33 L. T. 365; 24 
W.R. 146; 3 Asp. M. L. C. 36. 

Annotations :—Refd. Mirabita v. Imperial Ottoman Bank 
(1878), 3 Ex. D. 164; The Parchim, [1918] A. C. 157. 
1057. .]—REEVES v. Bartow, No. 1054, 

ante. 

1058. Sale of goods from bulk—-Custom for pre- 
cedent searching of oll casks.|—Where a sale note 
for the purchase of 50 tons of Greenland oil was 
delivered by the sellers’ broker to the purchasers 
to be paid for by their acceptance, payable at a 





--- being, & inspection of booms has been 
made & found satisfactory ”’ :—Held: 
property in the logs did not pass until 
after delivery, notice & inspection as 
provided for.—BOCHNER v. SMITII 
(1916), 49 N. Ss, R, 435.—CAN. 
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future day; & they afterwards received from the 
sellers an order on their wharfingers for the delivery 
of the 50 out of 90 tons of their oil; yet as the 
custom of the trade was for the casks to be searched 
by the sellers’ cooper, & for a broker on behalf of 
both parties to ascertain the footdirt & water in 
each, for which allowance was to be made, & then 
the casks were to be filled up by the sellers’ cooper 
at their expense; all which was to precede the 
delivery to the buyers :—Held: the sale was not 
complete to pass the property; but the sellers, 
on the insolvency & subsequent bkpcy. of the 
buyers, before such acts done & delivery made, 
might countermand it.—WatrLack v. BREEDS 
(1811), 13 Kast, 522; 1 Rose, 109; 104 EB. R. 473. 


Annotations :—Apld. Busk v. Davis (1814), 2 M. & Se 397. 

Conad. Simpons Ct ee 5 B, & C. 857. Refd. 
10mas v, Pearse » 9 Price, 578 ; mour v. 

(1858), 11 Moo. PLC. C. 552. " een ree 








aor - Weighing.|—Busx v. Davis, No.1370, 
post. 

1060. ——— ———.]—SHEPIEY v. DAvIs, No. 1548, 
post. 

1061. -|—Vendor by a delivery order 


directed dcfts., who were wharfingers, to deliver 
to the vendee 1028 bushels of oats, bin 40, to be 
weighed over, & the expense of weighing to be 
charged to the vendor. The vendee afterwards 
gave an order to the same effect on a sale to plitfs. 
There were no other oats in the bin, & they were 
transferred to pltfs. in defts.’ books, but never 
weighed over. The vendor, on the failure of the 
first vendce, claimed a right of stoppage in transitu: 
—Held : without reference to any estoppel against 
defts., the wharfingers, the property had passed 
as between buyer & seller, so as to defeat the 
vendor’s right of stoppage. 


- « . If part of a bulk be sold, so that weighing 


or separation is necessary to determine the identity 
or individuality of the article, or if the whole of a 
commodity be sold, but weighing is necessary to 
ascertain the price, because the quantity is 
unknown, the weighing or measuring must precede 
the delivery ; & the symbolical delivery without 
such weighing will not be sufficient, but where the 
identity of the goods & the quantity are known 
the weighing can only be for the satisfaction of the 
buyer, ... & in such case the transfer in the 
books of the wharfinger is sufficient (LORD DEN- 
MAN, C.J.)—SWANWICK v. SOTHERN (1839), 9 
ia El. 895; 1 Per. & Dav. 648; 112 HK. AR. 


Annotations :—Refd. Acraman v. Morriee (1849), 8 G. B. 
449; Gilmour v. Supple (1858), 11 Moo. P. C. C. 552. 


1062. Separation.] — WHITE vw. 
No. 1069, post. 

1063, —— .J}—A. contracted to sell B. 
twenty sacks of flour, & gave him an order on C., 
his wharfinger, requesting him ‘to deliver to B. 
twenty sacks of households.’’ On the order being 
presented to ©. he stated that he had only five 
sacks to spare, but that B. might have them; & 
they were delivered accordingly. ‘The order was 
filed by C., in the way that orders accepted 
generally were filed by him in the usual course of 
his business without any indorsement being made 
on it of a partial acceptance only. Application 
was made the following day for the remaining 
fifteen sacks of flour, when C. replied that B. 
should have it as soon as he got any. A demand 
being afterwards made C. refused to deliver any 
more, saying that he had no flour of A.’s in his 
possession. On trover brought by B. against C. 





WILKS, 





10621. Sale of goods from bulk— 
Separation.}—Under a contract for 
the sale,of a certain number of bushels 
of grain, the handing over of the key 


of the bin containing the grain does 
not, where there is no evidence of 
the amount of grain in the bin, pass 
the property in the grain sold before the 
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to recover the value of the fifteen sacks, the jury 
found that C. had accepted the order generally, 
& gave a verdict for pltf. :—Held: the order was 
right, & trover was maintainable. 

If I agree to deliver a certain quantity of oil 
as ten out of eighteen tons, no one can say which 
part of the whole quantity I havo agreed to deliver 
until a selection is made (BAYLEY, J.).—GILLETT 
v. Hinw (1834), 2 Cr. & M. 580; 4 Tyr. 290; 3 
L. J. Ex. 145; 149 EK. R. 871. 

Annotations :—Consd. Knights v. Wiffen (1870), L. R. 5 
. v. 


Q. B. 660; Thames Sack & Bag Co nowles (1918), 
88 L. J. K. B. 585; Laurie & Morewood »v. Dudin, [1926) 
1K. B. 223; Wait & James v. Midland Bank (1926), 


31 Com. Cas. 172. Refd. Henderson v. Williams (1894), 
72 L. T. 98; Sterns v. Vickers, [1923] 1 K. B. 78. 


1064. .|—B. agreed to buy 5 tons of 
hops of good quality from K., to be delivered by 
K. K. sent a large quantity, far exceeding 5 
tons, & B., after inspection, refused to receive any 
of them, as being of bad quality. K. never 
tendered the specific quantity of 5 tons, & took 
the whole parcel away, & then sued B. for the 
price of 5 tons :—Held: as the 5 tons had never 
been separated from the parcel, & there was no 
complete delivery, B. could not sue for the price, 
but could merely recover damages for non- 
acceptance, & the measure of such damages was the 
difference between the contract price & the market 
price at the time when the contract was broken. 
—Boswrnn v. KI.Born (1862), 15 Moo. P. O. C. 
309; 61. T. 79; 8 Jur. N.S. 4433 10 W. R. 517 ; 
15 BH. R. 511, P. C. 

Annotation :—Refd. Re Pentreguinca Fucl Co., Pegg’s Claim 

(1862), 4 De G. F. & J. 541. 

1065. .|—Where, after a sale of 60,000 
bricks, part of a bulk of 117,000, the seller had 
applied all but 62,000 for other purposes, & was 
still using them when seized in execution :—Held : 
there was no appropriation of any part of the 
60,000 to the sale.—SNELI, v. HEIGHTON (1883), 
1 Cab. & El. 95. 

Annotation :—Consd. Re Wait, [1927] 1 Ch. 606. 

1066. Residue.|—-JENKEYNS v. Us- 
BORNE, No. 2236, post. 

1067. .]}—The rule of law is that, if 
something is to be done by the seller to ascertain 
the goods to be delivered, it is not to be taken that 
the property passes. . . . The potatoes sold were 
‘““magnum potatoes’’ & ‘‘on an inch & a half 
sieve,” ze. magnum potatoes which would stand 
that test & clear such 2 sieve, that is, not pass 
through. Thus it was not a sale of all the potatoes 
grown on these farms, nor even of all] ‘‘ the magnum 
potatoes,’ but only such as cleared such a sieve, 
& who was to ascertain the potatoes? Clearly 
the seller, that is he was to ascertain what were 
the potatoes to be sold, & the property was not to 
pass until they were so ascertained. The property 
did not pass by the contract, & it was a contract 
for future delivery of the potatoes when so ascer- 
tained (LoRD ESHER).—SHARP v. CHRISTMAS 
(1892), 8 T. L. TR. 687, C. A. 

Annotation :—Refd. Hartley v. Hymans, [1920] 3 K. B. 475. 
- 1068. -|—Kesp., a fish dealer in 
Ireland, carried on the business of supplying fish 
to customers in England. He had an agent at 
Holyhead, & his practice was not to send fish 
direct to any particular customer, but to send to 
his agent at Holyhead a sufficient quantity of fish 
to fulfil all the orders which he might have received, 
& to leave the agent to forward parcels of fish to 
the various customers as might be required. 
Applts., who were fish salesman in London, gave 
































quantity sold is separated from tha 
bulk & appropriated to the contract. 
—-ZAAISER v. JESSKE (Sask.), [1918] 3 
W. Ww. R, 757 > 43 D. L. R. 223.—CAN. 
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Sect. 1.—Transfer of property from seller to buyer: 
Sub-sect. 3, B. (a) & (b) 1.) 


resp. an order to send them 20 boxes of mackerel, 
&; in fulfilment of that order & of others received 
at the same time, resp. dispatched 122 boxes of 
mackerel to his agent at Holyhead, & in due 
course the agent consigned 20 boxes to applts. 
Owing to delays which, without the fault of either 
resp. or applts., had taken place on the journey 
between resp.’s place of business & Holyhead, the 
mackerel reached aoe in bad condition, & they 
refused to pay the full contract price for it. Resp. 
sued to recover the full price on the ground that, 
at the moment when the whole consignment of 
122 boxes was dispatched by him to his agent at 
Holyhead, there was a sufficient appropriation of 
20 boxes by him to applts., & that the property 
in the contents of the 20 boxes had passed, & the 
loss must be borne by applts. :—Held: until the 
agent at Holyhead had earmarked particular 
boxes for particular customers there was no 
appropriation to the contract, & the loss must 
therefore fall on resp.—HEALY v. HOWLETT & 
Sons, [1917] 1 K. B. 337; 86 L. J. K. B. 252; 
116 L. T. 691, D. C. 

—_— ——-.]— See, also, Nos. 1531, 1547-1549, post. 

1069. ——— Agreement for ofl to remain unsepa- 
rated in seller’s cisterns—Payment of warehousing 
rent by buyer.|—A. purchases from deft. a quantity 
of oil, which was not to be drawn off, but by agree- 
ment was to remain undivided in deft.’s cisterns, 
& for which A. was to pay a weekly rent for 
warehouseroom; A.’s bill for the oil being dis- 
honoured, & he became bkpt.:—Held: the oil 
not having been severed from deft.’s stock, this 
did not amount to such a delivery as would 
entitle the assignees of A. to maintain trover for 
it.—WHITE v. WILKS (1813), 5 Taunt. 176; 1 
Marsh. 2; 128 KE. R. 654. 

Annotations :—Refd. Acraman ». Morrice (1849), 8 CG. B. 

49; Wiles v. Woodward (1850), 5 Exch. 557; Laurie 

& Morewood #. Dudin, [1926] 1 K. B. 223. 

1070. Ascertainment of price.}]— WITHERS v. 
Lyss, No. 1378, post. 

1071. Shipment.|—Brirish & INDIA STEAM 
NAVIGATION Co. v. DE MATTOS, DE MATTOS v. 
BRITISH & INDIA STEAM NAVIGATION Co., No. 1557, 
post. 

Appropriation to contract.]|— See Sub-sect. 3, 
B. (6), post. 


(b) Subsequent Appropriation. 
i. In General. 


See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), 8s. 18, r. 5 (1). 

1072. Appropriation must be _ followed by 
assent.|—A. having in his warehouse a quantity 
of sugar, in bulk, more than sufficient to fill 
20 hogsheads, agreed to sell 20 hogsheads to B., 
but there was no note in writing of the contract 
sufficient to satisfy Stat. Frauds. 4 hogsheads 
were delivered to & accepted by B. A. filled up & 
appropriated to B. 16 other hogsheads, & informed 
him that they were ready, & desired him to take 
them away. 8B. said he would take them as soon as 
he could :—Held:; the appropriation having been 
made by A., & assented to by B., the property in 
the 16 hogsheads thereby passed to the latter, & 
their value might be recovered by A. under a 
count for goods bargained & sold. 

That selection was made by pltfs., & they notified 


SALE OF GooDs. 


it to deft., & the latter then promised to take them 

away. That is equivalent to an actual acceptance 

of the 16 hogsheads by deft. That acceptance 
made the goods his own (HoLRoyD, J.).—-ROHDE 
uv. THWAITES (1827), 6 B. & C. 388; 9 Dow. & Ry. 

K. B. 293; 108 E. R. 495; sub nom. RHODE v. 

THWAITES, 5 L. J. O. S. K. B. 1638. 

Annotations :—Distd. Atkinson v. Bell (1828), 8 B. & C. 277. 
Apld. Alexander v. Gardner (1835), 1 Bing. N. C._671; 
Wilkins v, Bromhead (1844), 8 Man. & G. 963. Distd. 
Campbell v. Mersey Docks & Harbour Board (1863), 14 
Cc. B. N. 8.412. Consd. Pignataro v. Gilroy, [1919] 1 
K. B. 459. Refd. Boorman v. Nash (1829), 7 L. J. O. 8. 
K. B. 150; Clarke v. Spence (1836), 4 Ad. & El. 448; 
Acraman v. Morrice (1849), 8 C. B. 449; Crane v. London 
Dock Co. (1864), 5 B. & S. 313; Heilbutt vo. Hickson 
(1872), L. R. 7 C. P. 438; Gabarron v. Kreeft, Kreeft v. 

Thompson (1875), L. R. 10 Exch. 274. 


1078. .|—ATKINSON v. BELL, No. 1146, post. 

1074, .|—A. employed B. to build him a 
greenhouse for £50. When it was completed, 
B. gave A. notice, & requested him to remit the 
price. A. remitted the amount & desired B. to 
keep the greenhouse till sent for. Afterwards 
B., unknown to A., deposited the greenhouse with 
O., telling him it was the property of A., & 
requesting him to keep it for A., which he agreed 
todo. B. having become bkpt., his assignees took 
possession of the greenhouse :—Held : the property 
in the greenhouse passed to A., there having been 
an appropriation of it to him by B., & an assent 
on his part to such appropriation.—WILKINS v. 
BROMHEAD (1844), 6 Man. & G. 963; 7 Scott, N. R. 
921; 18L. J.C. P.74; 2L. T. 0.8. 328; 8 Jur. 
83; 1384 KH. R. 1182. 

1075. .|—(1) Deft., a corn factor, re- 
siding at Bristol, in Dec. 1846, wrote to I, at 
Plymouth, requesting samples of barley, & to 
make him an offer of a cargo. In the same month 
L. wrote to deft., & sent samples of barley, & 
offered to sell deft. from 400 to 500 quarters f.o.b. 
at Kingsbridge, or some ncighbouring port, for 
a certain sum for cash, on handing the bill of 
Jading, or by acceptance, etc., Deft. accepted 
the terms, subject to L.’s reply. L. acceded to 
deft.’s proposal, & requested deft. to give him 
instructions about the vessel, in order to get her 
correctly insured. lL. sent deft. the charterparty, 
not under seal, of a vessel in which the barley was 
to be shipped, & which was made in L.’s name. 
Jn Jan. 1847, the vessel was loaded with the barley, 
& LL. received from the master the bill of lading, 
by which the cargo was deliverable at Bristol to 
the order of Jl., or assigns, on payment of freight. 
Subsequently, I. called at deft.’s counting house 
in Bristol, & left the invoice & unindorsed bill of 
lading ; he afterwards called again, when a dispute 
arose as to the quality of the barley; deft., after 
some further dispute, tendered the amount of the 
cargo in money to J.., who refused to accept it, 
but took away the bill of lading, & indorsed it to 
pltfs. Deft., on the arrival of the vessel, claimed 
& obtained part of the cargo; but pltfs., on pro- 
ducing the bills of lading, obtained what remained, 
& paid the freight. The jury found that deft. 
did not refuse to accept the barley from l..; that 
the tender was unconditional; & that he was not 
an agent entrusted with the bill of lading by deft. 
In an action of trover by pltfs. for the value of the 
barley so obtained by deft. :—Held: no property 
in the cargo passed to deft., either by the trans- 
action at Bristol, or by the shipment of the cargo 
on board the vessel by L., & pltfs. were entitled 
to recover. 

The vendor. . 











. chooses a certain quantity 
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Part LV.—EFrFrects OF THE CONTRACT. 


of corn, which he intends to offer to the party in 

erformance of his contract; but he keeps it as 
18 property in the meantime. Such being the 
state of matters, the property in that state arrives 
at Bristol, & there is nothing to show that there 
was any transaction which amounted to an agree- 
ment between the parties to alter that arrange- 
ment; therefore the property did not pass at all 
(ALDERSON, B.). 

The property does not pass unless there is a 
subsequent appropriation of the goods. The word 
appropriation . . . may mean a selection on the 
part of the vendor, where he has the right to choose 
the article which he has to supply in performance of 
his contract ; & the contract will show when the 
word is used in that sense. Or the word may mean, 
that both parties have agreed that a certain article 
shall be delivered in pursuance of the contract, 
& yet the property may not pass in either case. 

- - ‘‘ Appropriation ’’ may also be used in another 
sense, viz. where both parties agree upon the 
specific article in which the property is to pass, 
& nothing remains to be done in order to pass 
it (PARKE, B.). 

(2) It may be admitted, that if goods are ordered 
by a person, although they are to be selected by 
the vendor, & to be delivered to a common carricr 
to be sent to the person by whom they have been 
ordered, the moment the goods, which have been 
selected in pursuance of the contract, are delivered 
to the carrier, the carrier becomes the agent of the 
vendees & such a delivery amounts to a delivery 
to the vendee (PARKE, B.).—WalIt v. BAKER (1848), 
2 Exch. 1; 17 L. J. Ex. 307; 154 KE. R. 380. 


Annotations :—As to (1) Consd. Van Casteel v. Booker (1848), 
2 Exch. 691. Apld. Jenkyns v. Brown (1849), 14 Q. B. 
496; Turner vr. Liverpool Docks Trustees (1851), 6 Exch. 


543, Consd. Browne v. Hare (1859), 4 H. & N. 822; 
Hoare v. Drosser (1859), 7 H. L. Cas. 291; Joyce ». 
Swann (1864), 17 C. B. N. S. 84; Gabarron v. Kreclt, 


Kreeft. v. Thompson (1875), L. R. 10 KExeb. 274. Expld. 
Mirabita v. Imperial Ottoman Bank (1878), 3 Ex. D. 164. 
Consd. The Parchim, [1918] A. C..157. Apld. &e Blyth 
Shipbuilding & Dry Docks Co., Forster ». Blyth sShip- 
building & Dry Docks Co., [1926] Ch. 494. Consd. Le 
Wait, [1927] 1 Ch. 606. Refd. Spanish & Portuguese Scrow 
Steam vay cae Co. v. Bell, Wood . Same (1856), 2 Jur. 
N.S. 349; Gumm vo. Tyrie (1864), 4B. & S. 680 ; Shepherd 
v. Harrison (1871), L. R.5 H.L. 116; Heilbutt v. Hickson 
(1872), L. R. 7 C. P. 438; Ogg v. Shuter (1875), 44 L. J. 
C. P. 161; The Miramichi, [1915] P. 71. As to (2) Apld. 
seer Iron Co., Hx p. Pearson (1868), 3 Ch. App. 


1076. .|—Pltf. contracted to sell to deft. 
a certain quantity of oil at a certain price per 
hundredweight. Pltf. at the time had oil at a 
wharf, & in order to carry out his contract with 
deft., he gave an order to the wharfinger to 
transfer such oil to deft. The wharfinger accord- 
ingly made a transfer in his books of the oil to 
deft.’s name, & signed a notice to deft. of such 
transfer having been made, which notice pltf.’s 
clerk took to deft., together with the transfer order, 
requiring from deft. in return a cheque for the 

urchase-money. Deft. refused to give the cheque, 

ut kept the transfer order, against the will of 
pltf., who never intended to part with any property 
in the oil or order until the cheque was given :— 
Held: as the sale was not of any specific oil, & 
as there had been no assent to the transfer of 
the oil in the wharfinger’s books binding on all 
parties, no property passed to deft. & pltf. was 
entitled to maintain trover for the oil & transfer 
order. 

The contract of sale contained a stipulation that 
the oil was ‘‘ to be free delivered & paid for in 
fourteen days by cash, less £2 10s. per cent. dis- 
count.’ Semble: the seller had fourteen days to 
deliver the oil, & he was therefore entitled to call 
for payment at the time of delivery. 
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If that transfer order had been delivered to the 
buyer, & he had carried it to the wharfinger, & 
the latter had consented to hold the oil therein 
specified for him, or if, after the order had becn 
left with the wharfinger by the seller’s clerk, the 
wharfinger had communicated it to the buyer, & 
the latter had assented to it either tacitly or 
explicitly, that would have constituted a com- 
plete transfer, inasmuch as the transaction would 
amount to an arrangement between the three, 
the vendor, the wharfinger, & the vendce, that the 
oil should remain in the wharfinger’s hands as 
agent of the vendee. It is impossible to say 
that the facts here show that any arrangement 
of that kind was come to (WILLIAMS, J.).—GODTS 
v. Rose (1855), 17 C. B. 229; 25 L. J. C. P. 61; 
26 L. T. O. S. 240; 1 Jur. N.S. 1173; 4 W. R. 
129; 189 EB. R. 1058. 

Annotations :—Apld. Campbell v. Mersey Docks & Harbour 
Board (1863), 14 C. B. N.S. 412. Consd. Laurie & More- 
wood v, Dudin, [1926] 1 K. B. 223. Refd. Fitzgerald v. 
Dressler (1859), 5 Jur. N.S. 598. 

1077. |—A sale of a given number of 
bales out of a larger number does not vest the 
property in the vendce, until there has been @ 
specific appropriation by the vendor assented to 
by the vendee or his agent. A. bought 250 bales 
of cotton, part of a cargo of 500, of one mark, 
Janded & warehoused in the Mersey Docks. On 
landing, the bales were sampled & numbered, & 
a warrant was handed by the co. to A. for 250 
bales ‘‘ numbered from | to 250,” as having been 
entered for him :-—Held: assuming this to have 
been an appropriation of the specific bales to A., 
there having been no assent by him to such 
appropriation, express or implied, no property 
passed to him. 

The assent of the vendee may be given prior to 
the appropriation by the vendor; it may be 
cither express or implied, & it may be given by an 
agent of the party, by the warehouseman or 
wharfinger (WILLES, J.).—CAMPBELL v. MERSEY 
Docks & Harbour Boarp (1863), 14 C. B. N.S. 
412; 2 New Rep. 32; 81. 'T. 2455 11 W. RR. 596 ; 
143 KK. R. 506. 

1078. —-—.|]—-Pltf. at a fair orally contracted 
to sell to deft. at a given price per hundred- 
weight 2 pockets of hops which were on the spot, 
& which were there inspected & approved by deft. 
& also 2 other pockets of which samples were 
shown, but which were lying in a warehouse in 
London. Deft. took away with him, & afterwards 
paid for, the first 2 pockets, but the last 2 were to 
be forwarded to him at a future time. On his 
return to London, pltf. went to the warehouse & 
selected 2 out of 3 pockets which he had there, & 
directed the warchouse keeper to mark them “ to 
wait the buver’s order,”’ but no alteration was made 
in the warehouse keeper’s books, & he continued 
to hold pltf. liable for the rent. DPItf. a few days 
afterwards sent deft. an invoice describing the 
numbers, the weight, & the prices of the 2 pockets 
delivered at the fair, & also of the 2 which had been 
set apart at the warehouse, & at the same time 
inclosed a draft for acceptance. Deft. sent back 
the draft unaccepted, & refused to receive the last 
2 pockets. In an action for goods bargained & 
sold :-—Held: no evidence which would warrant 
a jury in finding that the appropriation of the 2 
pockets in the London warchouse was either 
originally authorised or subsequently assented to 
by the buyer, & consequently the property in them 
did not pass by the contract.—JENNER v. SMITII 
(1869), L. R. 4 C. P. 270. 


Annotation :—Refd. Hoare v. G. W. Ry. (1877), De Colyar’s 
County Court Cases, 192. 
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Sect. 1.—Transfer of property from seller to buyer : 
Sub-sect. 3, B. (b) 7. & ti.) 


1079. Effect of absence of appropriation—Where 
ee ADAMS (1858), 1 F. & 


li. ‘* Appropriation.” 
See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 18, r. 5 (1). 


ri Meaning of.|—-WaAIT v. BAKER, No. 1075, 
ante. 

1081. What amounts to.|——Plitf. was employed 
by deft. to make a machine for him according to 
a particular plan, receiving a payment on account, 
but no specific price being agreed on. When the 
machine was completed, deft. saw & approved of 
it, but objected to the price demanded for it. 
Deft. afterwards requested pltf. to send it home 
before it was paid for ; which the lattcr refused to 
do. On being applied to for the amount by 
pltf.’s attorney, deft. said he would endeavour to 
arrange it if plt{f. would give him time :—Held: 
a sufficient appropriation of the machine by pltf., 
& assent thereto on the part of deft., to entitle 
the former to recover the value on a count for goods 
bargained & sold.—ELLiotr v. Pysus (1834), 10 
Hing. aa 4 Moo. & 8.389; 3L. J.C. P. 182; 131 








Aantaion,: Refd. Beaumont v. Brengeri (1847), 5 C. B. 
1082. .|—Konic v. Branpt, No. 1348, post. 
1083. ——-./—-Re Walt, No. 2644, post. 

1084. —-—- Shipment.|—Pltfs. sold to defts. a 


quantity of Sligo butter, which it was provided by 
the contract should be shipped for London in 
Oct., & be paid for by bill at two months from the 
date of landing. The butters were on Nov. 6 
shipped by M. & S. of Sligo, addressed & invoiced 
to pltfs., & by the bill of lading made deliverable 
to their order. On Nov. 10 detts. were informed 
that the butters were not shipped within the time 
provided by the contract, &, though they at first 
demurred, they subsequently verbally consented 
to waive the objection, & accepted the invoice 
& the bill of lading, which defts. indorsed to them. 


10791. Tffect of absence of appropria- 








contract for the purchase of certain 


SALE OF GOODS. 


The invoice specified the weights & prices of the 
several firkins. The vessel on board of which 
the butters were shipped was wrecked, & part 
of the butters were lost, & the remainder damaged. 
In indebitatus assumpsit for goods bargained & 
sold, the jury found that defts. had waived the 
performance of the condition as to the shipment 
of the butters in Oct. :—Held: (1) there was a 
sufficient appropriation & ascertainment of the 
goods, & assent thereto by defts., to vest the 
property in them, & consequently that the action 
was maintainable; (2) defts. having waived the 
performance of the condition as to the time of 
shipment, the contract became in this respect 
unconditional, & was properly declared on as such ; 
& such waiver or dispensation need not be in 
writing ; (3) the landing of the butters was not a 
condition precedent to defts.’ liability to be called 
on for payment of the price.—ALEXANDER v. 
GARDNER (1835), 1 Bing. N. C. 671; 1 Hodg. 147 ; 
1 Scott, 680; 41. J.C. P. 223; 131 HE. R. 1276. 
Annotations :—As to (1) Apld. Martineau v. Kitching (1872), 
L. RK. 7 Q. B. 436. Reid. Wilkins v. Bromhead (1844), 
6 Man. & G. 963; Brown v. Hare (1858), 27 L. J. Ex. 372 ; 
Heilbutt vo. Hickson (1872), L. R. 7 C. P. 438. As to 


(2) Consd. Hartley v. Hymans, (1920) 3 K. B. 475. As 
to (3) Consd. Castlo v. Playford (1872), L. R. 7 Kxch. 98, 


1085. j---On June 26, 1915, defts., 
coal merchants in Dublin, entered into a contract 
for the purchase of a quantity of coal from It. & 
Sons, Glasgow. The contract note contained no 
reference to demurrage, but, in a Ictter of the 
same date to the vendors, defts. intimated that 
they were prepared to pay a reasonable rate of 
demurrage. It was provided by the contract that 
the coal was to be .supplied c.if. to Dublin, 
steamers to be discharged in twenty-four running 
hours from arrival. In pursuance of their con- 
tracts with defts., R. & Sons entered into a 
charter-party, dated July 6, 1915, & executed 
later, with pltf., for the carriage of the coal by 
one of his ships to Dublin. The charterparty 
contained the usual conditions, including a cesser 
& lien clause, & provided that demurrage at the 
rate of 15s. per hour should be paid for dctention 
over the specified time of twenty-four running 








1081 v -.--HAMMOND v, DAYKIN 





tion—W here order accepted, |—- MALCOLM volumes on the instalment plan, the & JACKSON (1914), 28 W. L. R. 763 ; 

v. HARNISH (1894), 27 N.S. Rt. 262. goods at the time of the purchase not 18 D. L. R. 525; 6 W. W. BR. 1205; 

—CAN. being in a deliverable state, & not 19 B. GC. R. 550; 8 W. W. Rt 512.— 

7 1079 ii. .J--SELLS, LTp. vr. pete aged Epps pate’ bat me ee CAN. 

‘THOMSON STATIONERY Co., Lp. ract, Gert. On the samo da y_ fetter, —SYT AR STs 
eancelled the order :—//eld : the im- bbedamte Fe aaa ag 


(1014), 27 W. L. &. 90k; 19 B.C. RR. 
400.—CAN. 

1079 iii. .] — BUTTERICK 
PUBLISHING Co. v. WHITE (1914), 28 
W. LL. i. 9415 6 W. W, RR. 1394; 18 
pL. R. 636; 8 Alta. L. KR. 55.-- 
CAN. 














1079 iv. -}—C. agreed in 
writing to purchase from H., about 
600 sacks of barley as per sample at 


@ price per bushel. H. had in a store 
belonging to W. a lot of 709 sacks of 
barley, & the goods sold were to the 
knowledge of C. intended to be part 
of this lot. Shortly after the agree- 
ment was made, & before anything 
had been done to appropriate to Cc, 
any part of the harley, & before C. 
had compared the bulk with the 
sample, the barley in the store was gv 
damaged by fire that it was rendered 
undeliverable in terms of the con- 
tract of sale:—Held; the property 
in the barley had not passed to CU.— 
CorkY & Co. v. HARDING (1905), 26 
N. Z. I. R. 361.—N.Z. 


1079 v. ——— .J}—PYNE, GOULD, 
GUINNESS, LTD. v. MEREDITH & Co. & 
JOHN MILL & Co., LTp., [1926] N. Z. 


L. RR. 241.—N.Z. 

b. Withdrawal of lg dee assent to 
appropriation. } — Deft. ving at the 
solicitation of pltf.’s agent signed a 





pice assent to an appropriation of 
he goods was withdrawn by the letter 
of cancellation, & pltfs. could not 
convert the executory contract into 
an executed one.— PUBLISHERS ASSOCN. 
OF CANADA, LTD. v. ROWLAND (1915), 
32 WwW. L. R, 646.—CAN. 


PART IV. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 3.— 
B. (b) ii. 

1081 i. What amounts to.|--SPRAQUE 

HN a (1877), 1 PP. & B. 241.— 





1081 if. ———~—.]—BERNHART v. McCuT- 
OHEON (1899), 12 Man. L. R. 394.— 
CAN. 

1081 iii. -]— Defts. agreed to 


make for plitf. cortain tools used in mak- 
ing hubs of a special kind, &, in consid- 
eration of being allowed to use the tools, 
to make also a number of the hubs: 
-—Held ; the use of the tools was an 
unconditional appropriation thereof 
to the contract, so that the property 
in them had Raed to pltf.—LEGco 
v. WELLAND VALE UFAOTURING 
Co. (1901), 21 GC. L. T. Occ, N. 374; 
2 O. L. Rn, 45.—CAN. 


1081 iv. INGLIS v. RICHARD- 
SON & Sons, LTD. (1913), 290. L. R. 
220; 40. W,N. 1519: 14D. L. R. 
137.—CAN., 





Co. v. Karst & GENTNER (1914), 30 
W. L. R. 191; 7 W. W. RR. 762; 20 
ID. L. R. 10.—CAN. 

1081 vii. -]—PULLAN Vv. SPEIZMAN 
(1921), 51 0. L. R. 386; 67 DL. RR. 
365.— CAN. 

1081 viii. .] — JUDGGERNATII 
AUGURWALLAH v. SMITH (1906), 
I. L. R. 34 Cale. 173.—IND, 

1081 ix. .}-—Pltfs. had manufac- 
tured 26 tons of binder-twine for 
defts., & delivered half. Defts., not 
wishing to take delivery of the balance, 
wrote to plitfs. asking if pltfs. would 
store the bulance free of cost until 
defts. required same next season, 
Defts. replied agrecing to do so, & 
adding, *‘ You will, of course, attend 
to the insurance at your end” :— 
Held: the twine had been appro- 

riated by pltfs. to defts.—DONAGHY’S 
20PE & TWINE Co., Lrp. v. WRIGHT, 
STEPHENSON & Co. (1906), 25 N. Z, 
L. R. 641.—N.Z. 














1081 x. .}--SMELLIE v. SHAND, 
Mac. 67.—N.Z. 
1081 xi. .}—ANDERSON & CROMP- 





TON v. WALLS & Co. (1870), 43 8c. Jur. 
48,.—SCOT. 


0. Goods marked & left on 
premises of seller.)—DOYLE v. LASHER 
(1866), 16 C. P. 263.—CAN. 





Part IV.—EFFECTS OF THE CONTRACT. 


Pltf. did not execute the original con- 
tract, & defts. were not expressly parties to the 
contract of affreightment with the shipowner. 
The vessel arrived in Dublin on J uly 11, & the 
discharge of the cargo was completed on the 
afternoon of July 14, thirty-six hours after tho 
expiration of the time stipulated.for discharging. 
A bill of lading, incorporating the provisions of 
the charterparty, was prepared on July 12, signed 
by pltf. on July 13, & posted by the shippers on 
July 14, to defts., who duly received it on July 15, 
when the vessel had completely discharged her 
cargo, & had left the port of Dublin. In these 
circumstances pltf. sued defts. for demurrage :— 
Held : as soon as the coal had been put on board 
the vessel at Glasgow there was an unconditional 
appropriation under Sale of Goods Act, 1893 
(c. 71), 5. 18, the property then passed to defts., 
& not under the bill of lading, & defts. were not 
bound by the terms of the bill of lading incor- 
porating the charterparty, as the cargo had not 
been received or accepted by them thereunder.— 
McKELVIE v. WALLACE BROTHERS, LTp., [1919] 
27. R. 250, H. L. 

1086. Delivery of component parts of un- 
completed article.|—-Deft. co. contracted with C. 
to provide an electrical installation, including 
(inter alia), a storage battcry, at her house for 
£1,363. Deft. co. then sub-contracted with 
pltfs. for the supply of the battery to be erected 
by them on C.’s premises at the price of £286, 
including ercction. In accordance with the terms 
of the sub-contract pltfs. sent the materials for the 
battery by rail to a specificd station, whence they 
were to be carted by deft. co. to U.’s premises & 
there erected by pltfs. Deft. co. carted the goods, 
but pltfs. did not proceed with the erection of the 
battery, which was ultimately completed by deft. 
co. who went into liquidation. In an action 
against C. to which the co. was added as deft., C., 
in pursuance of an order, made by the master 
upon a summons for directions, paid into ct. the 
sum of £269, part of the balance owing by her to 
deft. co., & upon that proceedings were stayed as 
against her :—Held: upon construction of the 
sub-contract, it was not a contract for the sale of 
a completed article, but of the component parts of 
the battery, with a supplemental contract that 
after delivery they should be erected on C.’s 
premises ; the delivery of the parts was an uncon- 
ditional appropriation to the contract of goods in 
a deliverable state with Sale of Goods Act, 1893 
(c. 71), 8s. 18, r. 5, & the property therein passed to 
deft. co.-—PRITCHETT Co. v. CURRIE, [1916] 2 Ch. 
515; 85 L. J. Ch. 753; 115 L. T. 425, C. A. 
Annotation :-—Mentd. Pole-Carew v. Western Counties & 

General Manure Co., [1920] 2 Ch. 97. 

1087. Delivery of parcel of cargo intended 
for one buyer to lighter of other buyer—Loss of 
parcel—Delivery documents showing intention to 
deliver to first buyer.|—A cargo of oats was 
shipped in bulk, & 500 quarters were sold to pltf. 
& 500 quarters to defts., while the ship was on her 
voyage. FPltf. & defts. employed the same lighter- 
man to take delivery of the goods from the ship, 
& the lighterman sent one of his barges, intending 
it to take delivery on behalf of defts. of 500 
quarters. By a misunderstanding the ship’s 
clerk caused to be delivered to him 500 quarters 
which the clerk intended for pltf., & for whom he 
had prepared the requisite documents. Another 
barge afterwards, owing to a similar misunder- 
standing, took delivery of a second 500 quarters, 
which fh lighterman intended to receive on behalf 
of pltf., but which the ship’s clerk intended for 
defts. This latter lighter was damaged, & the 
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oats were spoiled. In an action by pltf. for the 
wrongful detention of the oats conveyed to defts.’ 
wharf :—Held: there had been an appropriation 
of these oats to pltf. under the contract of sale 
within Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), ss. 16, & 18 ; 
the property therein had passed to him; & he was 
entitled to damages for their detention by defts.— 

DENNY v. SKELTON (1916), 86 L. J. K. B. 280 3 115 

L. T. 305; 13 Asp. M. L. C. 437. 

1088. ——— Appropriation by original seller— 
Resale by purchaser—Trade usage.|—-By a con- 
tract dated May 30, 1912, the Produce Brokers 
co. agreed to sell & deliver to the Olympia Oil & 
Cake co. 6,000 tons of Soya beans to be shipped 
from an Fastern port to Hull. In fulfilment of 
this contract the sellers on Feb. 4, 1913, declared 
& appropriated a cargo of beans shipped at 
Vladivostok on a ship called the Canterbury by 
the East Asiatic co. This cargo had on Feb. 4 
been tendered to & accepted by the sellers under a 
contract in similar terms by which the Hast 
Asiatic co. had sold to them the same quantity of 
Soya beans. On Feb. 3 the Canterbury had in fact 
met with disaster near Vladivostok, & on Feb. 4 
she sank with her cargo. The fact of the loss 
became known to the sellers on Feb. 4, in the 
interval between the receipt by them of the tender 
from the Kast Asiatic co. & the handing of that 
tender to the buyers. On an arbn. between the 
partics, it was found by the Board of Appeal of 
the Incorporated Oil Seed Assocn. that by the 
custem of the trade, in case of resales, buyers under 
this form of contract were bound to accept the 
original shipper’s appropriation, if passed on with- 
out delay, provided that the original shipper’s 
appropriation was valid & in order at the time of 
being made by the original shipper to his buyers ; 
& that their sellers would be under no obligation 
to make any appropriation other than that of 
passing on a copy of original shipper’s appropria- 
tion without delay, even though the appropriation 
at the time of being passed on might, apart from 
such custom, be invalid & not in order. It was 
further found that the appropriation in question 
by the sellers was made under a resale to which 
the custom applied, & that the appropriation of 
the original shippers, the Kast Asiatic co., was valid 
& in order. The arbitrators awarded that the 
buyers were bound to accept the sellers’ appro- 
priation, although at the time it was made the 
cargo was at the bottom of the sca. On motion 
by the buyers to set aside the award the Div. Ct. 
held that the custom was neither unreasonable 
nor inconsistent with the contract, & dismissed 
the motion :—-Held : it was not inconsistent with 
the contract, & the award must consequently 
stand.— PRODUCE BROKERS Co., LTD. v. OLYMPIA 
Oi & CAKE Co., Lrp., [1917] 1 K. B. 3203 sub 
nom. OLYMPIA OIL & CAKE Co. v. PRODUCE 
Brokers Co., 86 L. J. K. B. 4213; 1160. T.13 38 
T. L. R. 95, C. A. 

Annotations :—-Consd. Clark v. Cox, McEuen, [1921] 1 K. B. 
139, Refd. Manbre Saccharine Co. v. Corn Products Co., 
{1919} 1 K. B. 198. Mentd. Olympia Oil & Cake Co. v. 
Macandrew & Moreland (1918), 34 T. L. R. 581; Westa- 
cott v. Hahn, [1918] 1 K. LB. 495. 

1089. Provisional invoice—Trade usage.]— 
Resps. in Rotterdam contracted to buy from 
applits. in Hamburg 6,000 tons of South Russian 
wheat, the conditions of the contract providing 
that notice of appropriation with ship’s name & 
date of bill of lading should be given by the shippers 
to the buyers within seven days from date of bill 
of lading & that provisional invoice with ship’s 
name & date of bill of lading should be sent by the 
shippers’ London house to the buyers within three 
days from the arrival of the documents in London. 





492 


Sect. 1.—Transfer of property from seller to buyer: 
Sub-sect. 3, B. (b) it, iit. & iv.) 


The sellers shipped the wheat at Novorossisk, & 
within the seven days the sellers sent to the buyers 
w telegram & confirming letter, which the sellers 
alleged to be a notice of appropriation, but neither 
document stated the date of the bill of lading. 
On the same day the sellers posted to the buyers 
® provisional invoice which gave the date of the 
bill of lading, but the provisional invoice was not 
received by the buyers until after the expiry of 
the seven days. The buyers contended that there 
had been no tender in conformity with the con- 
tract, & it was found by the appeal committee in 
an arbn. that there had been no good notice of 
appropriation in the telegram & confirming letter 
& that the provisional invoice was not intended as 
a notice of appropriation & that it was a recognised 
custom that notice of appropriation & provisional 
invoice should be separate documents, & that there- 
fore the buyers were under no liability to the 
sellers :—HIcld: even if the provisional invoice 
constituted a notice of appropriation, yet, as it was 
not received by the buyers within the contract 
time, the sellers had not satisfied the contract, & 
as the custom was not unreasonable & was not 
inconsistent with the contract, the provisional 
invoice was not a notice of appropriation, & the 
award of the appeal committee must be upheld. 
—COMPAGNIE CONTINENTALE D’IMPORYTATION Vv. 
HANDELSVERTRETUNG DER UNION DER S.S. R. IN 
DEUTSCHLAND (1927), 44 T. L. R. 10. 

1090. Place of appropriation—-Where goods at 
time situate.|—-Where a contract is made in the 
United Kingdom to sell patented goods which are 
abroad, & is completed by appropriation or 
delivery abroad, the vendor does not use, exercise 
or vend the invention in the United Kingdom 
within the meaning of the patent. 

The property in a specific & ascertained chattel 
may be passed on a contract of sale for valuable 
consideration without delivery. Whether it does 
so pass or not will in each instance depend on the 
intention of the parties as ascertained by the 
terms of the contract, their conduct, & the cir- 
cumstances of the case (LORD ATKINSON). 

If you must decide in what country an appro- 
priation of goods by consent takes place, it takes 
place not where the consent is given, but) where 
the goods are at the time situate (LORD LOREBURN, 
C.).—-BADISCHE ANILIN UND SopA FABRIK 1. 
Hickson, [1906] A. C. 419; 75 1. J. Ch. 621; 95 
L. T. 68; 22 T. L. R. 641, H. L. 

1091. Validity of appropriation—Appropriation 
by sellers—-After Knowledge that goods lost in 
transit.|—In May, 1912, the P. co. sold to the O. 
co. 6,000 tons of Soya beans to be shipped from an 
oriental port during Dec. 1912, &/or Jan. 1918, by 
steamer to Hull. Clause 3 of the contract pro- 
vided that ‘‘ particulars of shipment ... to be 
declared by original sellers not later than forty 
days from the date of last bill of lading. ... In 
case of resales, copy or original appropriation shall 
be accepted by buyers and passed on without 
delay. ...’’ Clause 10 provided that ‘‘ this con- 
tract is to be void as regards any portion shipped 
that may not arrive by the ship or ships declared 
against this contract... .’’ In Sept. 1912, the 
P. co. purchased from the E. A. co. under a similar 
contract 6,000 tons of Soya beans for shipment in 
Dec. 1912, &/or Jan. 1913. On Feb. 4, 1918, 
the P. co. received a declaration & appropriation 
of a cargo of Soya beans for the Canterbury, which 
was stated to have sailed from Vladivostok on 
Jan. 81, & on the same date, Feb. 4, the P. co. 
declared & appropriated this shipment to their 
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contract with the O.co. On Feb. 4, the Canterbury 
was wrecked & her cargo was totally lost, the 
loss being known in London about 3 p.m. on that 
day. The fact of the loss of the ship & cargo was 
not known to the E. A. co. at the time of their 
tender to the P. co., but the P. co. were aware of 
it at the time of making their tender to the O. co. 
The O. co. refused to accept the tender :—Held : 
the O. co. were not bound to accept the tender 
as the ship & cargo were to the knowledge of the 
P. co. lost at the time they purported to make the 
tender; & clause 10 did not come into operation 
in a case where there had been no valid declaration 
& appropriation as between the P. co. & the O. co. 
—He OLYMPIA O1n & CAKE Co., Lrp. & PRODUCE 
BROKERS Co., Lrp., [1915] 1 K. B. 233; 84 L. J. 
K. B. 281; sub nom. OLympiIa Orn & CAKE Co., 
Lrp. v. PRODUCE BROKERS Co., LTp., 111 L. T. 
1107; 12 Asp. M. L. C. 570; 19 Com. Cas. 359, 
D. C.; subsequent proceedings, sub nom. PRODUCE 
Brokers Co., Lip. v. OLYMPIA OIn & CAKE Co., 
Lrp., [1916] 1 A. ©. 314, H. L. 


Annotations :-—Consd. & Distd. Karberg v. Blythe, Green, 
Jourdain, Schneider v. Burgett & Newsam, [1915] 2 K. B. 
379, t Produce Brokers Co. v. Olympia Oil & Cake 
Co., [1917] 1 K. B. 320. Distd. & Dbtd. Manbre Saccharine 
Co. v. Corn Products Co., [1919] 1 K. B. 198; Clark v. 
Cox, McKuen, [1921] 1K. B. 139. 


1092, ——- ———- ———_-.|—-By a contract dated 
Dec. 11, 1917, defts. sold goods to pltf. to be 
shipped during Dec. to Feb. 1918, per steamer from 
the Kast to Liverpool, where they were to be 
delivered, the name of the vessel, marks & full 
particulars to be declared to the buyer in writing 
with due despatch. The contract also provided : 
** (a) Should the vessel or vessels which may 
apply to this contract be lost before declaration 
this contract to be cancelled so far as regards such 
lost vessel or vessels on the production of the bill 
or bills of lading or other satisfactory proof of 
shipment by sellers so soon as fairly practicable 
after the loss is ascertained. (b) .. . Should the 
vessel or vessels & the goods or any portion 
thereof be lost, the contract to be cancelled for 
the whole or any such portion, but should the 
vessel or vessels be lost & the goods or any portion 
thereof be transhipped to some other vessel or 
vessels & arrive on account of the original importer, 
this contract to stand good for the whole or such 
portion.”” On Mar. 27, 1918, defts. declared in 
fulfilment of the contract goods shipped on a 
named steamer which sailed from Singapore on 
Jan. 21,1918, but was lost at sca by enemy action 
about Feb. 26, 1918. At the time of the declara- 
tion both pltf. & defts. knew that the ship & cargo 
had been lost. In an action for damages for 
failure to deliver pltf. contended that the declara- 
tion having been made after defts. knew of the 
loss of the vessel, was invalid :—Held: the declara- 
tion was made with due despatch, & was good 
although made with knowledge of the loss, & that 
the contract was consequently cancelled.—CLARK 
v. Cox, McEuEN & Co., [1921] 1 K. B. 189; 89 
L. J. K. B. 596; 122 L. T. 647; 15 Asp. M. L. C. 
5; 25 Com. Cas. 94, C. A. 

Compare BANKRUPTCY, Vol. V., pp. 703-706, 
711-719, Nos. 6170-6191, 6218-6260. 


iii. ‘‘ Assent.” 

See Sale of Goods Act, 1898 (c. 71), s. 18,r. 5 (1), 
&, generally, CONTRACT, Vol. XII., pp. 63 ef seq. 

Necessity for.]}—See Nos. 1072-1078, ante. 

1098. Nature of—Express or implied.|—Camr- 
BELL v. MERSEY Docks & HARBOUR BOARD, No. 
1077, ante. 

1094. What amounts to—Acceptance of seller’s 
bill of exchange by buyer—In ignorance of seller’s 
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bankruptey.]—Bisuop v. CRAWSHAY, No. 1148, 


1095. ——— Promise to remove goods—On notice 
of appropriation by seller..—RoupE v. THWAITES, 
No. 1072, ante. 

1096. -]—Plit!., an artist, made the 
following agreement with deft., a picture dealer, 

I agree to finish three pictures for Mr. Fitzpatrick 
(deft.) which are now submitted to him, in my best 
manner for £60 cash & a clock.” The pictures 
were not then completed, but afterwards deft. 
expressed approval of them, & said he would send 
for them next day. In an action for the £60 :— 
Held: these circumstances constituted sufficient 
appropriation of the pictures by deft. to support 
common counts for goods bargained & sold, & 
sold & delivered.—Girarpor v. FrrzPaTRick 
(1869), 21 L. 'T. 470. 

1097. Request for time to pay.]|—ELLiorr 
v. Pysus, No. 1081, ante. 

1098. Waiver of breach of condition pre- 
cedent—Time of shipment.]—ALEXANDER v. GARD- 
NER, No. 1084, ante. 

1099. Payment.]—WILKINS v. BROMHEAD, 
No. 1074, ante. 

1100. Time for—Prior to appropriation.]|—Camr- 
BELL v. MERSEY Docks & HARBOUR Boanp, No. 
1077, anle. 

1101. When presumed.}——Where, on a sale of 
unascertained goods by description, goods of that 
description & in a deliverable state are uncondi- 
tionally appropriated to the contract by the seller, 
& the seller sends notice of that appropriation to 
the buyer, in the event of the buyer neglecting to 
reply to that notice promptly it must be inferred 
that he assents to the appropriation, & on the 
expiry of a reasonable time after receipt of the 
notice the property must be deemed to have 
passed.—PIGNATARKO v. GILROY, [1919] 1 K. B. 
459; 88 L. J. K. B. 726; 120 L. T. 480; 35 
7" 7 R. 1913; 63 Sol. Jo. 265; 24 Com. Cas. 174, 

1102. By whom assent may be given—Agent— 
Warehouseman or wharfinger.}] — CAMPBELL v. 
MEnrsEY Docks & HARBOUR Boanrp, No. 1077, ante. 

















iv. Authorily to Appropriate. 


Sce Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 18, r. 5 (1). 

1103. May be in buyer or seller.|—PItf. agreed 
to purchase from K. 100 quarters of barley, being 
part of a larger quantity which pltf. saw & approved 
of, & of which he took away a sample. It was also 
agreed that pltf. should send his own sacks to Kk. ; 
that K. should fill the sacks with barley, take them 
to the railway, & place them on trucks, to be 
conveyed to pltf. Pltf. sent 200 sacks, & K. filled 
155 of them with barley from the larger quantity. 
The barley was not delivered, though repeatedly 
demanded by pltf. & promised by K. K. becoming 
embarrassed, took the barley out of the sacks, & 
mixed it with the bulk, without the privity of 
pitf. K. was soon after adjudicated a bkpt. The 
assignees thereupon removed the barley, & claimed 
the whole as the bkpt.’s property :—Held: (1) the 
property in the barley in the 155 sacks passed to 
pltf. by the appropriation made by K., with the 
assent of pltf., ad priori as well as subsequently ; 
(2) notwithstanding the prior conversion by K., 
the removal of the barley by the assignees was a 
conversion by them. 


PART IV. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 3.-~ 
B. (b) iv. 


d. Appropriation of goods not in 
accordance with contract—Revocation.} 


—An appropriation & tender of goods, 8ppropriate & 


not in accordance with the contract 
& in consequence rejected by the pur- 
chascr is revocable, & the seller may 
afterwards within the contract time, 
tender other goods 
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(3) Sometimes the right of ascertainment rests 
with the vendee, sometimes solely with the vendor. 
Here it is vested in the vendor only. ... When 
he had done the outward act which showed which 
part was to be the vendee’s property, his election 
was made & the property passed (ERLE, J.).— 
ALDRIDGE v. JOHNSON (1857), 7 HE. & B. 885; 26 
L. J. Q. B. 296; 3 Jur. N. 8S. 913; 5 W. R. 708 ; 
119 BH. R. 1476. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Apld. Langton v. Higgins (1859 , 

4H.&N. 402; Ogg v. Shuter (1875), 44 L. J. C. P. 161. 

Generally, Refd Jenner v. Smith es L. R. 40. P. 270; 


Teilbutt v. Hickson (1872), L. R. 7 C. P. 438; Anderson 
v. Morice (1876), 1 App. Cas. 713. 


1104. Whether authority in seller—Presumption 
of assent by buyer.]|—-ALDRIDGE v. JOHNSON, No. 
1108, ante. 

1105. No original or subsequent assent by 
buyer.|—JENNER v. SmiTu, No. 1078, ante. 

1106. ——— Revocation.| -— GINNER v. 
(1890), 7 T. L. R. 140, C. A. 

1107. Exercise of authority—Election—Final 
determination of election.|—RAYNAY v. ALEXAN- 
DER (1605), Yelv. 76; 80 E. R. 53. 
ae >—Reid. Moterton v. Jollin (1675), Freom. k. B. 


1108. ——- ———.]— ALDRIDGE v. JOHNSON, 
No. 1108, ante. 

1109. —— .}—On gencral principles of 
Jaw an election, once determined, is determined 
for ever, & such a determination is made by any 
act that shows it to be made (BLACKBURN, J.).— 
RANKIN v. PorTrer (1873), L. R. 6 H. L. 83; 42 
A ee J. c. P. 169 ; 29 L. fe 142 ; 22 Ww. It. Ls 2 
Asp. M. l. C. 65, H. L.3; on appeal from 8S. C. 
sub nom. POTTER v. RANKIN (1870), L. R. 5 C. P. 
341, ix. Ch. 

Annotations :-—Reid. Jackson v. Union Marine Insce. (1874), 
a2 R10 6 P. 125; Ruys v. Royal Exchange Assce. 

Corpn., [1897] 2 Q. B. 135; Trinder, Anderson v. Thames 

& Mersey Marine Insce., Trinder, Anderson v. North 

Queensland Insce., Trinder, Anderson v. Weston, Crocker, 

[1898! 2 Q. B. 114; Mitsui v. Mumford, [1915] 2 K. B. 

27, Mentd. Beckett v. West of England Marine LInsce. 

(1871), 25 L. IT. 739; Lidgett v. Secretan (1871), 40 L. J. 

GP. 257; Wudson v. Hill (1874), 43 L. J. CG. P. 273; 

Kaltenbach v. Mackenzio (1878), 3 C. P. D. 467; Inman 

Ss. S. Co. v. Bischoff cues 7 App. Cas. 670; Wade »v, 

South of England Marine Insce. Assocn. (1888), 5 T. L. R. 
[1893] P. 1093; Ward v. Weir (1899), 4 
Com. Cas. 216; Guthrie v. North China Insce., Guthrie 
& North China Insce. v. London Assce. Corpn. (1900), 
17 T. L. R. 79; Angel vr. Merchants’ Marine Insce., [1903] 
1K. B. $113; Macbeth v. Maritime Inscc., [1908] A. C. 
144: Polurrian S.S. Co. v. Young (1915), 112 L. T. 1053 ; 
Moore v. Evans, [1918] A. C. 185; Roura & Forgas v. 
Townend, [1919] 1 K. B. 189; The Ibis VI., [1921] P. 
255; Cohen »v. Standard Marine Insce. (1925), 30 Com. Cas. 
139; The Massilia, [1926) P. 180. 
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8; The Alps, 





1110. —-— -——.]—- BORROWMAN v. FREE, 
No. 1893, post. 
1111. —-—- Irregular exercise—Amounts to pro- 


posal for new contract.|—In an action for goods 
sold & delivered, to recover the price of 10 hogs- 
heads of claret, it appeared that defts., having 
verbally ordered certain hogsheads of pltf., the 
latter, in Oct., sent them 15, whereupon defts., by 
letter, informed pltf. that they had requested 10 
only should be shipped, & that they could take the 
number only on their proving satisfactory, & that 
they would hold the other 5 on plitf.’s account. 
In answer to this, pltf. replied by letter, which, 
after stating that he regretted that any misunder- 
standing as to defts.’ order should have taken 
place; &, after stating that other vintages were 
inferior, & that the wine sent was of superior 
character, concluded thus: ‘‘ You will ascertain 


which are in accordance with the con- 
tract. —GRAHAM Co. vw. CANADA 
BROKERAGE, LTD. (1913), 24 O. W, RR. 
277; 4 0. W. N. 957; 10 DL. R. 
107,.-—-CAN. 
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Sect. 1.—Transfer of property from seller to buyer: 
Sub-sect. 3, B. (b) iv. & v., & (c).] 


in the spring whether you have room for it, & 
you have seen that we are not stringent with old 
customers as to credit.” Defts. placed the wine 
in a bonded warehoyse in their own names, & 
shortly afterwards tasted the wine, & disapproved 
of it, & gave pltf. notice in the early part of Apr., 
that they would not take any part of it :—Held: 
supposing there was a written contract by which 
defts. were bound to take 10 hogsheads of claret, 
that contract was not executed, as 15 & not 10 
hogsheads had been delivered, & no particular 10 
had been selected out of the 15. 

I think there was not evidence, either that there 
was any selection ofjany particular ten, or that 
the precise quantity agreed upon was sent. The 
delivery of more than ten is a proposal for a new 
contract (PARKE, B.).—CUNLIFFE v. HanRISON 
en Exch. 903; 20 L. J. Ex. 825; 17 L, 1. 


Annotations :—Apld. Levy v. Green (1859), 1 IB. & E. 969. 
Refd. Boswell v. Kilborn (1862), 15 Moo. P. C, ©. 309, 


v. Appropriation by Delivery. 
Sce Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 7), s. 18, r. 5 (2). 


1112. Delivery to buyer—Delivery on board ship 
ee ship.|—OGLE v. ATKINSON, No. 1331, 
post, 

1113. Buyer’s chartered ship.]|—-Where 
the charterers of a vessel were also the purchasers 
‘of a cargo of wheat to be shipped on board, & the 
master of the vessel from time to time received 
delivery from the vendors :—Hcld: such delivery 
from time to time was a deli ‘ery to the purchasers, 
it vested in them a right of possession & property, 
&, consequently, they had an insurable interest 
in such wheat as had been so delivered. 

In many cases of contract to supply a quantity 
of goods to be delivered within a fixed period, the 
whole quantity cannot, from the very nature of 
the case, be delivered at one time, & it must fre- 
quently happen, as in contracts for supplies of 
provision for the army or navy, or any large 
establishments, that the quantities first delivered 
are appropriated & actually consumed by the 
persons to whom they are delivered before the 
expiration of the period within which the whole 
contract is to be performed. As no time was 
fixed by the contract for the payment of the pur- 
chase-money the purchasers might not have been 
bound, if no loss had occurred, to pay for the w heat 
put on board from time to time until the whole 
cargo had been supplied (Six BARNES PEACOCK). 
—CoLontAr, INSURANCE Co. of NEW ZEALAND v. 
ADELAIDE MARINE INSURANCE Co. (1886), 12 App. 
Cas. 128; 561L. J. Pp. C. 19; 566 L. T. 178; 35 
A ae 636; 3 T. L. R. 252; 6 Asp. M. L. C. 94, 
1114. ——— Delivery order to warehouseman.}— 
By the usage of Liverpool the vendor of goods was 
to pay warehouse rent for two months after the 
sale, if the goods remained there so long :—Held: 
where the vendor of such goods had, within the two 
months, given the usual order for delivery to the 
purchaser, the property in the goods from that time 
vested in the latter, & he became responsible for 
all accidents which might happen to them, & the 
circumstance of the goods having within that time 
been distrained for warehouse rent, was an accident 
which must fall on the vendee, & such rent having 
been paid by the vendor’s agent, in order to redeem 
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the goods, the latter could not recover the same 
from the vendor as mone a to his use.— 
GREAVES v. HEPKE (1818), 3 . & Ald. 181; 106 
E. R. 315. 

1115. Buyer’s servant.]|—-Where a contract 
was made between A. & B., whereby A., having a 
quantity of apples, agreed to sell his cyder to B. at 
a certain price per hogshead, to be delivered at T. 
at a future time, & to lend such pipes as he had 
for the use of the cyder, to be manufactured on 
his, A.’s premises, & to be paid for before it was 
removed, & A., in pursuance, delivered a quantity 
of juice expressed from the apples to a servant 
hired by B. to manufacture the cyder on A.’s 
premises, & before the cyder was completely manu- 
factured, it was seized by the excise-officers because 
the place where it was deposited had not been 
entered, & was condemned in the Exchequer as 
B.’s property, together with the casks, & in 
assumpsit for goods sold & delivered, brought by 
A. against B., it appeared that the word cyder, 
at the place where the contract was made, meant 
the juice of the apples as soon as it was expressed : 
—Held: the contract must be construed to have 
been for the sale of cyder in that sense of the word, 
& the property passed to B. as soon as the apple 
juice was delivered to his servant.—StTuppy v. 
SANDERS (1826), 5 B. & CO. 628; 8 Dow. & Ry. 
K. B. 408; 4L. 7,0. 8S. K. B. 290; 108 EB. R. 
234. 

-nnotation :-—Refd. Johnson v. Kirkaldy (1840), 4 Jur. 988. 


1116. Delivery to carrier—Carrier named by 
buyer,|— VALE v. BAYLE, No. 1790, post. 

1117. Master of canal boat.|—T., a corn 
merchant at Longford, who had been in the habit 
of consigning cargoes of corn to pltfs., as his factors 
for sale at Liverpool, & obtaining from them 
acceptances on the faith of such consignments, 
on Jan. 31, obtained from the masters of two canal 
boats, No. 604 & No. 54, receipts signed by them 
for full cargoes of oats therein stated to be shipped 
on board the boats, deliverable to the agent of 
T. in Dublin, in care for & to be shipped to pltfs. 
at Liverpool. At that time boat 604 was loaded, 
but no oats were then actually shipped on board 
boat 54. On Feb. 2, T. inclosed these receipts to 
pitfs., & drew a bill on them against the value of 
the cargoes, which pltfs. accepted on I*eb. 7, & 
paid when due. On Feb. 6, W., an agent of deft., 
who was T.’s factor for sale in London, arrived at 
Longford & pressed T. for security for previous 
advances. T., on that day, gave W. an order on 
T.’s agent in Dublin, to deliver to W. the cargoes 
of boats 604 & 54, on their arrival there. Boat 604 
had then sailed from Longford, but boat 54 was 
only partially loaded. The loading was completed 
on Feb. 9, & T. then transmitted to W. in Dublin 
a receipt signed by the master of the boat, in the 
same form as those sent to pltfs., making the cargo 
deliverable to W. W. received this on Feb. 10. 
On their arrival in Dublin, W. took possession of 
both cargoes for deft. :—Held: the property in 
the cargo of boat 604 vested in pltfs., on their 
acceptance of the bill, & they were entitled to 
maintain trover for it; but they could not main- 
tain trover for the cargo of boat 54, since none of 
it was on board, or otherwise specifically appro- 
priated to pitfis., when the receipt for that boat was 
given by the master. Qu.: whether a document, 
similar in form to a bill of lading, but given hy 
the master of a boat navigating an inland canal, 
has the effect of such an instrument in trans- 
ferring the property in the goods.—BRYANS v. 








PART IV. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 3,—B. (b) v. 
1115 i. Delivery to buyer—Buyer’s servant.}—DuNnNinG v. GORDON (1847), 4 U. C. R. 399.—CAN. 


Part JVY.—EFFECTS OF THE CONTRACT. 


Nix (1839), 4 M. & W. 775; 1 Horn & H. 480; 

8 Iu. J. Ex. 137 3 150 EB. R. 16384. 

Annotations :—Consd. Evans v. Nichol (1841), 3 Man. & G. 
614. Distd. Jenkyns v. Usborno (1844), 7 Man. & G. 678. 
Apld. Re Wiltshire Iron Co., Ex p. Pearson (1 och) 8 Ch. 
App. 443. Refd. Gattornov. Adams (1862), 12 C. B. N.S. 
660; British & India Steam Navigation Co. v. De Mattos, 
De Mattos v. British & India Steam Navigation Co. (1864), 


4 New Rep. 67. Mentd. Meye : 
2c. P, 34, eyerstein v. Barber (1866), L. R. 


1118. Delivery on board ship—Bill of lading 
not ai dr iaiaae pe has a sufficient property in goods 
rie a by B. for the specific purpose of placing 
funds in the hands of A. to meet a bill drawn by 
B. upon A., to entitle A. to maintain trover, 
although no bill of lading is executed, & A. holds 
merely a receipt signed by the mate of the vessel, 
acknowledging the shipment of the goods, to be 
delivered to A.—EVANs v. Nicnon (1841), 3 Man. & 
G. 614; 4 Scott, N. R. 48; 11L65.0.P.63; 5 
Jur. 1110; 183 KE. R. 1286. 
anon :—Refd. Kerford v. Mondel (1859), 28 L. J. Ex. 


1119. & transfer of documents.]|-— 

Pitis. bought of deft. ‘‘ 300 tons Old Bridge rails 

at £5 14s. 6d. per ton, delivered at Harburgh, cost, 

freight & insurance; payment by net cash in 

London, less freight, upon handing bill of lading & 

policy of insurance ; a dock co.’s weight note or 

captain’s signature for weight to be taken by 
buyers as a voucher for the quantity shipped ”’: 

—Held: according to the true construction of the 

contract, deft. did not undertake to deliver the 

iron at Harburgh, but when he put it on board a 

ship bound for that place & handed to pltfs. the 

policy of insurance & other documents, his liability 
ceased & the goods were at the risk of the pur- 

chaser.—TREGELLES v. SEWELL (1862), 7 H. & N. 

674; 158 KE. R. 600; affd. (1863), 7 LU. & N. 584, 

Ex. Ch. 

Annotations :—Distd. Calcutta & Burmah Steam Navigation 
Co. v. De Mattos, De Mattos v. Calcutta & Burmah Steam 
Navigation Co. (1863), 2 New Rep. 575; Acme Wood 
Flooring Co. v. Sutherland Innes Co. (1904), 9 Com. Cus. 
170. Consd. Biddell v. Clemens Morst Co., [1911] 1 K. B. 
934. Refd. Calcutta & Burmah Steam Navigation Co. 
v. De Mattos, De Mattos v. Calcutta & Burmah Steam 
Navigation Co, (1864), 33 L. J. Q. B. 214; Heilbutt wv. 


Hickson (1872), L. R. 7 C. P. 438; Dupont v. British 
South Africa Co. (1901), 18 T. L. R. 24. 


1120. Goods addressed to wrong consignee. | 
——-Pltf., the owner of goods in bulk, sold a portion 
of them to F. The goods were ascertained & 
forwarded by defts.’ line, but addressed in error 
to ‘‘ the order of Jeeves.’’ Jeeves refused to take 
the goods, Jarvis applied to defts. for goods similar 
in quantity & kind to pltf.’s goods & consigned by 
a person of a like surname. Defts. without 
inquiry delivered the goods to Jarvis. The con- 
signment note signed by pltf.’s agent relieved 
defts. from liability ‘‘except upon proof that 
such loss, detention, or injury arose from wilful 
misconduct.’’ In an action for the price of the 
goods :—Held: the property in the goods had not 
passed from pltf., & he was the proper person to 
bring the action ; the condition in the consignment 
note extended to defts. as involuntary bailees, 
under the circumstances; & the delivery of the 
goods to Jarvis amounted to ‘ wilful misconduct.”’ 
—HoOARE v. GREAT WESTERN Ry. Co. (1877), 37 
L. T. 186; 25 W. Rh. 631; De Colyar’s County 
Court Cases, 194, n. 


Annotations :—Distd. Stevens v. G. W. Ry. (1885), 52 L. T. 
324. Consd. Forder v. G. W. Ry. (1905), 74 L. J. K. B. 
871. 


1121. Foieign parcel post office.|—A trader 
in England ordered goods from a foreign manu- 
facturer in Switzerland to be sent by post to 
England. The manufacturer addressed the goods 
to the trader in England & delivered them to the 
Swiss Post Office, by whom they were forwarded 
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to England. The goods were manufactured 
according to an invention protected by an English 
patent :—Held: since the contract of sale was 
completed by delivery to the Post Office in Switzer- 
land, & since the Post Office was the agent of the 
buyer & not of the vendor, the vendor had not 
made, used, exercised or vended the invention 
within the ambit of the patent, & the patentee 
had no right of action against the vendor for an 
infringement of the patent.—BADISCHE ANILIN 
UND Sopa FABRIK v. BASLE CHEMICAL WORKS, 
BINDSCHEDLER, [1898] A. C. 200; 67 L. J. Ch. 
141; 77 L. T. 573; 46 W. R. 255; 14 T. L. BR. 
82, II. L.; affg. S.C. sub nom. BADISCHE ANILIN 
UND Sopa Fasrik v. JOHNSON & Co. & BASLE 
CHEMICAL WORKS, BINDSCHEDLER, [1897] 2 Ch. 
322, C. A. 
Annotations :- 
2 Ch. 659 


Apld. Saccharin Corpn. v. Reltmeyer, [1900] 


. Folld. Badische Anilin und Soda Fabrik v. 
Hickson, (1906] A.C. 419. Refd. British Motor Syndicate 
v. Taylor, (1901] 1 Ch. 122; Wimble v. Rosenberg, {1913] 
3 K. B. 743; Underwood v. Burgh Castle Brick & Cement 
Syndicate, {1922} 1 K. B. 343. Mentd. Badische Anilin 
und Soda Fabrik v. Chemische Fabrik Vormals Sandoz 
(1903), 88 L. T. 490. 


1122. ———- When ecearrier seller’s agent.]— 
BADISCHE ANILIN UND Sopa FABRIK v. BASLE 
JHEMICAL WORKS, BINDSCHEDLER, No. 1121, ante. 


1123. ——— Of unappropriated goods.|—-HEALY 
v. HOWLETT & Sons, No. 1068, ante. 

1124, ——.]|—DUTTON v. SOLOMONSON, No. 1782, 
post, 

1125. ——-.]—A., resident at Naples, sent an 


order to M. & co., hardwaremen at Birmingham, 
‘to dispatch to him certain goods on insurance 
being effected. Terms, three months’ credit from 
the time of arrival.’”’ M. & co. having marked the 
package with A.’s initials, dispatched the goods 
by the canal to Liverpool, & effected an insurance, 
declaring the interest to be in A. At Liverpool, 
the goods were delivered by the agent of M. & co. 
to the owner of a vessel bound to Naples, through 
whose negligence they were damaged :—Held 
the property in the goods vested in A. as soon as 
they were dispatched from Birmingham, & the 
terms of the order did not make the arrival of the 
goods at Naples a condition precedent to A.’s 
liability to pay for them, & he might therefore 
maintain an action for the injury done to the goods 
through the negligence of the ship owner. 

It was next contended that Fragano was not 
liable to the vendor unl-ss the yoods arrived, but 
the order for insurance is decisive as to that. 
The policy was to protect Fragano & shows that 
he considered he should be the sufferer if the goods 
were lost on the voyage (HoLnRoyn, J.).—FRAGANO 
v. LONG (1825), 4 B. & C. 219; 6 Dow. & Ry. I. B. 
283; 31. J.0.8. K. B.177; 107K. R. 1040. 


Annotations :—Apld. Alexander v. Gardner (1835), 1 Bing. 
N.C. 671. Consd. '‘'ronson v. Dent (1853), 8 Moo. P. C, C. 
419; Joyce »v. Swann (1864), 17 C. B. N.S. 84; Castle v. 
Playford (1872), L. R.7 Exch. 98. Refd. Vaipy v. Gibson 
(1847), 4 C. B. 837; Browne v. Hare (1859), 4 If. & N. 
822; Re Wiltshire Iron Co., Hz p. Pearson (1868), 3 Ch. 
App. 443; Martineau v. Kitching (1872), 26 L. T. 836; 
Anderson v. Morice (1875), L. R. 10 C. P. 609. 


(c) Future Goods. 
Sce Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), 5. 18, r. 5. 
1126. Potentially existing goods—Property passes 
when goods extant.] — GRANTHAM v. HAWLEY 
(1615), Hob. 182; 80 E. R. 281. 


Annotations :—Apld. Petch v. Tutin (1846), 15 L. J. Ex. 280. 
Refd. Robinson v. Macdonnell (1816), 5 M. & S. 228 ; 
Muskett v. Hill (1839), 5 Bing. N. C. 694; Gale v. Burnell 
eels 7 Q. B. 850; Lunn v. Thornton (1845), 1 C. B. 


1127. Appropriation—- When extant.] — ANON. 
(1583), Moore, K. B. 174; 72 BE. R. 513. 
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Sect. 1.—Transfer of property from seller to buyer : 
Sub-sect. 3, B. (c), (d), (e) & (f) ; sub-sect. 4, A.] 


1128. -]—In Jan. 1858, OC. agreed to 
sell to pltf. all the crop of oil of peppermint grown 
on his farm in that year at 21s. per pound. In 
Sept. C. wrote to pltf. for bottles to put the oil in. 
Pitf. sent the bottles, & C. having weighed the oil 
put ‘it in pltf.’s bottles, labelled them with the 
weight, & made out invoices. Before, however, 
he had completed the filling of the bottles he sold 
& delivered several of them to deft. Pltf. had for 
many years past bought of C. his crop of oil of 
peppermint, & it was usual for C., when the bottles 
were filled, to deliver them to a carrier to take to 
a railway station. In detinue, by pltf. against 
deft. for the bottles of oil of peppermint delivered 
to him :—Held: the putting the oil in pltf.’s 
bottles was an act of appropriation which vested 
the property in pltf.—LANGTON v. H1IGGaIns (1859), 
411. & N. 402; 28 L. J. Ex. 252; 331. T.0.S. 
166; 1 W. R. 489; 157 BE. R. 896. 
Annotations :—Apld. Ogg v. Shuter (1875), 44 L. J. 

161; Anderson v. Morice (1876), 1 App. Cas, 713. 

Chinery v. Viall (1860), 29 L. J. Ex. 180; 

Hickson (1872), L. R. 7 C. P. 438. 

1129. Necessity for.| — (1) Grant of six 
hundred cords of wood to be taken by the assign- 
ment of the grantor. This is an assignable interest, 
& the grantee may take them without assignment 
if not assigned on request. 

(2) Grant of one thousand cords of wood to be 
taken at the election of the grantee, the grantor 

.or stranger fells some trees, the grantee cannot 
take them, but must supply his grant out of the 
residue.—PALMER’S CASE (1601), 5 Co. Rep. 

‘24b; 771. R. 87; sub 20m. BASSET v. MAYNARD, 

Cro. Eliz. 819; sub nom. MAYNARD v. BASSET, 

Moore, K. B. 691. 

Annotations :--As to (1) Consd. Muskett v. Hill (1829), 5 
Bing. N. C. 694. As to (2) Refd. Dewclas & Kendall v. 
Kendall, Besson & Hands (1610), Yelv. 187 ; Moterton v. 
Jollin (1675), Freem. K. B. 396; Attersoll v. Stevens 
(1808), 1 ‘Taunt. 183. Generally, Retd. Rackham v. 
Jesup (1772), 3 Wils. 33%. Mentd. Heydon & Smith’s 
Case (1610), Godb. 172; Jones v. Cherney (1680), Freem. 
K. B. 530; Scattergood v. Mdge (1699), 12 Mod. Rep. 
278; Kitson v. Hardwick (1872), L. R. 7 C. RP. 473. 
Compare Bills OF SALE, Vol. VII., pp. 118-125, 

148, 150, 151, Nos. 686-706, 809, 810, 818; 

Kquity, Vol. XX., pp. 253, 254, Nos. 171-173. 
1130. Nature of buyer’s interest—Assignable.|— 

PALMER’S CASE, No. 1129, ante. 

Compare Equrry, Vol. XX., p. 294, Nos. 504, 
505; Mings, Vol. XXXIV., pp. 695, 696. 

Alienation of future acquired property.|—Sce 
PERSONAL Property, Vol. XX XVII., pp. 170,171. 








Cu P. 
Refd. 





(d) Goods to be M anufuctured. 
Sce Sub-sect. 4, post. 


(e) Contract for Quantity of Goods. 

1131. Contract for indivisible quantity—-Property 
does not pass till quantity entire.]|BRYANS v. NIX, 
No. 1117, ante. 

1132. -}—(1) What the vendor had to 
furnish was a cargo of merchantable rice; & if 
when the vessel arrived at Rangoon or at any time 
before the cargo was completed & before the 
documents could possibly be obtained, that rice 
had been utterly destroyed & wasted, I think the 
vendee would most undoubtedly be in a position 
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1139 i. General rule—Property passes 
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repayment of the price, which had 
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SALE OF GOODS. 


to say: ‘* You have not supplied to me that which 


I bought ... it never has been a full cargo of 
merchantable rice—take it. I will not’’ (Lorp 
HATHERLEY). 


(2) The liability to insure & the fact of insurance 
are, [ think admittedly, strong indications pointing 
to the individual on whom it is designed that the 
risk of loss shall fall (LoRD O’HAGAN). 

I think that it ought to be inferred, from the 
evidence of the understanding & intention of the 
parties as to insurance, in this case, that the buyer 
was to bear the risk of loss (LORD SELBORNE).— 
ANDERSON v. MORICE (1876), 1 App. Cas. 713; 
46L. J.Q.B.11; 35 1. T. 566; 25 W.R. 14; 8 
Asp. M. L. C. 290, HI. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Consd. The Varchim, [1918] A. C. 
157. As to (2) Distd. Colonial Insce. of New Zealand v. 
Adelaide Marine Insce. (1886), 12 App. Cas. 128. Generally, 
Refd. Inglis v. Stock (1885), 10 App. Cas. 263. Mentd. 
Pryce v. Monmouthshire Canal & Ry. Cos. (1879), 4 App. 
Cas. 197; Ajum Goolam Hossen v, Union Marine Insce., 
Hajee Cassim Joosub v. Ajum Goolam Hossen, [1901] 
= . nee ; Reliance Marine Insce v. Duder, [1913] 1 
1138. Contract for divisible quantity—Property 

in separately appropriated portions.|—ALDRIDGE 

v. JOHNSON, No. 11038, ante. 








1134. .|—LANGTON v. HIGGINS, No. 
1128, ante. 
1135. —— Goods deliverable in successive 


instalments.]—COLONIAL INSURANCE Oo. OF NEW 
ZEALAND v. ADELAIDE MARINE INSURANCE Co., 
No. 1113, ante. 

1186. What amounts to contract for indivisible 
quantity—‘*‘ Cargo ’’ of goods.|—-BRYANS v. NIX, 
No. 1117, ante. 

1137. —— 
1132, ante. 

1138. ~.|—COLONIAL INSURANCE Co. OF 
NEW ZEALAND v. ADELAIDE MARINE INSURANCE 
Co., No. 11138, ante. 

See, further, Part VI., Sect. 2, sub-sect. 8, post. 





.|—ANDERSON v. Moricy, No. 





(f) Goods Deliverable at Particular Place. 


1139. General rule—Property passes on delivery 
at particular place.|—ULLOcK v. REDDELEIN, No, 
1793, post. 

1140. .|—-If a particular contract be 
proved between the consignor & the consignee 

. aS where the party undertaking to consign, 
undertakes to deliver at a particular place, the 
property, till it reaches that place & is delivered 
according to the terms of the contract, is at the 
risk of the consignor (LORD COTTENHAM, C.).— 
DUNLOP v. LAMBERT (1839), 6 Cl. & Fin. 600; 
Macl. & Rob. 663; 7 E. R. 824, H. L. 


Annotations :—Refd. Coombs v. Bristol & Exeter Ry. 

(1858), 3 H. & N. 1; Calcutta & Burmah Steam Naviga- 
so. v. De Mattos, De Mattos v. Calcutta & Burmah 
Steam Navigation Co. (1863), 2 New Rep. 575; Colonial 
Insce. of New Zealand v. Adelaide Marine Insce. (1886), 


12 App. Cas, 128. 

1141. .|—The seller could have main- 
tained no action until the goods reached the pur- 
chaser (WATSON, 3B.).—WHEELER v. PEARSON 
(1857), 2 Saund. & M. 170; 28 L. T. O. S, 255; 
5 W. R. 227. 

1142. A—British & InNpDIa STEAM 
NAVIGATION Co. v. DB Matrros, DE MarTros v. 
Britisy & INDIA STEAM NAVIGATION Co., No. 1557, 
post. 




















showed no intention on the part of 
the buyer to take delivery anywhere 
but at S., & as defender had failed to 
deliver the ship there in terms of the 


e out she was 
the builder for 


on delivery at particular place.|-—Re t The builder defended contract, he was bound to repay the 
GODKIN (1908), ow. L. R. £30.—CAN. a. action. alle . that the buyer price.—ll=ncKELL Du Buisson & Co. 

1139 ii. .]—A shipbuilder in ad agreed to take, & had taken v. Swan & Co, (1889), 27 Sc. L. R. 205 ; 
CG. contracted to build & deliver a delivery at G.:-—-Held; the case 17 R. (Ct. of Sess.) 252.—-SCOT. 


Part IV.—EFFECTS 


1143. ~.]—BADISCHE ANILIN UND SODA 
FABRIK v. BASLE CHEMICAL Works, BINDS- 
CHEDLER, No. 1121, ante. 

Compare Foop & Druas, Vol. XXV., p. 120, 
Nos. 417, 418. 

1144, Sale of goods f.o.b.—Property passes on 
goods being placed on board.|—-Browne v. Hang, 
No. 1306, post. 

1145. Goods not placed on board—Default 
of buyer.|—CoLLEY v. OVERSEAS Exporters, No. 
1589, post. 





SuB-SEcT. 4.—Goops TO BE MANUFACTURED. 
A. In General. 

See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 7), s. 18, r. 5 (1). 

1146. Property. in materials — Passes on com- 
pletion of manufacture.|—An action for goods 
bargained & sold cannot be maintained unless there 
has been a specific appropriation of the particular 
goods assented to by the buyer. 

Where goods are ordered to be made, while they 
are in progress the materials belong to the maker. 
The property does not vest in the party who gives 
the order until the thing ordered is completed. 
If they had expressed their assent . . . there 
would have been a complete appropriation vesting 
the property in defts. (BAYLEY, J.).--ATKINSON 
v. BEL (1828), 8 B. & C. 277; Dan. & Li. 93; 
2 Man. & Ry. K. B. 292; 6L. J.0.S. K. B. 258; 
108 EK. R. 1046. 

Annotations :—Expld. Wilkins v. Bromhead (1844), 6 Man. 
& G.963. Distd. Grafton v. Armitage (1845), 2. C. B. 336; 
Aldridge v. Johnson (1857), 7 Kk. & B. 885. Consd. Leo 
v. Griffin (1861), 1 B. & S. 272. Refd. Oldfield v. Lowe 
(1829), 7 L. J. O. S. K. B, 142; Elliott v. Pybus (1834), 10 
Bing. 512; Pinner v. Arnold (1835), 2 Cr. M. & RR. 613; 


Clarke v. Spenco (1836), 4 Ad. & El 448; Hughes v. 
Lenny (1839), 5 M. & W. 183; Scott v. Nngland (1844), 
2 Dow. & L. x N. 73: 


L. 520; Clay v. Yates (1856), 1 H. & N. 73; 
Colley v. Overseas Exporters, [1921] 3 K. B. 302. Mentd. 
Mudie v. Bell (1828), 6 L. J. O. S. K. B. 3255; Xenos v. 


Wickham (1867), L. R. 2 H. L. 296. 

1147. Property in goods to be manufactured—- 
Passes on completion of manufacture.|—If a 
person contracts with another for a chattel which 
is not in existence at the time of the contract, 
though he pays him the whole value in advance, & 
the other proceeds to execute the order, the buyer 
acquires no propcrty in the chattels till it is finished 
& delivered to him.—MvuckK1LOw v. MANGIES (1808), 
1 Taunt. 318; 127 E. R. 856. 

Annotations :-—Distd. Woods v. Russell (1822). 5 B. & Ald. 
942; Carruthers v. Payne (1828), 5 Bing. 270 ; Wilkins 
». Bromhead (1844), 6 Man. & G. 963. Refd. Kirkley v. 
Hodgson (1823), 1 B. & C, 588; Elliott v. Pybus (1834), 
10 Bing. 512; Clarke v. Spenco (1836), 4 Ad. & El. 448 ; 
Laidler v. Burlinson (1837), 2M. & W. 602; Reid v. Fair- 
banks (1853), 13 C. B. 692. 


1148. .}—Some merchants, in London, 
sent an order for goods, to the manufacturer, in the 
country, with whom they had been accustomed to 
deal, & whose bills of exchange they had been 
accustomed to accept before the goods were 
received. The manufacturers committed an act 
of bkpcy., & afterwards sent the goods. The 
merchants accepted a bill of exchange, of a much 
greater amount than the valuc of the goods with- 
out knowing of the act of bkpcy. :—Held: the 
assignees could recover back the goods, as the pay- 
ment was not protected by 1 Jac. 1, c. 15. 








PART IV. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 4.—A. 


1147 1. Property in goods to be manu- 
factured— Passes on completion of manu- 
facture.|— BURNETT v. MCBEAN (1857), 
16 U. ° R. 466.—CAN. 


1147 il. .}-~By Scottish law 
the property in goods sold does not 
pass before delivery. Goods are not 


J.—VOL. XXXIX. 


such goods, 
the 








‘* sold ’’ within Mercantile Law Amend- 
ment Act (Scotland), 
8. 1, until the purchaser has ac 
a jus ad rem enforceable in respect of 
Under a contract for 
urchase of goods to be manufac- 
tured, a jus ad rem would prima facte 
not be conferred on the purchaser 
before the goods were so far completed 
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The bill was not drawn specifically for the price 
of these goods, & although it was accepted in the 
confidence that the order given for the goods would 
be executed, yet so long as that order was not 
executed but only in course of execution, no 
property in the goods passed to defts. (HloLRoyYD, 
J.).—BIsHorp v. CRAWSHAY (1824), 3 B. & C, 415; 
5 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 279; 3L. J. O. 8S. K. B. 65; 
107 BE. RR. 787. 

Annotation :—Refd. Carter ». Breton (1830), 6 Bing. 617. 











1149. .]— ATKINSON v. BELL, No. 1146, 
ante. 
1150. —— -1—A coat ordered of A., a 


tailor, by B. was cut out, tacked together, & tried 
on, in A.’s lifetime, but was finished & delivered, 
after his death, by his administratrix. The jury 
were told by the undersheriff that the coat, if it 
was so nearly finished in A.’s lifetime as to require 
very little to be done to it afterwards, was sold 
& delivered by A. :—Held: a misdirection; & it 
was said that the price of the coat might be 
recovered under a count for goods sold & delivered 
by pltf. as administratrix.—WERNER v. Hum- 
PHREYS (1841), 2 Man. & G. 853; Drinkwater, 
206; 3 Scott, N. R. 226; 10 L, J. C. P. 2143 133 
1. R. 989. 

Annotation :—Refd. Moseloy v. Rendell (1871), L. R. 6 Q. B. 


1151. ——— -——.] REID». FAIRBANKS, No. 1156, 
post. 
1152. —-— ——— In absence of expressed con~ 


trary intention of parties.|—-Where it appears to 
be the intention of the parties to a contract for the 
building of a ship that the vessel is not to be 
delivered & finally accepted until after an official 
trial off a foreign coast, & until after conditions of 
the contract have been fulfilled as to speed, con- 
sumption of coal, capacity, etc., the property in 
the ship does not pass to the purchaser while the 
vessel remains uncompleted, although the contract 
contains stipulations for the price to be paid by 
instalments at certain periods of construction. 
Resps., a Glasgow firm of shipbuilders, agreed to 
build two ships for an Italian firm, according to 
certain specifications & under the superintendence 
of an agent appointed by the Italian firm, for a 
certain amount payable by instalments at specified 
stages of construction; but delivery of the ships 
was not to be considered to be completed till they 
had passed trials at Greenock & off the Italian coast. 
Before the ships were fully constructed, but after 
several instalments had been paid, applts., an 
IKinglish firm of shipbuilders, arrested the ships in 
Scotland for a debt alleged to be duc to them by 
the Italian co., but on a petition to the First 
Division of the Ct. of Session the arrestments were 
recalled :—Held: no intention was shown in the 
contract to make delivery of or to pass the property 
in the ships before they were completed, & the 
arrcstments were properly recalled.—Sirm JAMES 
LAING & Sons, Lrp. v. BARCLAY, CunLE & Co., 
Urp., [1908] A. C. 35; 77L. J.P. C. 33; 97 L. T. 
816; 10 Asp. M. L. C. 583, H. L. 
Annotations :—Distd. Re Blyth Shipbull & Dry Docks 
Co., F r v. Blyth Shipbuilding & Dry Docks Co., 


Forste 
{1926] Ch. 494. efd. Behnke v. Bede Shipping Co., 
{1927] 1 K. B. 649. 


1153. What amounts to completion of manu- 
facture—Agreement by parties..—A chariot was 


as to be ready for delivery.—SgeatTn 
& Co, v. MOORE (1886), 55 L. J. P. C. 
54, H. L.—SCOT. 


1856 (c. 60) 
quired 





1152 i. —— In absence of ex- 

ressed contrary intention of parties.) — 

OBERTSON v. STRICKLAND (1868), 28 
U. C. R. 221.—CAN. 


K K 
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Sect. 1.—Transfer of properly from seller to buyer: 
sect .4, A. & B. (a).] 


built to pltf.’s order, & paid for by him; when 
finished in other respects, pltf. ordered a front 
seat to be added; but the builder being slow in 
making this addition, pltf. sent for the chariot 
repeatedly, & the builder promised to deliver it. 
Pitf. being afterwards dissatisfied, ordered the 
chariot to be sold, & while it was, according to the 
custom of the trade, standing in the builder’s 
warehouse for that purpose, the front seat not 
having been added, the builder became bkpt., & 
his assignee seized the chariot ; more than three 
months afterwards pltf. commenced his action :— 
Held: (1) pltf. had sufficient property to maintain 
trover ; (2) the chariot did not pass to the assignee 
as being in the order a disposition of bkpt. with the 
consent of the owner.— CARRUTHERS v. PAYNE 
(1828), 5 Bing. 270; 2 Moo. & P. 429; 7L.J.0.S8. 
C. P. 84; 130 EF. R. 1065. 
Annotations :—As to (2) Refd. Clarke v. Spence (1836), 4 
Ad. & El. 448. Generally, Mentd. Kdge v. Parker el 


8 B. & C. 697; Worth v. Budd (1831),9 L. J. 0. 8. K 
237; Knight v. Turquand (1836), 2 Gale, 187. 


1154. Completion by third party.|—A. a 
silk throwster, contracted with B. & C. for certain 
machinery to be made for him, & while the work 
Was in progress, paid money on account. Before 
the machinery was finished, B. & C. assigned it to D. 
This circumstance was communicated by D. to A., 
who said he must go on with the work, & he, A., 
would sce him paid. The machincry having been 
completed & delivered :—J/leld: D. might sue A. 
for the price of such parts of it as had been made 
by him after the assignment.—OLDFIELD v. LOWE 
(1829),9 BL. & C. 733 71L.5.0.8. K. B. 142 ; 109 
BK. R. 28. 

1155. —— Machines complete but not finally 
** set up.’’|—Defts. contracted with S. to deliver 
& set up a set of machines to be paid for three 
months after delivery. The machines were 
delivered & put together, but not finally ‘‘ set up.” 
S. shortly afterwards sent a circular convening his 
creditors & thereupon defts. came & took away 
the machines. The trustee in bkpcy. of S. sued 
defts. in trover for the value of the machines :— 
Held: under the contract the property in the 
machines had not passed to S.—ARMITAGE v. 
Harau & Sons, Lrp. (1893), 9 T. L. R. 287, C. A. 








B. Properly in Uncompleted Article. 
(a) In General. 


1156. Intention of parties.}] — Although, in 
general, when any chattel, as a ship or other vessel, 
is ordered to be made, the property does not vest 
in the employer or proposed purchaser until it is 
completed, appropriated, & accepted, there may be 
a contract for its purchase when it is partly made, 
which may not only be a contract for it in its 
present & incomplete, but also in its future & 
finished condition; & if it provide, in such case, 
for its completion, while it is a sale of the incom- 
plete chattel, the property in the chattel will vest 
in the purchaser in its present state ; the materials 
added or appropriated to it will also vest in him ; 
& when it is completed, the entire property will be 
in him. 

If there be a bill of sale of a vessel in an un- 
finished state, & all materials, ctc., as a security for 
past & further advances, with a contract on the 
part of the builder to complete it for the purchaser, 


stages 
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1158 i. When intention presumea— 


Payment by instalments—<At particular 
onstruct 


BrRoTHeERS, Lrp. v. 
LTp., (1924) 1 I. R. 117.— IR. 


SALE OF GooDs. 


& on the part of the latter to pay the remainder of 
the price by stipulated instalments, the property 
passes to the purchaser in its present state, &, 
upon completion, the whole vests in him. 

Pitfs., in 1848, took an assignment to them of a 
vessel, then in an unfinished state, from the builder, 
as a security for past & future advances upon it, 
he contracting to complete it by May 1, 1852, & 
they to pay a certain sum by instalments at 
successive stages of its progress; & the assignment 
included all materials, etc., then provided or to be 
provided for the vessel. The builder had it 
registered in their names as owners. On Mar. 29, 
1849, the builder assigned it to defts., still incom- 
plete, cancelled the registration, & had it registered 
in their names as owners. They completed & 
launched it, & loaded it to this country, where it 
was demanded by pltfs., & refused. In an action 
of trover, pleas, not guilty, & not possessed :— 
Heid: the property passed to pltfs. by the bill of 
sale & the contract, & was theirs at the time of 
the assignment to defts.—REID v. FAIRBANKS 
(1853), 138 C. B. 692; 1C. lL. R. 787; 21 L. T. 
O. S. 166; 138 E. R. 1871; sub nom. READ v. 
FAIRBANKS, 22 L. J. C. P. 206; 17 Jur. 918. 
Annotations :—Consd. Chinery v. Viall (1860), 5 H. & N. 

288; Peruvian Guano Co. v. Dreyfus (1887), [1892] 

A. C. 170, n. Reid. Wood v. Bell (1856), 2 Jur. N. S. 

664; Bell, etc. ». Bank of London (1858), 28 L. J. Ex. 

116; Jones v. Williams (1859), 4 H. & N. 706. 

1157. .|—SEATH v. Moore, No. 1206, post. 

1158. When intention presumed—Payment by 
instalments—-At particular stages of construction.] 
—A.,a shipbuilder, contracted with B. to build a 
ship for him, & to complete her in Apr. 1819. The 
latter was to pay for her by four instalments ; 
the first when the keel was laid, the second when 
at the light plank, & the third & fourth when the 
ship was launched. Before June 25, 1819, the 
ship was measured with the builder’s privity, to 
the intent that B. might get her registered in his 
name. On June 25, the shipbuilder signed the usual 
certificate of her building ; & on June 26, the ship 
was registered in B.’s name; & on the same day 
the third instalment was paid. On June 30, A. 
committed an act of bkpcy., upon which a com- 
mission afterwards issued. On July 2, the ae 
not being then completed, or launched, deft., 

a crew hired by him, took possession of her, & a 
rudder & cordage, the former of which was made 
by the shipbuilder, & the latter bought by him, 
for the express purpose of completing the ship :— 
ITeld: (1) the legal effect of the shipbuilder’s 
having signed the certificate to enable B. to have 
the ship registered in his name, was to vest the 
general property in the ship in B. from the time the 
registry was completed; (2) as the rudder & 
cordage were made & bought by the shipbuilder 
specifically for the ship, they were to be considered 
as parts of the ship, & the property in them also 
vested in B.; (3) although the general property 
in the ship was vested in B., yet as A. had not 
parted with the possession, &, as he would have 
had a lien upon the ship for the amount of the 
fourth instalment, if he had completed it; the 
taking possession of the ship by B. without 
tendering the amount of the fourth instalment, or 
so much thereof as was due, provided any thing 
was due, was wrongful.—Woops v. RUSSELL 
(1822), 5 B. & Ald. 942; 1 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 587 ; 


106 BE. R. 1486. 
Distd. Bishop v. Crawshay 1824), 


Annotations :—As to (1 
8 B. & C. 415; Atkinson v. Bell (1828), 8 B. & CO. 27 





1158 ii, —— ——- ——. | __-NEISON v. 
MERS Saar & Co., LtTnv., 
. Cc. 441; 50 Sc. L. 


ton.} — HOWDEN CE 
. 364 5 
3,1. T. {90.—SCcoT. 


IAL 
ULSTER BANK, eee 
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Carruthers ». Payne (1828), 2 Moo. P, 429; 
e v. Spence (1836), 4 ad & iL 448, pista. Laidler 
a anu eon are 2M. & W. 602; Beale v. Mouls (1847), 


san -e 


= Bo a gp Fee ae oe a7hLuUe A orvd. Seath v. Moore 
(1886), 11 App. Cas. 350. Refd. Beabutr & Cheltenham 
Direct Ry. v. Daniel (1884), 54 L. J. Ch. 265. As to (2) 
Dbtd. Wood v. Bell (1856), 6 E. & B. 355 ; Seath v. Moore 
(1886), 11 App. Cas. 350; Fe Blyth Shipbuilding & Dry 
Docks Co., Forster v. Blyth Shipbuilding & Dry Docks Co., 
[1926] Ch. 494. 4s to (3) Apld. Holderness v. Rankin 


(1860), 28 Beav. 180. Generally, Refd. Acraman v. 

lia on aie 14 L. T. 0.8. 292; Turley v. Bates (1863), 
1177, post. oe 

1160, -—- ——— ——..]—B®KaALE v. MovuzLs, No. 
2477, post. 

1161. —— ——.]—REID v. FAIRBANKS, 
No. 1156, ante. .- 

1162. |—J., a ship builder, 











agreed to build an iron steamship for pltf. on the 
same terms as other vessels which he had previously 
built for him. By reference to these terms it 
appeared that the price was to be £16,000, payable 
by instalments, the first instalment to be £1,000 
payable immediately. The second, third & fourth, 
of £1,000 each, to be payable at the end of two, 
three & four months respectively from the date of 
the order; the remaining £12,000 to be payable 
by instalments of £3,000 each, the first £3,000 at 
the end of six months, provided the vessel was 
plated & decks laid ; the second £3,000 at the end 
of eight months, provided the vessel was ready 
for trial; the third £3,000 at the end of eleven 
months, provided the vessel was according to 
contract & perfectly completed ; the last instal- 
ment of £3,000 at the end of thirteen months ; the 
vessel to be built under the superintendence of 
H., appointed for that purpose by pltf., & according 
to his specifications. The building commenced 
under the superintendence of II. Pltf. advanced 
money to J. in anticipation of the instalments. 
In the tenth month J. became bkpt.; the vessel 
was at that time unfinished in J.’s yard; & 
engines & parts of the framework of the vesscl, 
adapted for the unfinished ship, but not yet fixed 
into her framework, were there also. DPItf. claimed 
the unfinished vessel & these engines & parts of 
the framework. The assignees of J. kept them 
as part of the estate of J. The amount paid in 
advance by pltf. exceeded the value of this property. 
In an action against the assignees, a case was 
stated for the opinion of this ct., giving power to 
draw inferences of fact, & setting forth the above 
facts, & also that the unfinished ship was known 
at J.’s yard as pltf.’s ship, & that H. had, with 
J.’s consent, before the bkpcy., stamped pltf.’s 
name on the keel of the vessel, for the express 
purpose of indicating that she was the property 
of pltf. The questions were, whether the property 
belonged to pltf. or the assignees. The Ct. of 
Q. B. decided that pltf. was entitled to recover in 
respect both of the ship & of the loose engines & 
materials. On error to the Ct. of HMxch. Ch., 
that Ct. concurred with the Ct. of Q. B. as to the 
ship, but held that pltf. was not entitled to 
recover in respect of the loose engines & materials. 
—Woob v. BELL (1856), 6 E. & B. 355; 25 L. J. 
Q. B. 321; 2 Jur. N.S. 664; 4 W. R. 602; 119 
BH. R. 897, Hx. Ch.; varying S. C. sub nom. 
SPANISH & PORTUGUESE SCREW STEAM SHIPPING 
Co. v. BELL, Woop v. SAME, 25 L. J. Q. B. 148. 
Annotations :-—Consd. page Bevptien Navigation Co. v. 
Rennie (1875), L. R. 10 C. P. 271. Apprvd. Seath v. 
Moore (1888), 11 App. Cas. 350. Apld. He Blyth Ship- 
buil & Docks Co., Forster v. Blyth Shipbuil 


&D ocks Co., [1926] Ch. 494. Refd. British Columbia 
Saw- Co. v. Nettleship (1868), L. R. 3 O. P. 499; Ban- 
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bury & Choltenham Direct Ry. ». Daniel (1884), 54%. J. 
oe 265. Mentd. France v. Gaudet (1871), 40 L. J. Q. B. 


1163. ~.|—A shipbuilder, who was 
tenant of a dry dock to defts., contracted with 
pltf. to build a ship, to be paid for by instalments 
as the work progressed. When the ship was near 
completion, & several instalments had been paid, 
defts. distrained upon it for rent due from the 
shipbuilder in respect of the dock :—Held: though 
the property in the ship, so far as completed, 
might have passed to pltf. upon payment of the 
different instalments, the ship was not privileged 
from distress.—CLARKE v. MILLWALL Dock Co. 
(1886), 17 Q. B. D. 494; 55 L. J. Q. B. 878; 54 
L. T. 814; 513. P.5; 84 W. R. 698; 27. L. R. 
669, C. A. 

Annotation :—Refd. Challoner v. Robinson, [1908] 1 Ch. 49. 











1164. J—Srats v. Moors, No. 
1206, post. 
1165. —— |—Sm James LAine & 








Sons, Lrp. v. BARCLAY, CURLE & Co., Lrp., No. 
1152, ante. 

1166. -|—A. shipbuilding con- 
tract provided for payment of the purchase-price 
of the vessel by instalments, the first to be paid on 
the signing of the contract, the next when the 
keel was laid, & others at various stages in the 
progress of the ship’s construction. She was to 
be constructed under the inspection of the pur- 
chaser’s surveyor, to whose approval the quality 
of the material used & the workmanship were to 
be subject. Clause 6 provided that ‘‘ from & 
after payment by the purchasers to the builders 
of the first instalment on account of the purchase 
price the vessel & all materials & things appro- 
priated for her should thenceforth, subject to the 
lien of the builders for unpaid purchase-money 
including extras, become & remain the absolute 
property of the purchasers.” 

After the first two instalments of the purchase- 
money had been paid & the vessel had been partly 
constructed, a receiver was appointed in an action 
commenced by debenture holders of the ship- 
building co. for enforcing their security. Upon a 
summons in that action to determine the respective 
rights of pltfs. & the purchasers :—Held: the 
property in the uncompleted vessel had passed 
to the purchasers, & certain worked material 
lying in the yard ready to be incorporated into the 
hull of the vessel & approved by the purchasers’ 
surveyor, had not been “ appropriated for her ”’ 
within the meaning of clause 6 so as to become the 
property of the purchasers.—e BLYTH SIHIpP- 
BUILDING & Dry Docks Co., FORSTER v. BLYTH 
SurpaurnpIna & Dry Docks Co., [1926] Ch. 494; 
95 L. J. Ch. 350; 134 L. T. 648, C. A. 

Annotation :—Refd. Behnke v. Bede Shipping Co., [1927] 

1K. BR. 649. 

Compare Distress, Vol. XVITL., p. 291, No. 268. 

4167. Instalments not appropriated to 
particular stages of construction.|—In 1833, & 
until his bkpcy., J. L. carried on business as a 
shipbuilder; & on June 10, 1833, the following 
agreement was entered into, ‘“‘ Particulars & 
description of a new ship now about one-third 
built in the yard of J. L.”’; then there followed a 
description of the length, breadth, & depth of the 
ship, the number of tons she was to carry, & the 
timbers, & particulars of every thing that she 
was to be built of & supplied with, “‘ for the sum 
of £1,750, & payment as follows, opposite to each 
respective name.” This agreement was signed by 
J. L. ; & after his signature followed these words, 
‘““We, the undersigned, hereby engage to take 
shares in the before mentioned vessel, as set 
opposite to our respective names, & also the mode 

K K 2 

















500 


Sect. 1.—Transfer of property from seller to buyer : 
Sub-sect. 4, B. (a) & (b) ; sub-sect. 5, A. & B. (a).] 


of payment.” This was signed by several persons 
for different shares, & at different times, & amongst 
the rest, by pltf. for one-fourth, in Oct. 1833. 
Below these signatures was written the following, 
‘* July 14, 1838, I hereby agree to accept the above 
price & mode of payment, J. J..” Pltf. proved 
payment for his share by bills before the bkpcy. 
of J. L. The T. C. co. signed the agreement for 
one-fourth, of which co. H. was a member, & used 
to go to look at the vessel when building, & 
occasionally found fault with the work, which was 
improved in consequence, & J. L. told his foreman 
to act under H.’s direction. At the time of the 
bkpcy., the frame of the vessel was on the stocks 
in J. L.’s building yard in an unfinished state, &, 
after the bkpcy., some of the men continued to 
work upon her, & receive their money from H. :— 
Held: under these circumstances, the property 
in one-fourth of the vessel did not pass to T’. L., 
pltf.—LAIDLER v. BURLINSON (1837), 2 M. & W. 
602; Murp. & H.109; 6L. J. Mx. 160. 
Annotations :—Consd. Wood v. Bell (1856), 5 E. & B. 772. 
Refd. Reid v. Fairbanks (1853), 21 L. TO. 8. 166; Turley 
vw. Bates (1863), 2 H. & C. 200; Anglo-Egyptian Naviga- 


tion Co. v. Rennie (1875), L. . 10 C. P. 271; Seath v. 
Moore (1886), 11 App. Cas. 350. 


1168. Superintendence of construction by 
buyer.|—CLARKE v. SPENCE, No. 1177, post. 
1189. }—Woop v. Bretmt., No. 1162, 











ante, 

1170. —— -!|—SEATIU v. Moore, No. 1206, 
post. 

1171. —— -~J—Sirn JAMES LAING & SONS, 


ae v. BARCLAY, CURLE & Co., Lrp., No. 1152, 
ante. 

1172. —— -|—Re BLYTH SHIPRUILDING & 
Dry Docks Co., FORSTER v. BLYTH SHIPBUILDING 
& Dry Docks Co., No. 1168, ante. 

1173. Buyer’s name stamped on ship’s 
keel.|—Woop v. BE11,, No. 1162, ante. 

1174. Stage at which property passes— Question 
of construction.|—SEATH v. Moork, No. 1206, post. 

1175. Whether stage reached—-Question of 
fact.|—-SEaATH v. Moore, No. 1206, post. 

1176. Right of vendor to lien—Until full pur- 
chase-price —- Price payable in instalments.] — 
Woops v. RUSSELL, No. 1158, ante. 











(6) Materials Subsequently Added. 

1177. When property in materials passes with 
uncompleted article.|-P. contracted with a ship- 
builder to build him a ship for a certain sum, to be 
paid by instalments as the work proceeded ; the 
first instalment when the vessel was rammed, the 
second when she was timbered, etc. An agent for 
P. was to superintend the building. The vessel was 
built under such superintendence, all the materials 
being approved by the agent before they were 
used. The builder became bkpt. before the ship 
was completed. Afterwards the assignces com- 
pleted the ship. All the instalments were paid 
or tendered. In an action of trover by P. against 
the assignees for the ship :—Held: on the first 
instalment being paid, the property in the portion 
then finished became, by virtue of the above con- 
tract, vested in P., subject to the right of the 
builder to retain such portion for the purpose of 
completing the work & earning the rest of the price ; 
& each material subsequently added became, as 
it was added, the property of P. as the general 
owner.—CLARKE v. SPENCE (1836), 4 Ad. & EI. 
448; 1 Har. & W. 760; 6 Nev. & M. K. B. 399; 
5L. J. K. B. 161; 111 E. R. 855. 


Annotations :-—Distd. Laidler v. Burlinson (1837), 2 M. & W. 
602. Consd. Wood v. Bell (1856), 5 E.& B. 772; Anglo- 
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tian Navigation Co. v. Rennie (1875), L. R. 10 C. P 
271; ; 


Seath v. Moore (1886), 11 App. as. 350. Refd. 
Tripp v. Armitage (1839), 1 Horn. H. 442; Gale v. 
Burnell (1845), 7 Q. B. 850 ; Holderness v. Rankin (1860), 
28 Beav. 180; Turley ». Bates (1863), 2 H. & ©. 200; 
Ilfracombe Ry. v. Poltimore (1868), 37 L. J. C. P. 86; 
Olarke v. Millwall Dock Co. (1886), 17 Q. B. D. 494; Jte 
Blyth Shipbuilding & Dry Docks Co., Forster v. Blyth 
Shipbuilding & Dry Docks Co., [1926] Ch. 494. 


1178. ——.|]—ReEIp v. Farrsanks, No. 1156, 
ante. 
1179. ——— If materials have been ‘‘ affixed.’’]— 


SEATH v. Moore, No. 1206, post. 

1180. Pw, firm of shipbuilders con- 
tracted to build a ship for a firm of shipowners, to 
be classed 100 Al at Lloyd’s & to be constructed 
under the superintendence of the shipowners. 
The contract contained this clause: ‘‘ the vessel 
as she is constructed, & all her engines, boilers, & 
machinery, & all materials from time to time 
intended for her or them, whether in the building 
yard, . workshop, river, or elsewhere, shall 
immediately as the same proceeds, become the 
property of the purchasers, & shall not be within 
the ownership, control, or disposition of the 
builders, but the builders shall at all times have 
a lien thereon for their unpaid purchase-money.”’ 
Before the ship was completed the shipbuilders 
became bkpt. At the date of the bkpcy. there 
were lying at railway stations a quantity of iron 
& steel plates at the orders of the shipbuilders. 
These plates were claimed by the trustee in the 
shipbuilders’ sequestration, & also by the ship- 
owners. The plates had been passed by Lloyd’s 
surveyor at the makcer’s works, & they were each 
numbered by the makers with the number of the 
vessel & with marks showing the position which 
each plate was to occupy in the vessel :—Held: 
the contract was for the purchase of a complete 
ship, & the materials in question could not be 
regarded as appropriated to the contract or sold 
under Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71).—REID v. 
MACBETH & GRAY, [1904] A. C. 223; 73 L. J. P.C. 
57; 90 L. I’. 422; 20 T. L. R. 316, H. 1. 
Annotation :-—Distd. Re Blyth Shipbuilding & Dry Docks 

Co., Forster v. Blyth Shipbuilding & Dry Docks Co., 

(1926) Ch. 494. 

1181. Sufficiency of appropriation—Rudder & 
cordage not affixed te ship.|—Woops v. RUSSELL, 
No. 1158, ante. 

1182. Rudder not affixed to ship.J—A. 
orders a rudder to be made by B., a shipbuilder, for 
A.’s ship. B. begins to make a rudder, which he 
states is intended for A. Before this intention 
is communicated to A., & before the rudder is 
finished, B. becomes bkpt. After the bkpcy., A., 
who is a creditor of B., is informed that the rudder 
was intended for him, & takes it away :—Held: 
this acquiescence on the part of A. having relation 
to the prior intention of B., was evidence to go to 
the jury of an appropriation of the rudder so as to 
negative the property of the assignees therein.— 
Goss v. QUINTON (1842), 3 Man. & G. 825; 4 
Scott, N. R. 471; 12 L. J.C. P.173; 7 Jur. 901 ; 
133 E. R. 1372. 

Annotations :—Consd. Bessey v. Windham (1844), 6 Q. B. 

166. Refd. White v. Morris (1852), 11 C. B. 1015; Wood 

v. Bell (1856), 6 K. & B. 355; Re Blyth Shipbuilding & 


Dry Docks Co., Forster v. Blyth Shipbuilding & Dry Docks 
Co., [1926] Ch. 494. 


1183. Engines & frame parts not affixed to 
ship.|—Woop v. BELL, No. 1162, ante. 

1184, Numbered iron & steel plates not 
affixed to ship.|—REIp v. MacBetn & Gray, No. 
1180, ante. 

1185. Materials not affixed to ship.]—In 
consideration of certain periodical payments, A. 
agreed to build a ship for B., to be launched on or 
before July 81, 1853. The agreement contained 
the following proviso, ‘‘ provided always & it is 

















Parr IV.—EFrects oF THE ContTRACT. 


_ . expressly agreed between the sai i 
their exors., etc., that, in case A. Sead fal te 
complete the said ship according to the covenants 
& stipulations hereinbefore contained to be per- 
formed on his part, then it shall be lawful for B. 
to enter upon & take possession of the said ship 
or vessel, which from & after the payment of the 
first instalment shall be & be deemed & continue 
to be as soon as the said ship or vessel shall be 
commenced, in every respect & for every purpose 
the property of B., & to cause the works hereby 
agreed to be done to be completed by any person 
whom he shall see fit to employ therein, using such 
of the materials of A. as shall be applicable to the 
purpose,’ etc., A. to repay to B. somuch as he should 
expend thereon in excess of the contract price. A. 
having failed to complete the ship by the stipulated 
time, B. took possession of her, &, after an act of 
bkpcy. committed by A., proceeded to finish her, 
using therein certain materials which were in the 
yard, & were suitable but had not been specifically 
appropriated by A. to the ship. Some of these 
materials had been selected by B. before A.’s 
bkpcy., & some were placed within the carcase of 
the ship, the remainder in a shed alongside, but 
none of them had actually been used by B. before 
A.’s bkpcy. :—Held: the assignees were entitled 
to recover against B. the whole value of these 
materials.—BAKER v. GRAY (1856), 17 C. B. 462 ; 
251. J.0.P.161; 2Jur. N.S. 400; 4 W. RR. 297; 
139 E.R. 1154. 

1186. ———.|—Re BLYTH SHIPBUILDING & 
Dry Docks Co., Forster v. BLYTH SHIPBUILDING 
& Dry Docks Co., No. 1166, ante. 





Sun-sEcr. 5.—SPECIFIC OR ASCERTAINED Goops. 
A. In General. 

Sec Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), ss. 17, 18. 

1187. General rule—Property vests in purchaser.} 
-——T'he property of goods is in the person who, as 
purchaser, pays the money for them.—ANON. 
(1699), 12 Mod. Rep. 344; 88 I. R. 1368, N. P. 

_Meaning of ‘‘ specific goods.’’]-——Sec Sale of 
Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 62 (1). 

1188. Meaning of ‘‘ ascertained goods.’’] 
THAMES SAck & Baa Co., Lrp. v. KNowLES & 
Co., Ltrp., No. 1053, are. 

1189. |—he Wait, No. 2614, post. 








B. In Delwerable State. 
(a) In General. 

Sec Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), 5. 18, r. 1. 

Meaning of ‘* deliverable state.’’]|—See Sale of 
Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), 8. 62 (1). 

1190. What amounts to contract for ‘‘ sale of 
specific goods in a deliverable state ’’—Sale of 
growing timber.|—KURSELL v ‘TIMBER OPERATORS 
& CONTRACTORS, No. 1239, post. 

1191. When property passes—Immediately— 


PART IV. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 5.-——A. 


e. Agreement us to inspection on 
delivery-—Inspector selected by purchaser 
—Inspection begun before assent by 
vendor—Whether inspection binding. ]— 
‘THOMSON v. MATHESON (1900), 30 
8. Cc. R. 357.—CAN, 


f. Agreement as to survey of logs 
— Surveyor selected by purchaser under 
apreement—Qualification of AT el 
PATTERSON v. LARSEN (1906), 37 
N. B. BR. 28.—CAN, 


g. Sale of pulp wood —- Measure: 
ment—Scaling of timber.)—ST. GEORGE 
Putp & PAPER Co. v. Rosk (1906), 37 
Ss, Cc. R, 687.—CAN. IND. 


h. What 





state.’’} 
S. C. 1017.—SCOT. 


435.—CAN. 





1195 iii. 
Das-JOTI 


PART IV. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 5.-— 
B. (a). 


amounts to 
** sale of specific goods in a deliverable 
MORISON v. LOCKHART, [1912] 


1196 ii. —— —— ——..}—- ARMAND . 
NOONAN (1918), 41 O. L. R. 551: 13 
O. W. N. 348; 41 D. L. R. 433.—GAN., 


Lmtd 





PARSHAD v. Byana Ram- 


sHKo Dra (1926), I. L. RK. 7 Lah. 406. 
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Postponement of delivery.|—-Where goods were 

sold by auction to an agent, the auctioneer wrote 

the initials of the agent’s name, together with the 

prices, opposite the lots purchased by him, in 
the printed catalogue; & the principal afterwards, 
in a letter to the agent, recognised the purchase : 
—Held: the entry in the catalogue, & the letter, 
coupled together, were a sufficient memorandum 
of the contract within Stat. Frauds. If goods are 
sold, to be paid for in 30 days, & if not carried away 
at the end of that time, warehouse rent to be paid 
for them—the property in the goods rests absolutely 
in the purchaser, & they remain at his risk, from 
the moment of the sale.—PHILLIMORE v. BARRY 
(1808), 1 Camp. 513; 170 E. R. 1040, N. P. 

119 & payment.|—The risk of 
accident to goods must be with the buyer, if the 
right of property has passed to him, though the 
possession be with the seller. 

The right of property remains in the seller so 
long as any act remains to be done as between 
him & the buyer. 

Where a stack of hay was sold, & by agreement 
was to remain on the premises of the buyer until a 
given day ; & was not to be cut by the seller until he 
paid for it; & before the day of payment arrived 
it was accidentally burned :—Held: the loss must 
fall on the buyer; the right of property being 
complete in him, though the possession remained 
in the scller, no act remaining to be done by the 
latter.—TARLING v. BAXTER (1827), 6 B. & O. 
360 ; 9 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 272; 51. J.0.8. K. B. 
164; 108 EK. It. 484. 

Annotations :—Distd. Kursell v. Timber Operators & Con- 


tractors, [1927] 1 K. B. 298. Refd. Murtindale v. Smith 
(1841), 1 Q. B. 389 ; Cohen v. Roche, [1927] 1 K. B. 169. 











1193. -.] —GURR Vv. CUTH- 
BERT, No. 2665, post. 
1194. Postponement of payment.|— 


In a dispute between a landlord & his tenant as 
to the date upon which the latter sold produce of 
his holding to a third party :—Held: the material 
date was the actual date when the contract for sale 
was made & not the date when, as between the 
contracting parties, the contract for sale became 
enforceable within Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), 
s. 4.—MEGGESON v. Groves, [1917] 1 Ch. 158; 86 
L. J. Ch. 145; 115 L. T. 683; 61 Sol. Jo. 115. 
Annotations :—Mentd. Raikes v. Ogle, [1921] 1 K. B. 576; 

Brakspear v. Barton, [1921] 2 k. 1B. 88. 

1195. - Without actual delivery.|— 
DIxon v. YATES, No. 20638, post. 

















1196. |—SEATH v. Moore, No. 
1206, post. 
1197. »|—BADISCHE ANILIN UND 











SopA FABRIK v. L{IcKSON, No. 1090, ante. 

1198. In absence of contrary intention 
of parties.) —GILMOUR v. SUPPLE, No. 1234, post. 
.|—BADISCHE ANILIN UND 
Sopa FABRIK v. Hickson, No. 1090, ante. 

1200. Sale by auction.]—SWEETING 
v. TURNER, No. 1394, post. 








ee ene 




















- 11981. In absence of con- 
trary intention of parlies.}—Unless a 
contrary intention appears, where 
there is an unconditional contract for 
the sale of specific goods, in a deliver- 
able state, the property in the goods 
passes to the buyer at the time the 
contract is made; & it is immaterial 
whether the time of payment or the 
time of delivery or both be postponed. 
—CRAIG  v. EARDMORE (1904), 24 
Cc. L. T. 308; 70. L. RR. 674; 3 
O. W. R. 547.—CAN. 


1198 ii. —— - ———,.)]— KEN- 
NEDY’Ss TRUSTEE v. HAMILTON & 
Manson (1897), 25 R. (Ct. of Seas.) 252. 
— SCOT. 


contract for 
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Sect. 1.—Transfer of property from seller to buyer: 
Sub-sect. 5, B. (a) & (b), & C.] 


1201. -.]—Srumons v. Swirt, No. 1042, 
ante. 


(b) Entire Contract for Specific Goods and 
Interest in Land. 

1202. When property in goods passes—-Con- 
ditional on passing of interest in land.|—Under a 
contract for sale of a house, & also of furniture at 
a certain valuation, as soon as the title & sale of 
the house shall be completed, the furniture does 
not vest immediately in the vendee.—LANYON v. 
TooGoon (1844),138 M. & W. 27; 13 L. J. Ex. 278 ; 
3 L. T. O. 8S. 164; 153 E.R. 11. 

1203. ——— ——— Effect of appropriation of goods 
by buyer.|—-A., the lessee for years of premises, 
under a lease containing a stipulation that all 
improvements made by him were to belong to the 
lessor at the end of the lease except any green- 
house he might erect, bargained with B. to assign 
the lease to him, & to sell him a greenhouse which 
he had erected, & which was affixed to the free- 
hold, together with the furniture, crops of fruit, 
& plants therein, for a certain sum. B. was let 
into possession of the greenhouse & its contents, 
but, owing to a difficulty in obtaining the lIessor’s 
consent, no assignment of the lease was made to 
him :—Held: the contract was an entire one for 
the assignment of the lease & the sale of the green- 
house, & until the lease was assigned B. could not 
be sued by A. for the price of the greenhouse.— 
SLEDDON v. CRUIKSIANK (1846), 16 M. & W. 71; 
aa J. Ex. 61; 8 L. T. O. S. 121; 153 E.R. 

Compare LANDLORD & TENANT, Vol. XXX., 
er No. 1095. 








; Provision for separate valuation 
of goods.|—By an agreement between pltfs. & 
deft., deft. was to accept of the assignment of the 
lease of a farm from pltf., & to take the fixtures 
& crops at a valuation. Le was afterwards let 
into possession of the fixtures, & the crops were 
valued to him ; but the lease was never assigned : 
—Held: wndebilatus assunpsit would not lie for 
the price of the fixtures & crops, & pltf.’s only 
remedy was by a special action on the agreement.— 
NEAL v. VINEy (1808), 1 Camp. 471; 170 EK. R. 
1025, N. P. 

1205. ——- ——— ——.|—_Deft. agrced verbally 
with plti. to take a house & purchase the fixtures 
at a valuation to be made by two brokers. An 
inventory of the furniture & fixtures was accord- 
ingly made, described generally as ‘‘ An inventory 
of the fixtures, etc.,” with the gross amount placed 
at the foot thereof. In an action for goods sold 
& delivered, with a count on an account stated :— 
Held: deft. having taken | aster of & enjoyed 
the furniture & fixtures, & paid part of the sum 
determined by the brokers to be due for the same, 
he was ‘liable on the account stated for the 
remainder, & could not afterwards object to pltf.’s 
defective title to the house.—SaLMoNn v. WATSON 
(1819), 4 Moore, C. P. 73. 

Annotation :—-Mentd. Bates v. Townley (1848), 12 Jur. 606. 


C. To be Pul into Deliverable State. 


See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), 8.18, r. 2. 
1206. General rule.|—The principles applicable 
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to the sale of part of a ship are equally applicable 
to the sale of part of any corpus manufactum in 
course of construction. It is competent for parties 
to agree for a valuable consideration that a specific 
article shall be sold & become the property of 
the purchaser as soon as it has reached a certain 
stage ; but it is a question of construction in each 
case at what stage the property shall pass; & a 
question of fact whether that stage has been 
reached. On the other hand, materials provided 
by the builders as portions of the fabrics, whether 
wholly or partially finished, cannot be regarded 
as appropriated to the contract, or as “ sold,’’ 
unless they have been “ affixed,’’ or in a reason- 
able sense made part of the corpus. 

Where it appears to be the intention, or in other 
words the agreement, of the parties to a contract 
for building a ship, that at a particular stage of its 
construction, the vessel, so far as then finished, 
shall be appropriated to the contract of sale, 
the property of the vessel as soon as it has reached 
that stage of completion will pass to the pur- 
chaser, & subsequent additions made to the chattel 
thus vested in the purchaser will, accessione, 
become his property. It also appearstome... 
that such an intention or agreement ought... . 
to be inferred from a provision in the contract to 
the effect that an instalment of the price shall be 
paid at a particular stage, coupled with the fact 
that the instalment has been duly paid, & that 
until the vessel reached that stage the execution 
of the work was regularly inspected by the pur- 
chaser, or some one on his behalf . . . in order to 
pass the property as sold, there must always be 
facts proved or admitted sufficient to warrant the 
inference that the purchaser has agreed to accept 
the corpus so far as completed as in part implement 
of the contract of sale (LORD WATSON). 

A contract for a valuable consideration by which 
it is agreed that the property in a specific ascer- 
tained article shall pass from one to another is 
effectual according to the Jaw of England to change 
the property. It may be that the party who has 
sold the article is entitled to retain possession till 
the price is paid if that was by the contract to 
precede delivery, but still the property is changed 
(LORD BLACKBURN), 

In general, if there are things remaining to be 
done by the seller to the article before it is in the 
state in which it is to be finally delivered to the 
purchaser, the contract will not be construcd to be 
one to pass the property till those things are done 
(Lorp BLACKBURN).—SEATH v. MOORE (1886), 11 
App. Cas. 350; 55 L. J. P. C. 54; 54 L. T. 690; 
5 Asp. M. L. C. 586, I. L. 

Annotations Sart a 0 Reid v. Macbeth & Gray, [1904] A. C. 
223; Re Blyth Shipbuilding & Dry Docks Co., Forster 
v. Islyth Shipbuilding & Dry Docks Co., [1926] Ch. 494. 
Refd. Sharp ». Christmas (1892), 8 T. L. KR. 687; Badische 
Anilin und Soda Fabrik v. Hickson, [1906] A. C. 419. 
1207. Whether passing of property suspended— 

Intention of parties.|—It depends on the in- 

tention of the parties whether the property in 

goods, to which something remains to be done 

before they are ready to be delivered, passcs to a 

buyer at the time of the sale or on the compliction 

of the goods. <A., a brickmaker, who was in 
embarrassed circumstances, sold to B., to whom 
he was largely indebted, a large quantity of bricks. 

B. sent an agent to the brickfield with an order for 

the delivery of the bricks, & A.’s foreman told him 


x es 1207 ii, ——— -1—NEw Bruns-_ the doing of that thing is a condition 

PART IV. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 5,—C. WICK Ky. Co. »v. McLrop (1877), precede to the vesting of the pro- 
1207 i. Whether passing of property YY. & B. 257; 58S. C, R. 281.—CAN. erty, unless there are circumstances 
ed-— Intention of ies, } BANK 1207 fii, —_- —-——.]—Whero the indicating a contr inten tion.— 
vendor of a chattel bas to do some- WILDE v. FrnirKo, [1920] 1 W. W. Rh. 


OF UPPER CANADA ¥. KILLALY (1861), 
21 Uv, C. nN. 9.—CAN. 


thing before it is in a deliverable state, 


866; 13 Sask. L. R. 190.—CAN. 


Part [V.—-EFFECTS 


he was ready to commence delivering them if a 
man who was in possession under a distress put 
in by the landlord was paid out, & he pointed 
out three clamps, one consisting of finished bricks, 
a second of bricks still burning, & a third of bricks 
moulded but not burnt, as those from which he 
Should make the delivery. A. having become 
bkpt. the landlord sold some of the bricks, & B. 
sold the remainder to U., who removed them. In 
an action of trover by the assignees of A. against 
(©. for the bricks :—Held: the conduct of A.’s 
foreman was a sufficient appropriation of the 
bricks, & the property in the whole of them, though 
unfinished, passed to B. at the time, such having 
been apparently the intention of the parties.— 
YOUNG v. MATTHEWS (1866), L. R. 2 C. P. 127; 
36 L. J.C. P. 61; 15 L. T. 182. 

1208. -]—The owners of a horizontal 
condensing engine agreed to sell it at a price free 
on rail in London. It weighed 30 tons & was 
bolted to & embedded in a flooring of concrete. 
Before it could be delivered on rail it had to be 
detached & dismantled. The sellers detached it, 
but in loading it on a truck they damaged it by 
accident, so that the buyers refused to accept it. 
In an action by the sellers for goods bargained & 
sold :—Held: the property in the engine had not 
passed to defts. on the ground that the circum- 
stances showed an intention that the property 
should not pass until the engine was placed in 
safety on rail in London.—UNDERWooD, Lr. v. 
BurGgH CaAsrieE Brick & CEMENT SYNDICATE, 
[1922] 1K. B. 348; 91L. J. K. B. 355; 1267. UT. 
401; 38 T. L. Rt. 44, C. A. 

See, also, No. 1228, post. 

1209. Act remaining to be done by seller.|— 
GILMOUR v. SUPPLE, No. 1234, post. 

1210. Filling of casks.]—Where 
turpentine in casks was sold by auction at so much 
per hundredweight & the casks were to be taken 
at a certain marked quantity, except the two last, 
out of which the seller was to fill up the rest before 
they were delivered to the purchasers ; on which 
account the two last casks were to be sold at 
uncertain quantities ; & a deposit was to be paid 
by the buyers at the time of the sale, & the 
remainder within thirty days on the goods being 
delivered ; & the buyers had the option of keep- 
ing the goods in the warehouse at the charge of 
the sellers for those thirty days, after which they 
were to pay the rent; & the buyers having 
employed the warehouseman of the seller as their 
agent, he filled up some of the casks out of the two 
last, but left the bungs out in order to enable the 
Custom House officer to gauge them; but before 
he could fill up the rest a fire consumed the whole 
in the warehouse within the thirty days :—Held: 
the property passed to the buyers in all the casks 
which were filled up, because nothing further 
remained to be done to them by the seller; for 
it was the business of the buyers to get them 
gauged, without which they could not have been 
removed; & the act of the warehouseman in 
leaving them unbunged after filling them up, 
which was for the purpose of the gauging, must be 
taken to have been done as agent for the buyers, 
whose concern the gauging was, but the property 
in the casks not filled up remained in the seller, 
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at whose risk they continued.._—RuaG v. MINETT 

(1809), 11 East, 210; 103 H. R. 985. 

Annotations :—Consd. Busk v. Davis (1814), 2 M. & 8. 397. 
Distd. Tansiey. v. Turner (1835), 2 Scott, 238. Apld. 
Acraman v. Morrice (1849), 8 C. B 9; Gilmour v. 
Supple (1858), 11 Moo. P. C. C. 552; v. Merse 
Docks & Harbour Board (1863), 14 C. B. N. 8S. 412. 
Consd. Taylor v, Caldwell (1863), 3 B. & S. 826; Turley 
v. Bates (1863), 2H. & C. 200. _Distd. Young v. Matthews 
(1866), 36 L. J. C. P. 61. Expld. Appleby v. Meyers 
ees 36 L. J. C.P.331. Consd. Elphick v. Barnes (1880), 
5 C. P. D. 321. Refd. Simmons v. Swift (1826), 5 B. & C. 
857; Gillett v. Hill (1834), 3 L. J. Ex. 145; Spartali v. 
Benecke (1850), 10 C. B. 212; Aldridge v. Johnyon (1857), 
7 EK. & B. 885; Howell v. Coupland (1874), L. R.9 Q. B. 
462; Anderson v. Morice (1876), 1 App. Cas. 713. 

1211. Felling of timber.|—The con- 
tract: was not for the growing trees, but for the 
timber at so much per foot, i.e. the produce of the 
trees when they should be cut down & severed 
from the freehold. ... It seems to me that the 
true construction of the bargain is that it is a 
contract for the future sale of the timber when it 
should be in a state fit for delivery (BAYLEY, J.).— 
SMITH v. SURMAN (1829),9 B. & C. 5613; 4 Man. & 
Ry. K. KB. 455; 7 L. J. 0.8. K. B. 296; 109 1. R. 
209. 

Annotations :—Consd. Morton v. Tibbett (1850), 15 2 B. 
428; Marshall v. Green (1875), 1 C. P. D. 35. efd. 
Wright v. Percival (1839), 8 L. J. Q. B. 258; Washbourn 
v. Burrows (1847), 1 Exch. 107; Haughton v. Morton 
(1855), 27 L. T. O. S. 36; Bailey v. Sweeting (1861), 30 
L. J. C. P. 150; Wilkinson v. Evans (1866), L. R. 1 C. P. 
407. Mentd. Falmouth v. Thomas (1832), 1 Cr. & M. 89. 
Shelton v. Livins (1832), 2 Tyr. 420; KH. v. Hookworthy 
(1837), 7 Ad. & El. 492; NKodwell v. Phillips (1842), 9 
M. & W. 501. 

1212. ‘Setting up ’’ of dismantled 
engine.|—UNbDERWoOOoD, Lrp. v. BURGH CASTLE 
Brick & CEMENT SYNDICATE, No. 1208, ante. 

1213. Act neither essential nor obliga- 
tory—-Weighing of specific goods in deliverable 
state.|.—-SwWANWICK v. SOTHERN, No. 1061, ante. 

1214. Performance of act by buyer 
without seller’s assent—-Severance of tops & sidings 
of felled trees.]-—A. contracted with L. to purchase 
of him the trunks of certain oak trees, then felled, 
& lying at Hadnock, about 20 miles from Chepstow. 
The course was, for A.’s agent to sclect & mark 
those portions which he intended to purchase, & for 
B. to sever the tops & sidings, & float the trunks 
down the river Wye to A.’s wharf at Chepstow, & 
there deliver them. After a portion of the timber 
had been delivered, & the whole paid for, B. 
became bkpt.; whereupon A. sent his men to 
B.’s premises at Ifadnock, & severed & carried 
away the marked portions of certain trees :—Held : 
no property in the trees, or any portion of the 
trees, which had not been delivered by B., passed 
to A. by the contract; & there was no delivery 
or acceptance to satisfy Stat. Frauds; & the 
assignees of LB. were entitled to recover the value, 
in trover.—-ACRAMAN v. MORRICE (1849), 8 C. B. 
449; 19 L. J.C. P2573; 141. T. O. S. 2925; 14 
Jur. 69; 137 E. R. 584. 


Annotations :—Refd. Reid v. Fairbanks (1853), 13 C. B. 692 ; 
Gilmour v. Supple (1858), 32 L. T. O. S. 1; Young v. 
Matthews (1866), L. R. 2 C. P. 127. 


1215. Payment of warehousing charges 

~Custom of trade.] —-LLAMMOND v. ANDERSON, No. 
2074, post. 

1216. ——- ——— ——- ——.]—CGREAVES v. 
Hepke, No. 1114, anle. 


OF THE CONTRACT. 


Camp bell 


























1209 i. Act remaining to be done —_569.—-CAN. the vendor’s premises destroyed the 
by seller.j—Where in an agreement for . furniture :—Jfeld: the property had 
sale of a separator the vendor agreed 1209 ii, --— .)--An arrangemont not passed.—~-McD1IL1 v. HILson, [1920] 
to put it in running order :—Held: was mado to buy certain f ure. It 2W.W. R. 877; 53 VD. L. BR. 228 ; 
his failure to do eo, the purchaser not was to be polished by the vendor before 30 Man. L. 1, 454.—CAN. 
having taken possession, entitled the Seles Ee A deposit was paid & sub- 
purcliaees to rescission of the contract sequently the purchase-price was paid 1209 iii. -—.]—Brown Bro- 

return of moneys paid.— WILKIE v. in full. Later, before any polishing . CARRON Co, (1898), 6S. 1.. T. 


ILEMING (Sask.), [1919] 3 W. W. R. 


was done & before delivery, a fire on 


231.—SCOT. 
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Sect. 1.—Transfer of properly from seller to buyer: 
Sub-sect. 5, C. & Dy ud : 


1217, : Payment of customs duties.]— 
Sugars, which were in the King’s warehouse under 
the locks of the King & the owner, from whence 
they could not be removed till the duties were 
paid, were advertised for sale by auction on 
Sept. 20; when samples of half a pound weight 
from each hogshead, drawn after the sugars had 
been weighed & the duties ascertained at the King’s 
beam, were produced to the bidders assembled ; & 
the auctioneer wrote down on the catalogue the 
name of the highest bidder, & the sum bid for the 
particular lots; having first informed the bidders 
that the duties were not then paid, but would be 
paid on the morrow by the seller; & after the 

iddings closed, the samples were delivered to & 
accepted by the purchaser, according to the usual 
practice at such sales, as part of his purchase to 
make up the quantity marked as weighed at the 
King’s beam; & a fire having consumed the sugars 
on Sept. 22, before the duties could be paid, & 
without the default of the seller:—Held: at 
common law there was a sale to change the pro- 
perty at the time & place of auction; though the 
goods could not be delivered till the duties were 
paid, which was known at the time; such being 
the manifest intent of the contracting parties; & 
consequently, that the loss must fall upon the 
buyer.—HINDE v. WHITEHOUSE (1806), 7 East, 
558 ; 3 Smith, K. B. 528; 103 EB. R. 216. 
Annotations :—Apld. Carruthers v. Payne (1828), 5 Bing. 

270. Consd. Turley v. Bates (1863), 2 H. & GC. 200; 

Sweeting v. Turner (1871), L. KR. 7 Q. B. 310. Refd. 

Emmerson v. Heelis (1809), 2 Taunt. 38; Dickenson v. 

Lilwal (1815), 1 Stark. 128 ; Kenworthy v. Schofield (1824), 

2B. & C. 945; Alexander v. (.urdner (1835), 1 Bing N. C. 

671; Spartali vo. Kenecke (1850), 10 CG. B. 212; Peirce 

v. Corf (1874), L. R. 9 Q. B. 210. Mentd. North Stafford- 

shire ne v. Peok (1860), 14. B. & EH. 986; Rossiter v. 

Miller (1878), 39 L. ‘IT. 173; .Olivor v. Hunting (1890), 44 
Ch. D. 205. 

1218, ——— Retention of warrants for 
purpose.|—-NortTH BRITISH INSURANCE Co. v. 
Morrartt, No. 1412, post. 

1219. Act remaining to be done by buyer— 
carers of casks.|}—Ruvuaa v. Minetr, No. 1210, 
ante. 


1220. Intention of parties.|—TURLEY 
v. BATES, No. 1223, post. 























D. Measuring or Testing to Ascertain Price. 
See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 18, r. 3. 
1221, Meaning of ‘‘ other act or thing ’’—Sale of 

timber at ‘‘ per cube foot ’’—Length & girth of 
timber taken—Total cubic contents not calculated.] 
~-Where pltf. sold timber felled on land occupied 
by A., to B. at per cube foot, & the length & girth 
of the timber was taken, but the total cubic 
contents of all the trees were not calculated, & B. 
fetched away part of the trees & marked the 
remainder :—Held: (1) the delivery was complete, 
& nothing remained to be done on the part of the 
vendor ; (2) the timber being on the land of A., 
the vendor had no right of lien upon that which 
remained for the price of the whole.—TANSLEY v. 
TURNER (1835), 2 Bing. N. C. 151; 1 Hodg. 267; 
2 Scott, 2388; 4 L. J.C. P. 272; 182 B. R. 60. 
1222. ——— Sale of whole flock of sheep at so 
much per head—Flock not counted.]—. . . Suppose 
the owner of a flock of sheep were to offer to sell, & 
a purchaser agreed to buy, the whole flock at so 
much a head, the owner leaving it to his bailiff 
to count the sheep & ascertain the exact number of 
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the flock ... the property would have passed to 

the purchaser (LORD ALVERSTONE, C.J.).—R. v. 

TIDESWELL, [1905] 2 K. B. 273; 74 L. J. K. B. 

725; 93L.T. 111; 693.P.318; 21T.L. BR. 531 ; 

21 Cox, C. C. 10, C. C. R. 

1223. Act remaining to be done must be done by 
seller—Not by buyer with seller’s authority.]— 
The rule ‘that where anything remains to be 
done to goods for the purpose of ascertaining the 
price, us by weighing, measuring, or testing the 
goods, where the price is to depend on the quantity 
or quality of the goods, the performance of these 
things shall be a condition precedent to the transfer 
of the property, although the individual goods be 
ascertained, & they are in thé state in which they 
ought to be accepted,” is not to be understood to 
include cases where all that remains to be done is 
to be done by the buyer with full authority from 
the seller, but only cases where something remains 
to be done by the seller. 

The intention of the parties is to be looked at in 
every case, & the above rule does not apply where 
they have sufficiently shown whether they intended 
the property to pass or not. 

Therefore, where A. agreed to sell & B. to buy a 
quantity of fire clay, at a certain price per ton, 
then stacked in a heap adjoining a pit belonging 
to A., & B. was to load the clay in his own carts, 
& weigh each load at a certain weighing-machine 
which his carts would pass on their way from A.’s 
pit to B.’s place of deposit, & B. having only 
carted away & paid for a portion of the clay, 
refused to take the remainder, in an action 
brought by A. to recover the price of the remainder 
of the heap not remaqved, the jury having found 
that the contract between the partics was for the 
sale of the whole heap :—Held: on this finding 
it was to be presumed to have been the intention 
of the parties that the property in the whole heap 
should pass, notwithstanding somcthing remained 
to be done by the buyer, namely, the weighing of 
the clay by B., & A., the seller, was therefore 
entitled to recover the contract price of the whole 
heap.—TuURLEY v. Bates (1863), 2 H. & C. 200 ; 
3 New Rep. 478; 10 L. T. 35; 10 Jur. N.S. 368 ; 
12 W. KR. 438; 159 KE. k. 8353 sub nom. FURLEY v. 
BATES, 33 L. J. Ex. 43. 

Annotations :—Apld. Kershaw v. Ogden (1865), 3 H. & C. 717. 
Refd. Vanderberg v. Spooner (1866), 14 L. T. 701; Mar- 
tineau v. Kitching (1872), L. Rh. 7 Q. B. 436. 

1224. Whether passing of property suspended— 
Omission to weigh—Weighing necessary to ascertain 
price.|—Under a contract of sale, whereby the 
vendee agreed to purchase all the starch of the 
vendor, then lying at the warchouse of a third 
person, at so much per cwt. by bill at two months, 
which starch was in papers, but the exact weight 
not then ascertained, but was to be ascertained 
afterwards; & fourteen days were to be allowed 
for the delivery ; & the vendor gave a note to the 
vendee, addressed to the warehouse keeper, 
directing him: to weigh & deliver to the vendee all 
his starch :—Held: under this contract the abso- 
lute property in the goods did not vest in the 
vendee before the weighing, which was to precede 
the delivery, & to ascertain the price, & that part 
of the starch having been weighed & delivered to 
the vendee by his direction, the vendor might, 
notwithstanding such part delivery, upon the 
bkpcy. of the vendee, retain the remainder, which 
still continued unweighed in the warehouse in the 
name & at the expense of the vendor.—HANSON v. 
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12241. Whether passing of properly suspend 
v. MOTHERWELL (ANDREW) LTD., 


ed—Omission to sect gle =e eee ne necessary to ascertuin price.}—- WOODBURN 
1917) 8. C. 533; 54 Se. L. R. 472.—SCOT. 


Part 1V.—EFFECTS OF THE CONTRACT. 


MEYER (1805), 6 ; ie : 
102 EK. a ar East, 614 9 2 Smith, k, B. 670 3 
Annotations -—Consd. Hawes v. Wats 

~ & 


Simmons v. Swift, 1826 
ruthers (1841), 8M. a Ay Sor 


on (1824),2 B. & C. 540; 
C. 857; Gibson v. Car- 
W. 321; Gilmour v. Supple (1858), 


1 Moo. P. C. ©. 582 Distd. Re C 
1873), 20 'L. 'T. 431. Retd. luego. Minott (1809), 1 
(873 210; Stoveld es eee a Vee eae ee 


Hughes (1811), 
Neaae Sanderg ee c B. & C. §41 ; Boorman v. 
sires 2 ), Ty J.0. 8. K. B. 150; Gillett v. Hill (1834), 
San a a 145 i Tansley v. Turner (1835), 2 Scott, 238 ; 
wen ck v. Sot. ern (1839), 9 Ad, & El. 895; Acraman v. 
arbour Hoard (sos; cis Coppel & Matwey Docks & 
3). » 2. N.S, 2; Turley . 
ase a 2 or & C. 00 ; dtc Edwards, Ex p. Chaltners 
(1848), 7 Here. 1 pp. 9. Mentd. Toft v. Stevenson 
1225 —— W : 
ane ° ———.|=——- WITHERS v. 3S . 
1373, post. eee 
1226. — 
1042, 
1227. 
8 L. T. O.S. 122, 450. 


1228, -]-—Defts. agreed by parol 
to purchase of pltf. four specific stacks of cotton 
waste at 1s. 9d. per pound. They sent their own 
packer with their sacks & their own carts to fetch 
it; their packer packed the waste into eighty-one 
sacks, twenty-one of which were weighed & then 
loaded on defts.’ cart & taken to dcfts.’ preinises 3; 
the rest of the sacks were not weighed. On arrival 
of the twenty-one sacks at defts.’ premises they 
refused to accept any portion of the waste, on the 
ground that it was of inferior quality :—Held: the 
property in the waste passed to defts., & there was 
sufficient evidence of an acceptance & receipt to 
satisfy Stat. Frauds.—KERSHAW v. OGDEN (1865), 
3H. & C.717; 6 New Rep. 125; 34 L. J. Ex. 159 ; 
12 L. 1.575; 11 Jur. N.S, 642; 13 W. R. 755; 
159 E.R. 718. ; 

1229. |—The fact that the price 
was to be finally determined by ascertaining the 
weight of the cargo is prima facie evidence of an 
interest remaining in them; but is not con- 
clusive (BRETT, J.).—ANDERSON v. MORICE (1874), 
I, R.10C. P. 58; 44.3.0. P.103 31 1. 'T. 605 ; 
23 W. R. 180; 2 Asp. M. L. C. 4243; on appeal 
(1876), 1 App. Cas. 713, If. L. 

Annotations :—Refd. The Parchim, [1918] A.C.157. Mentd. 
Pryce v. Monmouth Canal & Ky. Cos. (1879), 4 App. Cas. 
197; Inglis v. Stockh (1884), 10 App. Cas. 263 ; Colonial 
Insce. of New Zealand v. Adclaidc Marine Insce. (1886), 


12 App. Cas. 128; Ajum Goolam Nosson v. Union Marine 
Insce., Hajee Cassim Joosub v. Ajum Goolam Hossen, 





-|—Simmons v. Swirt, No. 


+]|—STURGE v. Hau (1847), 




















f1901) A. C. 362; Reliance Marine Insce. v. Duder, 

1913) 1 K. B. 265. 

1230, ~ —-—.]—THE NAPo.i (1898), 15 
T. . R. 56. 

1281. —— Weighing not necessary to 


ascertain price.}] -SWANWICK v. SOTUERN, No. 
1061. ante. 

1232. Omission to count—-Counting neces- 
sary to ascertain price.]|—Goods sold remain at the 
risk of the seller while anything is to be done to 
them by him to ascertain the amount of the price. 
Therefore where 289 bales of skins, stated in the 
contract to contain 5 dozen in each bale, were 
sold at 57s. 6d. a dozen; &it was the duty of the 
seller to count over the skins to sec how many cach 
bale actually contained ; but before any enumera- 
tion took place, the whole were consumed by fire : 
—Held: an action could not be maintained against 
the purchaser for the value of the skins & the loss 
fell entirely upon the seller.—ZAGURY v. FURNELL 
(1809), 2 Camp. 240; 170 E. R. 1142, N. P. 
Annotation :-—Refd. Turley v. Bates (1863), 2 H. & C. 200. 


1233. ——~- Omission to measure timber— 





1281 i. Weighing not neces- 
sary to ascertain t Uae When nothing property 
remains to be done to the goods by 
the seller for the purpose of ascertain- 








ing the poe then prima facie the 
n them passes aithough they 
ave not been weighed by the buyer. 
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Measurement necessary to ascertain price.])—H. & 

co., of Montreal, entered into a written contract 

with L. & co., for the sale of a quantity of red pine 
timber, then lying above the Rapids, Ottawa 

River, stated to consist of 1,891 pieces, measuring 

50,000 feet, more or less, to be deliverable at a 

certain boom at Quebec, on or before June 15, 

then next, & to be paid for by the purchasers’ 

promissory notes of ninety days from that date, 
at the rate of 94d. per foot, measured off: if the 
quantity turned out morc than above stated, the 
surplus was to be paid for by the purchasers at 
93d. per foot, on delivery; & if it fell short, the 
difference was to be refunded by the sellers. The 
price of the 50,000 feet at the agreed rate, was paid 
by L. & co., according to the terms of the contract. 

The timber was not delivered on the day pre- 

scribed in the contract of sale, & when it arrived 

at Quebec, & before it was measured & delivered, 
the raft was broken up by a storm, whereby the 
greater part of the timber was dispersed & lost. 

L. & co., after the storm, collected such of the 

timber as could be saved, paid salvage for it, & 

applied the timber saved to their own use. In 
an action brought by L. & co. against H. & co., 
to recover the amount paid on their promissory 
notes, & for a breach of the contract, & for the 
difference between the contract price of 93d. per 
foot & 104d. per foot, the market price when the 

timber was to have been delivered :—Held: (1) 

the action was maintainable ; (2) by the terms of 

the contract, until the measurement & delivery of 
the timber was made, the sale was not complete ; 

& the transfer of the property was postponed until 

the measurement at the delivery; & the risk 

remained with the sellers; (8) the taking pos- 
session of a part of the timber by L. & co., after 
the day mentioned for the delivery thereof, in the 
contract, & not at the place, could not be con- 
sidered as an acceptance of the whole; nor could 
it be considered as an admission, that the property 
in the timber passed to them before the storm 
which broke up the raft.—LOGAN v. LE MESURIER 

(1847), 6 Moo. P. C. C. 1163; 11 Jur. {1091 ; 138 

Ki. R. 628, P. C. 

Annotations :—As to (2) Consd. Gilmour v. Supple (1858), 
11 Moo. PP. C. C. 552. Refd@. Langton v. Higgins (1859), 4 
H. & N. 402; Calcutta & Burmah Steam Navigation Co. 
v. De Mattos, De Mattos v. Calcutta & Burmah Steam 
Navigation Co. (1863), 2 New Rep. 575. As to (3) Refd. 
Kast India Co. v. Oditchurn Paul (1849), 7 Moo. P. C. CG. 
85; Turley v. Bates (1862), 2 H. & C. 200. Generally 
Refd. Acraman v. Morrice (1849), 8 C. B. 449; Martineau 
v. Kitching (1872), L. R. 7 Q. B. 436. 

1234. ——~— Measurement not necessary to 
ascertain price.|—-(1) By the law of England, under 
a contract for sale of specific ascertained goods, the 
property immediately vests in the buyer, & a right 
to the price in the seller, unless it can be shown that 
such was not the intention of the parties. (2) If 
the seller is to do something to the goods sold, the 
property will not be changed until he has donc it, 
or waived his right to do it. 

Resp. entered into a contract in writing, for the 
sale to applt. of “ a raft of timber now at Carouge, 
containing white & red pine, the quantity about 
71,000 feet, to be delivered at. Indian Cove Booms. 
Price for the whole 73d. per foot. Payment, one- 
third cash, one-third sixty & ninety days after 
date.” Shortly before the contract was signed, 
the raft had been measured by a public officer, 
called the Supervisor of Cullers, appointed under 
the Canadian Act, & the number of pieces of 
timber & the contents of each piece was set down 





—ABDUL AZIZ BEPARI v. JOGENDRA 
KRISHNA Iioy pel), I. . 44 
Calc. 98 ; 20 C. W. N, 1224.—-IND. 
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in a specification thereof, which made a total of 

71,455 feet, & this specification was delivered by 

resp. before the execution of the contract, to 

applt., & sent by him to the place where the raft 
was to be delivered. The raft was towed to the 

Indian Cove Booms, the appointed place for 

delivery, where it arrived in the afternoon, & 

notice of its arrival given to the servants of applt. 
who assisted in fastening the raft outside the 

Booms. This was done at the instance of applt.’s 

servant, as, from the state of the tide, the raft 

could not be placed inside the Booms. During 
the night a storm arose, by which the raft was 

carried away, broken to pieces, & dispersed, & a 

great portion of it lost. Applt. employed his 

servants in collecting as much of the wood as was 
saved, & that was put into applt.’s Booms :— 

Held: as resp. had ascertained the price of the 

raft by the measurement previously made, the 

specification of which was in applt.’s possession, & 
as the contract did not show that any future 
measurement of the raft was necessary, no act 
then remained to be done by resp. or by applt., & 
the raft, upon delivery at the Indian Cove Booms, 
had wholly passed to applt., & the loss incurred 
must be borne by him.—GILMOUR v. SUPPLE 

(1858), 11 Moo. P. C. C. 551; 32 L. T. O. S. 1; 

6,W. R. 445; 14 EB. R. 803, P. C. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Refd. Calcutta & Burmah Steam 
Navigation Co. v. De Mattos, De Mattos v. Calcutta & 
Burmah Steam Navigation Co. (1863), 2 New Rep. 575. 
As to (2) Refd. Turley v. Bates (1863), 2 H. & C. 200; 
Anderson v. Morice (1876), 1 App. Cas. 713. 

1235. Omission to weigh, measure or test— 
maton of parties.|—TURLEY v. BAtrEs, No, 1223, 
ante. 

1236. ——— Payment of agreed approximate price 
-——Intention of parties.|—LoGan v. LE MESURIER, 
No. 1233, ante. 

1237, —— 
ING, No. 1417, post. 








——.|—MARTINEAU v. Krircu- 


Ey, Attached to Land and Severable by Buyer. 


1238. General rule—Property passes on severance 
by buyer.|—JONEs (JAMES) & Sons, Lp. v. 
TANKERVILLE (Ear_), No. 2657, post. 

1239. -|—By a contract dated Sept. 
10, 1920, the vendors agreed to sell & the pur- 
chasers to purchase all the merchantable timber 
growing on Aug. 20, 1920, in the forest of Lihde 
in the Republic of Latvia. Merchantable timber 
was therein defined to be ‘‘ all trunks & branches 
of trees but not seedings & young trees of less than 
6 inches in diameter at a height of 4 feet from the 
ground.’’ The timber was to be cut not more than 
12 inches from the ground. The purchasers were 
to have fifteen years in which to cut the timber, & 
were to have the use of the vendors’ saw mills, 
plant & huts, & the right to occupy every part of 
the forest. The price was £225,000 & the payments 
were to be made £15,000 on each of the three 
quarter days in the year, & for the fourth quarter 
a sum equal to £4 a standard of exportable timber 
cut in the forest during the year, less £45,000, the 
three previous instalments. The amount was to 
be certified by the authorised agents of the vendors 
& purchasers, the measurements having been 


1235 i. ——- Omission to weigh, mea- 
sure or test—Intention of parties.}~- A. LR. 293.—CAN. 
SILLAHS & CAIRNS v, TALBOT (1874), 6 l. Eract 
Nfid. L. Rh. 21.—NFLD. 


k. resthagindy between pare as 
v re-laring of goods—Liability of pur- 
chaser for addtional weight so ascer- 








quantity not 
—Amount governed by esti 
tract.]— DOERING v, TSCHRITTER (1920), 
54 D. L. R. 506.—CAN 
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agreed by them. The purchasers, unless pre- 
vented by some Act or enactment of the govt. of 
the country, or by force majeure, were to cut the 
timber at the rate of 15,000 standards per annum, 
& if they were so prevented, the fifteen years 
period was to receive a corresponding extension 
of time. During the period of prevention the 
£15,000 instalments of price were to be reduced 
to £4 a standard of timber cut, carried away & 
sold or‘exported during the quarter. On Sept. 16 
the Latvian Assembly passed an agrarian law, by 
which from Oct 1, 1920, the forest became the 
property of the Latvian State & the contract 
was annulled & all property & rights of vendors & 
purchasers in the forest were confiscated. For the 
last five & a half years, therefore, it had been 
illegal to perform the contract in the place where 
alone it could be performed & the obstacle to its 
performance was continuing. ‘The purchasers had 
paid £30,000 to the vendors covering the first six 
months, & no question, therefore, arose that a 
default of payment of sums due had made the 
whole price payable :—Held: the contract was 
not a contract for the sale of specific goods in a 
deliverable state within the meaning of Sale of 
Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 18, r. 1; the goods 
in question were neither identified nor agreed 
upon; it was not every tree in the forest which 
passed, but only those complying with certain 
measurements not then made; the timber was 
not in a deliverable state until the purchasers had 
severed it & they could not under the definition in 
the rule be bound to take delivery of an undeter- 
mined part of a tree not yet identificd, & accord- 
ingly the property in the timber had not passed 
under Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), 5. 18, r. 1, & 
therefore the timber was not at the risk of the 
purchasers.—KURSELL v. TIMBER OPERATORS & 
CONTRACTORS, [1927] 1 K. B. 298; 95 L. J. K. B. 
569; 135 L. T. 228; 42 T. L. R. 435, C. A. 

1240. Validity of instrument purporting to pass 
property.|—A paper, signed by defts., stated that 
plitis. agreed to sell to defts. all the two upper veins 
or beds of coal, describing them by their name & 
locality, containing by admeasurement 16 acres, 
at the price or sum of £77 per acre, to be paid for 
as follows: the sum of £100 on the day of the date 
thereof, & the remainder by equal quarterly pay- 
ments of £25 cach: & it was stipulated that, if 
defts. should work more coal than in any year 
should exceed £100, at the rate of £77 per acre, 
they should pay for such excess:—Held: the 
instrument did not require an ad valorem stamp, 
as upon a conveyance, under Stamp Act, 1815 
(c. 184), & a stamp of 35s. was sufficient. 

I am of opinion that the instrument in question 
does not come within the clause in the Stamp Act 
that has been referred to, inasmuch as it passed no 
interest in the coals (PARKE, B.).—PHILLIPS v. 
MORRISON (1844), 12 M. & W. 740; 138 L. J. Ex. 
ert 3 L. T. O. S. 39; 8 Jur. 318; 152 EB. R. 
1397. 

Annotation :—Mentd. A.-G. v. Smith-Marriott, [1899] 2 

Q. B. 595. 

1241. Interest of buyer before severance.|— 
JoNES (JAMES) & Sons, Lrp. v. TANKERVILLE 
(EARL), No. 2657, post. 

1242. Whether interest in land.|—(1) A 
sale of growing timber to be taken away as soon 
as possible by the purchaser is not a contract or 








tauined.}—BROWN vw. Suaw (1877), 1 Pore eas aa ca v. PANKOSI (1921), 


9 D. L. R. 697.—CAN. 
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1238 i. General rule—Property passes 
. on severance buyer. ]—McGREGOR v, 


ascertained 
in con- 


Part 1V.—ErFrects 


sale of land or any interest therein, within Stat. 
Frauds, s. 4. 

(2) Deft. by word of mouth purchased certain 

owing trees for £26 of pltf. on the terms that he, 

eft., should reinove them as soon as possible. 
Deft. accordingly cut down some of the trees & 
agreed to sell the tops & stumps to a third person. 
Pltf. then countermanded the sale & prohibited 
deft. from cutting down the rest of the trees. 
Deft., however, cut down the remainder, & carried 
the whole away :—Held : the case was within Stat. 
Frauds, s. 17, & before the sale was counter- 
manded there was an acceptance & actual receipt 
of part of the goods sold within that sect.— 
MARSHALL v. GREEN (1875), 1 C. P. D. 353; 45 
- ee B. aS 7 oe me 404; 24 W. R. 175. 
Annotations :——As to j 4auv ; 
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10; Kauri Timber Co. v. axes Comr., [1913] A. C. 771. 

As to (2) Consd. Jones v. Tankerville, [1909] 2 Ch. 440. 

ila Reid. Stephenson v. Thompson, {1924] 2 K. B 


1243. -|—In a counterclaim by pur- 
chasers against a vendor it appeared that the 
vendor was the lessee of certain land part of which 
was composed of slag & cinders. On adjoining 
lands occupied by other persons were two disused 
cinder tips. The vendor had obtained from these 
persons licences to remove from the tips slag & 
cinders adhering to & forming part of their lands. 
He then agreed with the purchasers to sell to them 
all the slag on the demised premises & from the 
tips on the land adjoining, or so much thereof as 
the purchasers should desire to remove, & for that 
purpose to give the purchasers access to the de- 
mised premises & the cinder tips on the adjoining 
lands. After certain slag had been removed by 
the purchasers & sold at a profit the lessor & 
licensors of the vendor intervened & prevented 
the further removal of slag by the purchasers :-— 
Held: the agreement was a contract to grant an 
interest in Jand, & as the vendor’s failure to per- 
form his contract was due solely to a defect in his 
title, the purchasers could not recover any damages 
for the loss of their bargain.—MoRGAN v. RUSSELL 
& Sons, [1909] 1 K. B. 3857; 78 L. J. K. B. 187; 
oe T. 118; 25 T. L. R.120; 53 Sol. Jo. 136, 

Sce, also, Part I., Sect. 2, sub-sect. 1, ante, & 
MINES, MINERALS & QUARRIES, Vol. XXXIV., 
pp. 695, 696. 


e 








I", Anlicipation of Instalment Payments. 

1244. Rights of buyer.]—N. hired from L. 20 
waggons for five years at a rent of £285, & 24 for 
three years at a rent of £249. The terms were 
that on payment of the yearly sums, the property 
should vest in N., & till the full payment the wag- 
gons should be the property of L. After paying 
two years’ rent for the 24 waggons, N. paid the 
third year’s rent, stating it to be in full for the 24 
waggons. The rent of the 20 waggons still re- 
mained in arrear :—~Held : the contract was sever- 
able for each lot of 20 & 24 waggons; N. had a 
right to anticipate payment in full; & L. had no 
right to treat the last payment as a payment to 
account for the whole waggons.—LANCASHIRE 
WAGGON Co., LTD. v. NuTTALL (1879), 42 L. T. 
465; 44 J. P. 536, C. A. 

1245. Rights of seller—Appropriation of tendered 
price to price of other goods.|——-LANCASHIRE WAG- 
GON Co., Ltb. v. NuTraLL, No. 1244, ante. 


G. Option io turn Agreement into Sale. 
1246, Exercise of option—Agreement to ‘“‘ let 
or lend ’’—Article to be purchased if damaged.|— 
Pltf. agreed to let, or lend, deft. a musical snuff 
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box, on the understanding that if it were damaged 
deft. was to have it & payfor it; & £3 10s was to 
be taken as its value. Deft. received the box 
accordingly, & it was damaged while in his pos- 
session :—Held: pltf. was entitled to maintain an 
action for goods sold & delivered to recover the 
£3 10s.—BIANCHI v. NASH (1836), 1 M. & W. 545 ; 
Tyr. & Gr. 916; 5 L. J. Ex. 252. 
Annotations :—Apld. Beverley v. Lincoln Gas Light & Coke 
Co. (1837), 6 Ad. & El. 829. Distd. ley v. Frankenstein 
(1844), 8 Scott, N. R. 839. 


1247. Option to resume possession or sue 
for price.|—A. agreed to build an organ for B. & 
to fix it in the parish church of C. for £768, to be 
paid by certain yearly instalments. The agree- 
ment then provided that ‘‘ in the event of the 
organ being completed & erected as aforesaid & 
the sum of £768, or any part thereof not being 
paid at the time or times thereinbefore mentioned 
then it was thereby declared & agreed that the 
whole sum or balance, with the interest then due 
thereon, should become due & payable to W., & 
might be sued for & recovered accordingly ; & in 
the meantime & until the balance & interest should 
be paid & discharged, W. should have a lien on the 
organ; &, in default of any or either of such pay- 
ments as aforesaid at the time or times therein- 
before mentioned, W. might either dispose of or 
remove the organ as he might think proper ”’ :— 
Held: property in the organ remained in A. until 
the instalments were paid.—WALKER v. CLYDE & 
WREN (1861), 10 C. B. N.S. 381; 142 KH. R. 500. 

1248. ——.]—McENTIRE v. CROSSLEY 
BrorHERs, No. 1033, ante. 

As to hire purchase, see BaiwMENT, Vol. IIT, 
pp. 92 et seq., & BILLS OF SALE, Vol. VII., pp. 15-18. 








H. Delivery »n Approval, or on Sale and Return, or 
Similar Terms. 
(a) In General. 


See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 18 (4). 

1249. Position of party obtaining goods ‘‘ on sale 
or return ’’—Right to maintain trespass.|—A 
shopkeeper may maintain trespass for taking 
goods sent to him on sale or return.--COLWILL v. 
Rreves (1811), 2 Camp. 575; 170 KK. R. 1257. 

1250. ——— Right to recover deposit or return of 
goods.|—A. bought horses of B., paying £80, with 
liberty to return them within a month, allowing 
B. £10 out of the £80, & with a stipulation that, 
if he kept them beyond the month, he should pay 
B. £10 above the £80. In an action for money 
had & received :-~Held: A. on returning the 
horses within a month, might recover the £70.— 
Hunst v. ORBELL (1838), § Ad. & El. 107; 3 Nev. 
& P. K. B. 237; 1 Will. Woll. & H. 157; 7 
L. J. Q. B. 188; 2 Jur. 810; 112 H.R. 776. 

1251. ——-- Application of Sale of Goods Act, 
1893 (c. 71), s. 25.|--A person who obtains goods 
‘‘on sale or return’ is not in possession of the 
goods under an agreement to buy them within 
above sect. 

On Oct. 2, 1909, pltfs. delivered to M. a necklace 
on sale or return; but it was the intention of both 
parties to that transaction that the property 
should not pass except on payment of cash by M. 
on or before Oct. 18. On Oct. 13 M. pledged the 
necklace with deft. In an action by pltfs. to 
recover the necklace from deft.:—Held: the 
property in the necklace did not pass under above 
Act, s. 18, r. 4, when M. pledged it to deft.—- 
Epwanps (Percy), Lrp. v. VAUGHAN (1910), 26 
T. L. R. 545, C. A. ; 

Hire-purchase agreement.]—Sce BAILMENT, Vol. 
III., pp. 92-94, Nos. 241-247. 
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Sect. 1.—Transfer of property from seller to buyer: 
Sub-sect. 5, H. (a) & (b).] 


1252. Position of party sending goods “ on sale 
or return ’’—Irrevocable offer to sell.|—Where 
a person who has received goods on sale or return 
pledges them he thereby does an act adopting the 
transaction within Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), 
s. 18, r. 4 (a), so that the property in the goods 
passes to him, & the original vendor cannot 
recover them from the person with whom they 
have been pledged. 

In the absence of other terms the contract does 
not pass the property in the goods directly it is 
made. The person who has received them may 
return them, but the person who has entrusted 
them to another cannot demand their return, & 
his only remedy is to sue for their price or value.... 

There must be some act which shows that he 
[the purchaser] adopts the transaction; but any 
act which is consistent only with his being the 
purchaser is sufficient. The act done by W., who 
was a possible purchaser under this contract, was 
that he pawned the goods. . . . He ought not to 
have done this unless he meant to treat himself as 
purchaser, & by so doing it he made himsclf 
purchaser (LORD ESHER, M.R.).—KIRKHAM v. 
ATTENBOROUGH, KIRKHAM v. GuiLL, [1897] 1 
Q. B. 201; 66L. J. Q. B. 149; 75 L. T. 543; 45 
W.R. 218; 13 T. L. R. 181; 41 Sol. Jo. 141, C. A. 
Annotations :—Consd. Weiner v. Gill, Weiner v. Smith, 

11906] 2 kK, B. 574; Janesich v. Attenborough (1910), 102 

L. T. 605; Bradley & Cohn v. Ramsay (1912), 106 L. T’. 

771. Apld. Genn v. Winkel (1912), 107 L. T. 434. Refd. 

Kempler v. Bravingtons (1925), 133 L. T. 680. 

1253. When property passes—On adoption of 
transaction.|—-SWAIN v. SHEFHERD (1832), 1 Mood. 
& R. 223, N.P. 

Annotations :—Apld. Coats v. Chaplin (1812), 3 Q. B. 483. 

pera: Coombs v. Bristo] & Exeter Ly. (1858), 3 H. & N. 


1254, Calculation of time for return of 
goods—-From time of receipt of goods.|—Where 
goods were sent by a manufacturer to an agent on 
sale or return for six months :—Held: the six 
months must be reckoned from the time the agent 
received the goods.---JAcons v. Harpacy (1886), 
27T. L. Rt. 419. 

See BANKRUPTCY, Vol. V., pp. 758, 798, 805, 
Nos. 6527, 6820, 6880. 





(b) Whal Amounts to. 

See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 18, r. 4. 

1255. Option in bailee—To reject goods if not 
required—Trade custom.|—NEATE v. BALL, No. 
1908, post. 

1256. To reject goods if not approved.]— 
Pitf., on Monday, Mar. 13, 1871, bought a horse of 
deft., warranted to have been hunted with the 
Bicester hounds. By a condition of the contract 
he was to be at liberty to return the horse if it did 
not answer its description up to the Wednesday 
evening following,the sale. Previous to removing 
it from deft.’s premises he was told by the groom 





PART IV. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 5,-— 
H. (a). 


1253 i. When property pusses—On 
tion of transaction.}—LONGLEY v. 
Soe (1905), 36 S. Cc. I. 397.— 


was d 


1253 ii. —- ~,J—-Resp., a stuinp 
merchant, mailed from L. to yo) IA 
stamps in several instalments. he 
stamps, resp. alleged were sent on 
approval & thereby became the pro- 
perty of applt. & applt. ha failed 
to return same, was liable for the 
price. The stamps had been stolen 


1253 iv. 
BERG’S TRUSTEE 





from applt.’s premises :—Held: applt. 
had a reasonable time within which 
to examine the stamps & make known 
his intentions respecting them & it 
this time the stamps were 
stolen, & the loss must be supported 
by resp. who always remaine 
of the stamps.~—-LAURIN v. GINN (1908), 
5 EK. L. lt. 335.—CAN. 


$263 Ail. as oy 


ABELL Co. v. TOUROND (Man.) (1910), 
10 W. L. fh. 413.—CAN ( us 
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who had charge of it, but who was not in deft.’s 
employment, that it had not, nor had it, in fact, 
been hunted with the Bicester hounds. Pitf., 
nevertheless, took the horse away. Whilst it was 
in his possession, though not through any neglect 
or default on his part, it met with an accident 
which depreciated its value. He returned it before 
the Wednesday evening, & brought an action to 
recover the price he had paid for it :—Held: 
(1) pltf.’s conduct in removing the horse after the 
information given him by the groom did not 
deprive him of his right under the contract to 
return the horse; (2) his right to return it was 
unaffected by an accident having happened to it 
whilst it was in his possession, without neglect or 
default on his part.—HEaD v. TATTERSALL (1871), 
L. R. 7 Exch. 7; 41 L. J. Ex. 4; 25 L. T. 681; 
20 W. R. 115. 

Annotations :—As to (2) Consd. Elphick v. Barnes (1880), 5 

. P. D. 321. Generally, Refd. Chapman v. Withers 

(1887), 4 'T. L. R. 132, 

1257. Option in bailor—To treat goods delivered 
as sold.|—A. sells beer to B. in casks, giving him 
notice that unless he returns the casks in a fort- 
night, he will be considered as the purchaser ; 
B. docs not return them within a fortnight; A. 
cannot maintain an action for goods sold & 
delivered, the whole resting in special agreement.— 
Lyons v. BARNES (1817), 2 Stark. 39; 171 KK. R. 
565, N. P. 


Annotations :—Dbtd. Bianchi v. Nash (1836), 1 M. & W. 
545. Refd. Johnson v. Kirkaldy (1840), 4 Jur. 988; Moss 
v. Sweet (1851), 16 Q. B. 493. 


1258. .|—Pltfs., brewers in Dublin, 
supplied a customer in Wales with porter in casks 
on the terms that the empty ue were to be 
returned to Dublin, at his expense & risk, within 
six months from the date of the contract, or paid 
for at invoice prices, at the option of the shippers : 
—Held: as soon as the casks were empty, the 
vendee of the porter was a mere bailee of the casks 
during pleasure, & the vendors had such an 
immediate right of possession as entitled them to 
maintain trover against a sheriff who wrongfully 
took them in execution.—MANDERS v. WILLIAMS 
(1849), 4 Exch. 339; 18 L. J. Ex. 487; 13 L. T. 
O.S. 325; 154 EB. R. 1242. 

Annotation :—Apld. Jelks v. Hayward, [1905] 2 K. B. 460. 


1259. -]|—R. was an agent for precious 
slones, & carried on business in London, & pltt. 
had, two years previously, done business with R. 
As the result of an arrangement made, pltf. 
delivered to R. the three parcels of diamonds, the 
subject of the action, subject to the terms of a sale 
or return note which (inter alia) provided as 
follows: ‘‘ Mr. S. Ronchi—On sale or return from 
A. Kempler. . ..I1 reserve the right to charge 
any of the undermentioned goods which shall not 
have been returned within seven days. The goods 
specified above remain my property until charged 
by me, you in the meantime being responsible for 
loss or damage. AIl uninvoiced goods are to be 
returned on demand.’ It was alleged that RK. 
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H. (b). 


1256 i. Option in bailee—To reject 
goods tif not approved.|—BROWNS- 
BERGER v. HARVEY (1909), 12 W. L. BR. 
596.—CAN. 
owner 





1256 ii. ——— .-—LONG v. SMITH 
(1911), 18 O. W. Rh. 88; 20. WL. QN, 
631; 23 0. L. lt. 121.—CAN. 

1256 iii. -—— .]) -— WATEROUS 
ENGINE WORKS Co. uv. KELLER (1912), 





AMERICAN - 





2 20 W. L. R. 82; 1 W. W. R. 602.—- 
CAN. 
-}—ELLIS v. STERN: 1256 iv. ———, J-—-BELL «. Ron- 
1925) 4 DL. R 


ERTSON & BE. I.) (1913), 12 BL. kt. 


—OAN, " " 414.-—CAN. 
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took the diamonds on the same day as he received 
them & sold two parcels of them to defts. The 
two parcels were valued at £1,130 but R. sold them 
to defts. for £688 in cash, but never accounted to 
pitf. for the proceeds. R. was subsequently 
prosecuted for the theft of these diamonds & other 
frauds. He pleaded guilty & was sentenced to 
penal] servitude. On the day after R. received the 
diamonds pltf. asked him for the return of the 
diamonds or his money, & pltf. afterwards wrote 
to R. demanding the return of the diamonds :— 
Held: in the present case the property in the 
diamonds did not pass to defts., & pitf. was entitled 
to recover the diamonds or their value.—K EMPLER 
v. BRAVINGTONS, Lrp. (1925), 1383 L. T. 680; 41 
T. L. R. 519; 69 Sol. Jo. 639, C. A. 

Aon :—Refd. Lake v. Simmons (1926), 95 L. J. K. B. 

od ° 


1260. Consignment to agent.|—T. & co. were in 
the habit of sending goods for sale to N., who was 
a partner in the firm of N. & co., but received these 
zoods on his private account. The course of 
dealing between T. & co. & N. was that the goods 
were accompanied by a price list. N. sold the 
goods on what terms he pleased, & each month 
sent to T. & co. an account of the goods he had 
sold, debiting himself with the prices named for 
them in the price list, & at the expiration of another 
month he paid the amount in cash, without any 
regard to the prices at which he had sold the roods, 
or the length of credit he had given. He paid the 
moneys which he had received from the sales into 
the general account of his firm, & madc his pay- 
ments to T. & co. through his firm, with whom he 
kept an account of moneys paid in & drawn out 
by him in respect of moneys unconnected with 


the partnership, which account included many’ 


items wholly unconnected with the goods of T. & 
co. N. & co. having executed a deed of arrange- 
ment with their creditors, T. & co. sought to prove 
ayainst the joint estate for the amount standing 
to N.’s credit with his firm, on the ground that 
the same arose from moneys belonging to T. & co., 
& improperly placed by N. in the hands of his firm : 
—Held: such proof could not be admitted, for 
the course of dealing showed that although both 
ashe might look upon the business as an agency, 

. did not in fact sell the goods as agent of T. & co., 
but on his own account, upon the terms of his 
paying T. & co. for them at a fixed rate if he sold 
them, & the moneys he received for them were 
therefore his own moneys, which T. & co. had no 
right to follow.—fRe NEVILL, Ha p. WHITE (1871), 
6 Ch. App. 897; 40 L. J. Bey. 73; 24 L. T. 45; 
19 W. R. 488, lL. JJ. 3 on appeal, sub nom. TOWLE 
& Co. v. WHITE (1873), 21 W. R. 465, H. L. 


Annotations :-—Retd. Fe Smith, Fr p. Bright (1879), 10 Ch. 
D. 566; Re Watson, Er p. Atkins, [1904] 2 K. B. 753; 
Gabriel v. Churchill & Sim, [1914] 1 K. B. 449. Mentd. 
Re Cheesebrough, zx p. Blackburn (1871), L. R. 12 Mq. 
358. 


1261. .]—Goods were consigned by manu- 
facturers under an agreement which, in the opinion 
of the ct., made the consignees, not purchasers of 
the goods, but agents of the manufacturers for 
their sale. The agents described themselves, 
upon a brass plate which was affixed at their 
place of business, & also upon the invoices which 
they used, as ‘‘merchants & manufacturers’ 
agents.” They acted as agents in the same way 
for several other manufacturers :—Held: the 
creditors of the agonts had notice of the agency 
sufficient to exclude the operation of the reputed 
ownership clause, & the trustee in their liquida- 
tion was ordered to deliver up to the manufacturers 
goods of theirs which were in the possession of the 
agents, jn specie, at the commencement of their 
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liquidation, & to pay over to the manufacturers 

the proceeds of the sale of their goods which had 

been sold.—Re SmitH, Lz p. Bricur (1879), 10 

Ch. D. 666; 48 L. J. Bey. 81; 39 L. T. 649; 27 

W. R. 385, C. A. 

Annotations :—Refd. Re Watson, Ex p. Atkins, [1904] 2 
K. B. 753. Mentd. Lamb v. Wright, [1924) 1 K. B. 857. 
1262. -J—Pltf., a manufacturing jeweller, 

was accustomed to send articles of jewellery to F., 

a retail jeweller, for sale on the terms of a letter 

written by F. to pltf., in which F., after acknow- 

ledging that he had had from pltf. ‘‘ on sale or 
return ’’ the goods entered up to date in a book in 
the possession of pltf., & that he was liable to 
account to pltf. for such goods, continued: ‘' The 
goods referred to in that book mentioned are your 
property, & to remain so until sold or paid for, 
they being only left with me for the purpose of 
sale or return, & not be kept as my own stock. 
The goods I receive from you are to be entered at 
cost price, & my remuneration for selling them is 
agreed at one half the profit ’’ :—Held: upon the 
construction of the letter as a whole F. was 
employed as agent for sale; that he was a mer- 
cantile agent within Factors Act, 1889 (c. 45), & 
as such had implied authority to pledge the goods 
entrusted to him, consequently pltf. could not 
recover goods pledged by IF’. with deft. without 
express authority from pltf.—WEINER v. HARRIS, 

[1910] 1K. B. 285; 701. J. K. B. 342; 101 L. T. 

647; 26 T. LR. 96; 54 Sol. Jo. 81; 15 Com. Cas. 

39, C. A. 

Annotations :--Apld, Janesich v. Attenborough (1910), 102 
L. T. 605. Distd. Kempler v. Bravinetons (1925), 133 
I. T. 680. _Refd. Lowther v. Harris, (1927] 1 K. B. 393. 
Mentd. Jee Jane, Ex p. Trustee (1913), 109 LL. T. 908. 
1263. Sale ‘‘ for cash only ’’—Or on debit by 

bailor.]—Pitf., a manufacturing jeweller, delivered 

jewellery to H., a retail jeweller, on the terms of 

a memorandum headed ‘‘ On approbation. On 

sale for cash only or return. Goods had on 

approbation or on sale or return remain the 
property of W. (pltf.), until such goods are settled 
for or charged.’’ JI., being informed by J. that 
he had a customer who might buy the goods, 
delivered them to J.. upon the terms of his paying 
cash or returning them in a few days. lL. had no 
customer, & fraudulently pledged the goods with 
deft., a pawnbroker. In an action to recover the 
goods from deft.:—Held: the goods were not 
delivered to H. ‘‘ on approval, or on sale or return 
or other similar terms ”’ within Sale of Goods Act, 

1893 (c. 71), s. 18, r. 43 the terms of the memo- 

randum showed that the intention of pltf. & H. 

was that the property in the goods should not pass 

to HT. until he paid for them or was debited with 
the price by pltf.; consequently the property in 
the goods had not passed out of pltf., & he was 
entitled to recover from deft. 

lf he deals with the goods in a way which in 
ordinary circumstances & apart from any special 
terms in the contract is inconsistent with his right 
to return them, as, for example, by selling or 
pledging them, he loses the right to return them & 
the property in the goods passes to him (LORD 

ALVERSTONE, C.J.).—-WEINER v. GILL, WEINER v. 

SmItTH, [1906] 2 K. B. 574; 75 L. J. K. B. 916; 

95 L. T. 488; 22 'T. L. R. 699; 50 Sol. Jo. 632 ; 

11 Com. Cas. 240, C. A. 

Annotations :~-Folld. Edwards v. Vaughan (1910), 26 
T. L. R. 545. Consd. Truman v. Attenborough (1910), 
103 L. T. 218. Distd. Weiner v. Harris, ee 1K. B. 
285; Whitehorn vy. Davison, [1911] 1 K. B. 463. Folld. 
Kempler vy. Bravingtons (1925), 133 L. T. 680. Refd. 
Janesich v, Attenborough (1910), 102 L. T. 605. 

1264. .|—EpDWARDS (PERcyY), Lrp. v. Vavu- 

GHAN, No. 1251, ante. 
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Sect. 1.—Transfer of property from seller to buyer: 
Sub-sect. 5, H. (b), (c) & (d).] 


1265. Sale on ‘‘ invoice.?"|—On Nov. 18, 1909, 
pltfs., manufacturing jewellers, delivered a pearl 
necklace to B., a pearl & diamond dealer, on the 
terms of a memorandum which recited that he 
received the article ‘‘on appro”’ & that ‘ these 
goods remain the property of W. Truman, Ltd. 
(pltfs.) until invoiced by them.” It was verbally 
arranged between pltfs. & B. that the necklace 
should be paid for in cash, & that no credit should 
be given. On the same day B. fraudulently 
pawned the necklace with deft., who acted in 
good faith, & without notice of any fraud on the 
part of B. On Dec. 17, B. falsely represented to 
pltfs. that he had obtained a customer for the 
necklace, who would only pay on terms of credit, 
& pltfs., agreeing to accept payment by bills, 
thereupon invoiced the necklace to B. On 
Jan. 17, 1910, pltfs. delivered a diamond necklace 
to B. on the terms of a note similar to that given 
on the previous occasion, & on the same day B. 
pawned it, with other articles on the terms of a 
deposit note which provided that the necklace, 
& other articles, should be held by deft. as security 
for the payment of £550, ‘‘ to be also a further 
charge on all securities now held or which may 
be held’’ by deft. In an action to recover the 
goods from deft. :—Held: on Jan. 17 deft. acquired 
a valid charge on the pearl necklace, as the property 
had passed to 13. when it was invoiced to him on 
Dec. 18 & the contract had not been avoided by 


Itfs—TRUMAN v. ATTENBOROUGH (1910), 103 
.T.218; 26 T. L. R. 601; 54 Sol. Jo. 682. 
Hire purchase.|—Sce FarmmMeEent, Vol. III., 


pp. 92-98. 


(c) Acts Adopting Transaction. 


1266. What amounts to—Any act consistent only 
with purchase.}] — KIRKHAM v. ATTENBOROUGH, 
KIRKHAM v. GILL, No. 1252, ante. 

1267. —~——-.|—-Under the statutory [Sale of 
Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71). 8. 18, r. 4] terms an option 
is given by the seller to the intending purchaser 
to buy the goods on credit. He can elect to buy, 
or, as the statute says, can adopt the transaction 
in three ways—by signifying his approval or 
acceptance to the seller or by paying the price ; 
by doing some act indicating that he elects to be 
purchaser, or inconsistent with his being other 
than the purchaser; by retaining the goods 
beyond the stipulated time, or, if no time is stipu- 
lated, beyond a reasonable time (BRAY, J.).— 
WEINER v. Gini, SAME v. Siri, [1905] 2 K. B. 
172; 741. J. K. B. 845; 92 L. T. 843; 53 W. R. 
653; 21 T. L. R. 478; 10 Com. Cas. 213; on 
appeal, {1906} 2 K. B. 674, C. A. 


Annotations :—Apld. Edwards »v. Vaughan (1910), 26 
T. L. R. 545. Consd. Truman v. Attenborough (1910), 
103 L. T. 218; Weiner wv. Harris, [1910] 1 K. B. 285. 
Apid. Kempler vy. Bravingtons (1925), 133 L. T. 680. 
Refd. Whitchorn v. Davison, [1911] 1 K. B. 463. Mentd. 
Janesich v. Attenborough (1910), 102 L. T. 605. 


1268. Payment.|—Let us consider... 
what is the position of a man who has goods sent 
to him on sale or return. He receives the goods 
from the true owner with an option of becoming 
the owner, which can be exercised in one of three 
ways-—by buying the goods at the price named by 
the vendor; by selling the goods to some one else, 
which is taken to be a declaration of his option ; 
or by keeping them so long that it would be 
unreasonable that he should return them. If he 
sells or attempts to sell the goods, he does not 
do so as owner, but as having the option of taking 
them if he sells them (JEssEn, M.R.).—Re 








SALE OF GooDs. 


FLORENCE, Ex p. WINGFIELD (1879), 10 Ch. D. 

5691; 40 L. T.15; 27 W. BR. 246, C. A. 

Annotations :—Refd. Re Watson, Ex p. Atkin, [1904) 2 
K. B. 753; Janesich v. Attenborough (1910), 102 L. T. 
805; Lamb v. Wright, [1924] 1 K. B. 857, Mentd. 

n Viaduct Works Co. (1879), 11 Ch. D. 755. 

1269. -|—WEINER v. GILL, SAME v. 

Suitu, No. 1267, ante. 

1270. Failure to return goods—Within 
reasonable time.|—Goods bought on liking must 
be returned in a convenient time.——BuRcH v. 
Ses (1699), 12 Mod. Rep. 309; 88 HE. R. 1341, 


1271. .J}—If goods are delivered 
on the terms of sale or return, & the person 
receiving them does not return them in a reasonable 
time, the value of them may be recovered in an 
action for goods sold & delivered.—BAILEY v. 
GOULDSMITH (1791), Peake, 78; 170 E. lh. 85, 
N.P 














‘Annotations :—Folld. Beverley v. Lincoln Gas Light & Coke 
Co. (18: & El. 8% 











37), 6 Ad. 1. 829; Moss v. Sweet (1851), 16 
Q. B. 493. Refd. Bianchi v. Nash (1836), 1 M. & W. 545. 
1272. -|—Goods were sent from 


London to Sunderland, upon sale or return, & a 

letter inclosing an invoice requested the buyer to 

return such of them as were not approved by him 
in as short a time as possible. The goods arrived 

at the shop of the buyer on the evening of Nov. 13, 

& on the following day he committed an act of 
bkpcy. In an action of trover, brought by the 
seller against the assignees to recover these goods : 

—Held: they did not pass to such assignees under 

Bankrupts Act, 1624 (c. 19), 8. 11, as bkpt. should 

have been allowed a reasonable time to have 

selected such goods as-he was disposed to retain.— 

GIBSON v. BRAY (1817), 1 Moore, C. P. 519; Holt, 

N. P. 556; 8 Taunt, 76; 129 E.R. 311. 

Annotations :—Apld. Sadler v. Whitmore (1840), 5 Jur. 315. 
Refd. Smith v. Hudson (1865), 6 New Rep. 103; Re 
Watson, Hx yp. Atkin, [1904] 2 K. B. 753; Lamb v. 
Wright, [1924] 1 K. B. 857, 

1273. .|—(1) A corpn. aggregate 
may be sued in indebitatus assumpsit for goods sold 
& delivered, though the contract be not under 
seal. The contract may be implied or express, as 
in cases of assumpsit against an individual. The 
implication may arise from the object of the incor- 
poration, as compared with the subject-matter 
of the contract. As in assumpsit against an 
incorporated gas co. for the price of gas meters 
sold & delivered to the amount of £15. (2) In 
the case of corpns. aggregate, as in that of indivi- 
duals, if goods be taken on the terms of their 
being returned if not approved of, & they be 
retained an unreasonable time, the party so taking 
& retaining may be sued for goods sold & delivered. 
—BEVERLEY v. LINCOLN GaAs Ligut & COKE Co. 
(1837), 6 Ad. & El. 829; 2 Nev. & P. K. B. 288 ; 
Will. Woll. & Dav. 519; 7L. J. Q. B. 118; 112 
E.R. 318. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Consd. Ludlow Corpn. v. Charlton 
Ce 6M. & W. 815. Distd. Diggle v. London & Black- 
wall Ry. aay 5 Exch. 442, Apld. Clarke v. Cuckfleld 
Union Grdns. (1852), 21 L. J. Q. B. 349. Consd. Finlay 

v. Bristol & Exeter ly. (1852), 7 Exch. 409 ;_ Eccl. Comra. 

». Merral (1869), L. R. 4 Exch. 162. Refd. Church v. 

Imperial Gas Light & Coke Co. (1838), 6 Ad. & Hl. 846; 

Gibson v. East India Co. (1839), 5 Bing. N. C. 262; Hall 

v. Swansea Corpn. (1844), 5 Q. B. 526; Paine v. Strand 

Union (1846), 8 Q. B. 326; Doe d. Pennington v. Taniere 

1848), 13 L. T. O. 8. 204; Henderson v. Australian 
Yoyal Mail Steam Navigation Co. (1855), 5 K. & B. 409; 

Smart v. West Ham Union Grdns. reo), 24 L. J. Ex. 

201; Lawford v. Billericay R. C. (1903), 72 L. J. K. B. 

554. As to (2) Distd. Iley v. Frankenstein (1844), 8 Scott, 

N. R. 839. pld. Moss v. Sweet (1851), 20 L. J. Q. B. 

ae Generally, Mentd. Gibson v. Kirk (1841), 1 Q. B. 


1274. .|—Goods sold on a con- 
tract of sale or return on notice. The judge left 
it to the jury to say whether the goods were sold 




















Part IV.—Errects or THE Conrract. 


on sale or return, or out & out. There being no 
evidence of the goods being kept beyond a een 
able time :—Held: this direction was right.— 

: So (1844), 8 Scott, N. R. 839 ; 


F. Moss v. Sweet (1851), 16 Q. B. 493. 

a eed pL pot aly principle & with 
probably been ‘misunderstood (GoLmRipan Te a 
1275. .|—If there be evidence of 

a custom that when goods are sent upon sale or 
return, & they are kept much longer than the usual 
period without either being paid for or returned, 
& the jury find in favour of such custom :—Held : 
sufficient to support a count for goods sold & 
ar ah ae v. HERETAGE (1848), 11 L. T. 


7 1276. -]—Where goods delivered 
on sale or return” are not returned within a 
reasonable time, the sale of the goods becomes 
absolute, & the price may be recovered under the 
common count for goods sold & delivered.—Moss 
v. SWERT (1851), 16 Q. B. 493; 20 L. J. Q. B. 167; 
16L. T. O. S. 8413 15 Jur. 5386; 117 EL RB. 968. 
Annotations :—Distd. Forbes ». Smith (1863), 2 New Rop. 
19. Consd. Ray v. Barker (1879), 4 lx. D. 279; iphick 
v. Barnes (1880), 5 C. P. D. 321. Apld. Ornstein »v. 
Alexandra Furnishing Co. (1895), 12 T. L. 1. 128. Refd. 
Weiner v. Gill, Same v. Smith, (1906) 2 K. B. 574 ; Jane- 
sich v. Attenborough (1910), 102 L. T. 605: Lake v. 
Simmons (1926), 95 L. J. IK. B. 586. 
1277. ——.|—Semble: where goods 
are sent ‘‘ on sale or return,”’ the person to whom 
they are sent must return them within a reasonable 
time, or he will be treated as the purchaser of them, 
even though he may not have it in his power to 
return them owing to their having been stolen 
from him.—Ray v. BARKER (1879), 4 Ex. D. 279; 
a iG J. Q. B. 569; 41 L. T. 265; 27 W. R. 745, 


Annotations :—Consd. Lake ». Simmons (1926), 95 L. J. 
K. 3. 586. Mentd. Shurmur v. You ie (1888), 5 T. Lh. BR. 
155 ; Manger v. Cash (1889), 5 T. L. R. 271. 









































1278, —— |—Re FLORENCE, Ex p. 
WINGFIELD, No. 1268, ante. 
1279. -]—ORNSTEIN v, ALEXAN- 


DRA FURNISHING Co. (1895), 12 T. L. R. 128. 
1280. -|—-WEINER v. GILL, SAME 
v. SMITH, No. 1267, ante. 


1301, post. 

1282. Within stipulated 
HARRISON v. ALLEN, No. 2015, post. 

1283. -]—In an agreement for the 
sale of oil was the following memorandum: ‘“‘ The 
casks to be returned in three months, or to be paid 
for at the rate of £3 per ton.’ The casks not 
being returned within the time specified :—Held : 
the value of them might be recovered in an 
action for goods sold & delivered.—JOHNSON v. 
KIRKALDY (1840), 4 Jur. 988. 

1284. ——- ———- -|—Marsir v. 
HA.LuerT (1900), 16 T. L. R. 3876. 

1285. -|—WEINER v. GILL, SAME 
v. SmMiTH, No. 1267, ante. 

1286. J—A manufacturer sent certain 
goods to a customer on approbation. The sendee 
upon the receipt of the goods pledged them, & 
the manufacturer sought to recover the goods from 
the person with whom they were pledged, upon the 
ground that the goods had not been sold :—Held : 














-GENN v. WINKEL, No. 





time.|— 
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PART IV. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 5.— 
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1286 i. What amounts to—Failure to 
return goods.}—HARVIE_v. CLARKSON 
(1849), 6 Uv. C. R. 27.—CAN. 


1286 li. ———  ———.] — McoCorRMIcK 
HARVESTING MACHINE Co. v. HISLOP 


(1903), 7 Terr. L. R. 112.—CAN. 

n. iiffect of notice of 
rejection. |—-Where a lighting plant was 
sold on approval & the buyer after 
the plant was installed notified the 
seller that he rejected it & requested 
the return of his money :—Held: 
fact that the buyer, 
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the goods not having been returned was equivalent 
to an approval of them by the customer, &, as he 
had been informed of the price, there was a contract 
of sale; &, therefore, the goods could not be 
recovered.—BLANCKENSEE v. BLAIBERG (1885), 
2T. L. R. 36, C. A. 

1287. Sale of goods.|——Fle NEVILL, Ex p. 
WHITER, No. 12860, ante. 











1288. .|—Re FLORENCE, Ex p. WING- 
FIELD, No. 1268, ante. 
1289. }—WEINER v. GILL, SAME ¥. 








SmITH, No. 1267, ante. 

1290. Pledging goods.}] —- Goods are 
delivered to a bailee on a contract of sale & 
return, the bailee has no authority to pledge the 
goods.—DELAUNEY v. BARKER (1819), 2 Stark. 
539; 171 KE. R. 729, N. P. 











1291. .]—BLANCKENSEE v. BLAIBERG, 
No. 1286, ante. 
1292. — —.|— KIRKHAM v. ATTENBOROUGH, 


KIRKHAM v. Git, No. 1252, ante. 

1293. -|—WEINER v. GILL, SAME v. 
SmitTH, No. 1267, ante. 

1294. Pawning goods.]— KIRKHAM  v. 
ATTENBOROUGH, KIRKHAM v. GILL, No. 1252, ante. 

1295. Delivery of goods to third person ‘‘ on 
sale or return.’’|—-GENN v. WINKEL, No. 1301, post. 

1296. Allowing judgment by consent.|— 
Pltfs. received from a firm abroad a parcel of 
precious stones to be placed on view at a certain 
exhibition. The owners instructed pltfs. to sell 
the stones if not less than the sum of £750 could bo 
obtained for them, but otherwise the same were 
to be returned to the owners. While at the 
exhibition the stones were not sold, & therefore 
were restored to pltfs. Shortly afterwards pltfs. 
were prevailed upon to allow B., who was a jeweller, 
to have the stones on approval. B. offered £300 
for the stones, but declined to give £750 for them. 
That offer was communicated to the owners, B. 
retaining the stones pending the receipt of the 
owners’ instructions concerning them. 8.’s offer 
was refused by the owners, but before their 
instructions were received B. had sold the stones 
to defts., who acted bond fide in the transaction, 
for the sum of £300. 

On pltfs. demanding an immediate return of 
the stones they discovered that LB. had parted with 
them. Thereupon pltfs. brought an action against 
B. for £750 or alternatively for the return of the 
stones & damages. Ultimately judgment for 
£750 & costs against BK. was consented to, but 
subsequently B. was adjudicated bkpt. Pltfs. 
consequently brought an action against defts. to 
recover possession of the stones or £750 their 
value, or damages £750 for their detention :— 
Held: whether or not the contract of sale or 
return was put an end to, the judgment by consent 
in the action against B. amounted to an alfirmance 
of his property in the goods; & therefore pltfs.’ 
subsequent action against defts. was not maintain- 
able.-—BRADLEY & Conn, LTD. v. RAMSAY & Co. 
(1912), 106 L. T. 771; 28 T. L. R. 388, C. A. 

















(ad) Acts Rejecting Transaction. 


1297. Grounds for rejection—Reasons other than 
defects in goods.|—Defts. asked pltfs. to supply 
on approval a machine for making brushes & 


tion, retained the plant, made use of 
it & employed experts to try to make 
it work satisfactorily, did not justify 
the inference that he had decided to 
accept & pay for it.—SWENSON v., 
LAVIGNE, [1925] 3 D. L. R. 681; (1925) 


r_such rejec- —CAN. 
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Sect. 1.—Transfer of property from seller to buyer : 
Sub-sect. 5, H. (d) & (e) ; sub-sect. 6, A. & B. (a).] 


agreed to pay carriage both ways if they rejected 
the machine within twenty-one days, & to pay for 
the machine, together with carriage one way, if 
they retained it. Pltfs. dispatched the machine 
on these terms, & defts. wrote within twenty-one 
days rejecting the machine on the ground that 
though it was satisfactory they anticipated trouble 
with their hands in working it. In an action for 
the purchase-price :—Held: the contract meant 
that defts. had a right of rejection for reasons 
other then defects in the machine & pltfs. were 
not entitled to recover.—BERRY & SON v. STAR 
rir Co. (1915), 31 T. L. R. 603; 60 Sol. Jo. 11, 
1298. What amounts to rejection—Return of 
goods within stipulated time.]|—A. having a horse 
to sell, agreed to let B. have him for 30 guineas, 
if he liked him, & that he should take him a 
month upon trial, B. accordingly took him, & kept 
him about a fortnight, & then told A. he liked the 
horse, but not the price; & A. desired him, if he 
did not like the price, to return the horse; B., 
however, kept him ten days more, & then returned 
him; but A. refused to receive him, & brought an 
action on the contract for 30 guincas, the price of 
the horse:—Held: he could not maintain such 
action.—ELLis v. MORTIMER (1805), 1 Bos. & 
P.N. R. 257; 127 FE. WR. 460. 
St at :—Refd. Elphick v. Barnes (1880), 5 C. P. D. 


Pts Custom & USaAGEs, Vol. XVIT., p. 59, No. 


(e) Loss of, or Damage to, Delivered Goods. 


1299. Whether property passes—-Absence of de- 
fault by prospective purchaser.|—Hkrap v. Tat- 
TERSALL, No. 1256, ante. 

1300. .|—A horse was sold by pltf. 
to deft. upon condition that it should be taken 
away by deft. & tried by him for eight days, & 
returned at the end of eight days if deft. did not 
think it suitable for his purposes. The horse died 
on the third day after it was placed in deft.’s stable, 
without fault of either party :—Held: pltf. could 
not maintain an action for the price, as for goods 
sold & delivered.——-ELPHICK v. BARNES (1880), 5 
C. P. D. 321; 49 L.J.Q.B.698; 44 J. P. 651; 29 
W.R. 139. 











Annotations :—Consd. Lake v. Simmons (1926), 95 L. J. 
K. B. 586. Refd. Janesich v. Attenborough (1910), 102 
L. T. 605 
1301. Default by prospective purchaser.]— 


(1) Pltf. delivered certain goods to deft. on sale 
orreturn. Defts. delivered them to a third person 
on the like terms, & he transferred them to a 
fourth person, upon what terms did not appear. 
The goods were lost while in the custody of the 
fourth person, & so could not be returned :—ZHeld : 
in the circumstances deft. had done an “ act 
adopting the transaction ’’ within Sale of Goods 
Act, 1893 (c. 71), 8. 18, r. 4 (a), so that the property 
in the goods passed to him. 

(2) The position of a person receiving goods on 
sale or return, I think, is this, that if there is a 
time fixed for the return of the goods, or if not, so 
long as a reasonable time for the return of the 


PART IV. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 6.-—-A, 
138081. Extent of reservation—Reserva- 


chased from pltfs. apples f.o.b. cars 
Belleville, Ont., to be paid for when re- 
ceived at Regina, Sask. Defts. refused 


SALE OF GOODS. 


goods has not expired, his liability is only that of 
a bailee, so that no action lies against him except 
for negligence. It is, however, otherwise where 
there is a fixed time & it has expired (VAUGHAN 
Wititams, J..J.).—-GENN v. WINKET, (1912), 107 
L. T. 434; 28 T. L. R. 483; 56 Sol. Jo. 612 5 17 


Com. Cas. 323, C. A. 
Annotations :—As to (1) Refd. Kempler v. Bravingtons 
eae L. T. 680; Lake v. Simmons (1926), 95 L. J. 


See, also, ANIMALS, Vol. II., p. 271, Nos. 483, 484, 
&, compare, AGENCY, Vol. I., p. 396, No. 981, &, 
BAILMENT, Vol. III., p. 58, No. 35. 

Effect of trade custom.|]—  Sce CusToM 
& UsAaGEs, Vol. XVII., pp. 6], 64, Nos. 648, 
683. 





SuB-SEcCT. 6.—RESERVATION BY SELLER OF 
RIGHT OF DISPOSAL. 


A. In General. 


See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 19 
(1), (3). 

1302. Extent of reservation—Reservation of 
absolute power of disposition.] — MIRABITA uv. 
IMPERIAL OTTOMAN BANE, No. 1357, post. 





13083. Reservation to secure contract price.]} 
—MIRABITA v. IMPERIAL OTTOMAN BANK, No. 1357, 
post. 

1304. ——- ——.]—Tue Parcuim, No. 1344, 
post. 


B. Bill of Lading or Like Instrument taken to 
Selter’s Order. 


(a) Bill of Lading. 
See Sale of Goods Act, 1898 (c. 


9 (2). 

1305. Effect of—Intention of seller—-Question 
for jury.|—L. S. & co., the correspondents at Rio 
of B. & co., merchants at Liverpool, purchased a 
quantity of coffee, on their own credit principally, 
but in part with funds supplied by B. & co. For 
the amount of the purchase on their credit L. 8. 
& co. drew bills on B. & co., & the coffee they 
shipped on board a vessel of LB. & co., bound for 
‘Cork & a market.’’ An invoice was made out, 
stating the coffee to be shipped by order on 
account & risk of B. & co.; but lL. S. & co. pro- 
cured the captain to sign bills of lading, making 
the coffee deliverable to their order or assigns, 
‘freight free.’? One of these bills they indorsed 
in blank, & transmitted by post to B. & co., on 
Sept. 21. At the end of Sept., A., the agent in 
England of L. S. & co., asked the principal partner 
in the firm of 3B. & co. to cause the bill of lading to 
be placed in third hands, to secure the bills 
drawn on account of the purchase, to which he 
agreed, & on Oct. 16 gave a written order to that 
effect. On Nov. 12, which was after B. & co. 
had committed an act of bkpcy., the bill of lading 
arrived, & was, in pursuance of the above-mentioned 
agreement, delivered to <A. for the above- 
mentioned purpose, who, after the fiat, pledged it 
for a large advance with pltfs., merchants at Rotter- 
dam. The cargo having afterwards arrived, the 
assignees got possession of it, & trover was brought 
by pltfs., as indorsees of the bill of lading :—H eld : 
though the contract was primd facie made on behalf 


71), 38. 


were placed upon cars at Belleville, 
Nie avying retained the power of 
disposal & control of the apples until 


tion to secure contract price.}—THOMAS to accept or pay for the apples as the ayment at Regina.—GRAHAM vw. 
v. INGLIS (1885), 7 O. i. 588.--CAN. had beon data ed by Most eure axa hast 14 Bw. R. 1058; 1 
shipment :—Held: the property in O. W. N. 204; 20 0. L, R. 11.— 

1303 ii. ——-_ ——-.]— Defts. pur-_ the apples did not pass as soon asthey CAN. 


Part I V.—EFFEcTS 


of the vendors, it was a A lc for the jury, 
looking at the form of the bill of lading & language 
of the invoice, etc., whether the goods were not 
really delivered on board, to be carried for & on 
account & at the risk of bkpts.; & if they were, 
the right of stoppage in transitu, & also the power 
of rescinding by bkpts., so as to defeat the rights 
of their creditors, were both at an end ; but if the 
jury should think, from the form of the bill of 
lading, that it was intended to preserve the rights 
of the unpaid vendors until some further act was 
done, by transferring the bill of lading, the right 
to stop the goods in transitu, & also the power of 
rescinding, would continue until the bill of lading, 
indorsed, reached the hands of bkpts.; in which 
latter case it was competent for them to give the 
unpaid vendors a lien on the whole for the part 

not paid.—VAN CASTEEL v. BooKER (1848), 2 

Exch. 691; 18 L. J. Ex.9; 12 L. T. O. S. 65; 154 

HK. R. 668. 

Annotations :—Consd. Gumm v. Tyric (1864), 4 B. & S. 
680; Berndtson v, Strang (1867), L. R. 4 Eq. 481. Apld. 
Colonial Insee. of New Zealand v. Adelaide Marine Insce. 
(1886), 12 App. Cas. 128. Refd. Jenkyns v. Brown (1849), 
14 Q. B. 496; Turner, ctc. » Liverpool Dock Trustees 
(1851), 6 Hxch. 543; Sheridan v. New Quay Co. (1858), 
4C. B. N.S. 618; Browne v. Hare eer): 4H. &N. 822; 
Moakes wv. Nicholson (1865), 34 L. J. C. P. 273; Smith o. 

If¥udson (1865), 6 B. & 8. 431; Tho Maric Joseph (1868), 

Brown. & Tush. 449; Schotsmans v. L. & Y. Ry. (1867), 


2 Ch. App. 332; Shepherd v. Harrison (1869), 17 W. R. 


609 ; Gabarron v. Kreeft, Kreeft v. Thompson (1875), L. R. 
10 Exch. 274; Ogg v. Shutee (1875), L. R. 10 C. P. 1593 
Mirabita v. Imperial Ottoman Bank (1878), 3 kx. D. 164: 
Tho Parchim, {1918} A. C. 157. Mentd. Kdwards v. Glyn 
(1859), 2 K. & E. 29: Graham v. Candy (1862), 3 Fk. & I, 
206; Bills v. Smith (1865), 11 Jur. N. 8S. 155. 


1306. -.]|—Defts., merchants at 
Bristol, through a broker contracted to buy of 
pitfs., merchants at Rotterdam, ten tons of the best‘ 
refined rape oil, to be shipped ‘‘ free on board ”’ at 
Rotterdam in Sept. 1857, at £48 15s. per ton, to 
be paid for on delivery to defts. of the bills of 
lading, by bill of exchange to be accepted by defts. 
payable three months aftcr date, & to be dated on 
the day of shipment of the oil. On Sept. 8, pitfs., 
having on the previous day advised that the ship- 
ment would be made, shipped on board a general 
ship, trading between Rotterdam & Bristol, five 
tons of the oil, & the master signed a bill of lading 
by which the oil was deliverable ‘‘ unto shipper’s 
order ”’ & plitfs. indorsed it specially to defts. On 
the same day pltfs. inclosed in a letter to the broker 
the bill of lading, invoice & bill of exchange drawn 
on defts. in accordance with the contract. On the 
night of Sept. 9 the ship with the oil on board was 
run down in the Bristol! Channel & the oil totally 
lost. Pltfs.’ letter of Sept. 8 arrived at Bristol 
on the afternoon of Sept. 10 in due course of post, 
but after business hours. On the morning of 
Sept. 11 the broker left with defts. the bill of lading, 
invoice, & bill of exchange for their acceptance. 
At that time he knew of the loss of the ship. In 
about two hours afterwards defts. returned to the 
broker the documents left with them, on the ground 
that, under the circumstances, they were not liable 
to pay for the oil. In an action for not accepting 
the bill of exchange, & for goods sold & delivered, 
the jury stated that in their opinion, accordin 
to mercantile usage, the risk of the loss of the oi 
was on defts. :—Held: (1) the property in the oil 
passed to defts. when it was placed ‘free on 
board ’’ in performance of the contract ; (2) it was 
a question for the jury whether pltfs. so shipped the 
oil in performance of their contract to place it 
‘¢ free on board,’’ or for the purpose of retaining a 
control over it & continuing to be owners contrar 
to the contract.—BROWNE v. HARE (1859), 4 H. 
& N. 822; 29 L. J. Ex. 6; 7 W. R. 619; 157 


J.—V XX XIX. 


OF THE CONTRACT. 513 
EB. R. 1067; sub nom. Hare v. Browne, 33 L. T. 
O.S. 3384; 5 Jur. N.S. 711, Ex. Ch. 

Annotations :—-As to (1) Refd. Currie v. Anderson (1860), 2 

E. 592; Gabarron v. Kreeft, Kreeft v. Thompson 

L. R. 10 Exch. 274; Inglis v. Stock (1885), 10 

Cas. 263. 4s to (® Consd. Ogg r. Shuter (1875), 
R. 10 C. P. 159. Refd. Colley v. Overseas Exporters, 

{1921] 3 K. B. 302. Generally, Reld. Green v. Siche 
(1860), 7 C. B. N. S. 747; Castle v. Sworder (1861), 6 
H. & N. 828; Joyce v. Swann Gaeey 17 OC. BL N.S. 84; 
Moakes v. Nicolson reey 12 L. T. 573; Seagrave v. 
Union Marine Insce. (1866), L. R. 1 C, P. 305; Williams 
v. Cohen (1871), 25 L. T. 300; Heilbutt v. Hickson (1872), 
L. R. 7 C. P. 438; The Parchim, [1918] A. C. 157, 

1307. }—D., a merchant in 
London, was in the habit of shipping salt for 
exportation at the port of Liverpool. He usually 
employed pltf. to purchase the salt, & pltf. shipped 
it, taking receipts in his own name from the mate 
for each delivery, & when the cargo was complete, 
taking bills of lading in his own name, which he 
remitted to D., in exchange for D.’s acceptances for 
the price of the salt. Pltf. was paid no commission, 
but he charged D. an advance on the price of 
the salt. On the present occasion D. had chartered 
a ship to load a full cargo of salt for Calcutta, & 
pltf. had placed on board her, in accordance with 
instructions from D., 1,000 tons of salt which 
he had purchased for that purpose, & for which 
he had taken the mate’s receipts in the usual 
course. When this quantity had been placed on 
board D. stopped payment, & pltf. then ccased 
loading, & demanded bills of lading for the salt 
already on board in his own name. Deft., the 
ship owner, refused to allow them to be given & 
filled up the ship, & sent her with the salt to 
Calcutta. The jury found that when pitf. put 
the salt on board he did not intend to pass the 
property therein to D., but to retain it in himself : 
—Held: this was the proper question for the Jury, 
& on this finding & these facts there was a con- 
version of the salt by deft. at Liverpool.—FaLk 
v. FLETCHER (1865), 18 C. B. N. 8. 403; 5 New 
Rep. 272; 34 L. J.C. P. 1465 11 Jur. N.S. 176 ; 
13 W. R. 346; 144 EB. R. 501. 

Annotations :-—Distd. Jones v. Hough (1879), 5 Ex. D. 115. 
Refd. Gabarron v. Kreeft, Kreeft v. Thompson (1875), 
1, a sone 274; Cassaboglou v. Gibb (1883), 11 
Q. B. D. 797. 

















: |—Where goods are 
shipped by the vendors to persons, described as 
‘selling agents,” who are paid by commission 
& to whom the bills of lading are indorsed, & the 
vendors do not reserve any right of disposal of 
the goods after shipment, the question. whether 
the property in the goods has passed to the 
“gelling agents ’’ depends upon intention & is a 
question of fact. An American co. shipped in 
July, 1914, at New York for Hamburg on a 
German steamer a consignment of pig lead under 
bills of lading which were made out to the order 
of the shippers at Hamburg & were indorsed to a 
Gcrman co. or order & were sent forward to the 
German co. The goods were shipped under an 
arrangement between the American co. & the 
German co. which secured to the former the benefit 
of a previous agreement in which the German co. 
were described as ‘‘ selling agents,’ & a draft on 
demand for the provisional price, as arranged, was 
sent to an English co., which was connected with 
the arrangement. On Aug. 5, 1914, the goods 
were seized as prize, & on presentation of the draft 
on Aug. 8, 1914, the English co. refused, owing 
to the war, to pay it. The German co. were not 
accountable to the American co. as principals 
for the sum actually received by them as agents 
from the purchasers to whom they sold the goods, 
but only for a sum to be fixed by a computation 
of sales of pig lead supplied by other producers :— 
Lu 
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Sect. 1.—Transfer of property from seller to buyer: 
Sub-sect. 6, B. (a).] 


Held: on the facts the property in the goods had 
passed to the German co. & therefore they were 
enemy goods.—THE KRONPRINZESSIN CECILIE 
(1917), 338 T. L. R. 292, P. C. 

1309. Onus of proof.|—-SHEPHERD v. 
HARRISON, No. 1355, post. 

1310. Passing of property suspended.|— 
(1) K. purchased corn at New Orleans for pltf., 
a London merchant, whose agent K. was. The 
purchase was made with K.’s money; & K. drew 
for the amount upon pltf., the bill being, in its 
body, expressed to be on account of the corn. K. 
sold the bill to deft. at New Orleans, &, at the 
same time, handed to deft. a bill of lading of the 
corn, which had been drawn for delivery to K.’s 
order & indorsed by K. K. at the same time 
empowered deft. to sell the corn if the bill of 
exchange should not be paid. Afterwards K. 
advised pltf. of the transaction, forwarded to him 
the invoice, which stated the corn to be shipped 
at the risk & on the account of pltf., & requested 
pltf. to accept the bill of exchange :—Held: the 
inference from these facts was that K. did not 
transfer the property in the corn to pltf., subject 
to a lien, but only transferred the property to 
pltf. on the condition of his paying the bill of 
exchange, &, in the mean time, the corn was the 
property of deft. 

(2) The corn having arrived in England, & the 
bills of exchange & lading having been forwarded 
to England by deft., the bill of exchange was 
accepted by pltf. On its maturity, he offered to 
take it up: but it was no’ produced, owing to a 
mistake of deft.’s agent in England as to its place 
of deposit. Ona later day the bill of exchange was 
presented to pltf., who did not pay it :—Aeld: 
deft. under these circumstances, was entitled to 
retain the corn.—JENKYNS v. BROWN (1849), 14 
Q. B. 4963; 19 L. J. Q. 1. 286; 141. 7. 0. S, 395 ; 
14 Jur. 505; 117 E. R. 1938. 


Annotations :-—As to (1) Refd. Shepherd v. Harrison (1869), 
mi R. 4 Q. B. 196; Sewell v. Burdick (1884), 10 App. Cas. 


cere 











1311. -.]—BROWNE v. HARE, No. 1306, 
ante. 
1312. -J—Where an unpaid vendor 


shipping goods under a contract of sale takes a bill 

of lading making the goods deliverable to his order, 

& retains such bill of lading in his own or his agent’s 

hands for his own protection, he does not reserve 

the vendor’s lien only, in case of the purchaser’s 
making default in payment of the price, but 
reserves a right of disposing of the goods so long, 
at least, as the purchaser continues in default.— 

OaG v. SHUTER (1875), 1 C. P. D. 47; 45 L. J. 

Q. B. 44; 338 L. T. 492; 24 W. R. 100; 3 Asp. 

M. L. C. 77, C. A. 

Annotations :—Apld. The Miramichi, [1915] P. 71. Refd. 
Mirabita v. Imperial Ottoman Bank (1878), 3 Ex. D. 164; 
fe Cock, Ex p. Rosevear China Clay Co. (1879), 40 L. T. 
730; The Annie Johnson, The Kronprinsessan Margareta, 
[1918] P. 154. 

1313. -|—MIRABITA v. IMPERIAL OTTO- 
MAN BANK, No. 1357, post. 

1314, Though payment on general 
account made by rahe ge pee &® merchant at 
Leeds, contracted with the London partner of a 
firm carrying on business as merchants at London 
& Odessa, for the purchase of a quantity of 














PART IV. se Ss a orn 6.— oat a certain 


13101. Effect of-—Pasaing of property a bi 
suspended.}—In a o.i.f. contract for the 
shipment of goods from one port to 


another, where payment is to be made 
place on the surrender of 
shipping documents & the seller takes 
of lading which states that the 
goods are shipped by him & deliver- 
able to his order or assigns, there is 


SALE OF Goops. 


linseed, to be paid for, half by drafts on the 

buyer at three months from the time of advice 

of the sale reaching Odessa, & the remainder at 
three months from the date of shipment. The 

London partner forwarded the contract to the 

Odessa partner, & the latter drew upon pltf. two 

bills of exchange on account of linseed, which were 

duly accepted, & paid when due. In order to 
fetch the linseed, pltf. chartered a vessel, which 
was to proceed with an outward cargo to Odessa, 

& there take on board ‘‘ from the agents of the 

freighter,’’ the linseed, &, being so loaded, proceed 

to Hull, ‘‘ & deliver the same to the order of the 
freighter, on being paid freight.’’ The vessel 
having arrived at Odessa, the master applied for 
the linseed, & produced a copy of the charter- 
party, when he was informed that the cargo should 
be shipped in due time. A letter was also sent by 
the Odessa partner to the London partner, inform- 
ing him of the arrival of the vessel, & stating that 

a portion of the linseed was ready for her. The 

Odessa house commenced loading the vessel; but, 

not being able to procure the entire quantity of 

linseed, the master consented to receive wheat in 
substitution thereof, which was accordingly 
shipped. When the loading of the linseed was 
completed, the Odessa partner wrote to the London 
partner stating that he should have the bill of 
lading by the next post. The Odessa partner 
afterwards procured the master to sign the bills 
of lading, making the goods deliverable ‘‘ unto 
order of assigns ’’ & indorsed the bills of lading for 
value to a third person, who transferred them to 
defts. :—Held: under the above circumstances, 
there was no such dekvery of the goods as to vest 
the right of property or possession in pltf.-— 

ELLERSHAW v. MAGNIAC (1843), 6 Exch. 570, n.; 

155 EK. R. 670. 

Annotations :—Consd. Gabarron v. Kreeft, Kreoft v. Thomp- 
son (1875), IL. I. 10 Exch. 274. Refd. Van Casteel v. 
Booker (1848), 2 Exch. 691; Browne v. Hare (1858), 3 
H. & N. 484; Shepherd v. Harrison (1869), 17 W. R. 
609 ; Mirabita v. Imperial Ottoman Bank (1878), 3 

Ex. D. 164. 

1315. - Though price tendered by buyer. | 

-WAIT v. BAKER, No. 1075, ante. 

Compare AUCTION & AUCTIONEERS, Vol. III., 

42, No. 301. 


1316. Though goods delivered on 
board buyer’s ship.|—B. & co., merchants at Liver- 
pool, sent orders to M. & co., merchants at 
Charleston, to ship on account of B. & co. a 
quantity of cotton for the homeward voyage of 
their ship the ‘‘ Charlotte.” 

M. & co., accordingly made considerable pur- 
chases of cotton, & shipped it on board the vessel 
of LB. &co. The master signed a bill of lading of 
the cotton, to be delivered at Liverpool, ‘‘ to order 
or to our assigns, paying for freight for the cotton 
nothing, being owners’ property’’; & M. & co. 
indorsed the bill of lading—‘ Deliver the within 
to the Bank of Liverpool, or order.” M. & co. 
informed B. & co. that they had drawn bills upon 
them for the cargo on their account by the 
“* Charlotte,’’ & desired them to insure the cotton. 
M. & co. also sent to B. & co. an abstract invoice, 
which stated that the cotton was shipped by M. & 
co., on board the ‘‘ Charlotte’ for Live ool, by 
order, & for account & risk of B. & co., there, & 
addressed to order.’”’ M. & co. afterwards sent 
a full invoice, stating that the cotton was shipped 


no sale or delivery of the goods or of 
the symbol of the goods until tho 
endorsement & delivery of the bill 
of lading to the buyer or his agent.— 
Cross & Sons v. HASELL, [1908] 
V. L. R. 194.—AUS. 


Part [V.—EFFECcTS OF THE CONTRACT. 


for Liverpool, ‘‘ by order & for account of B. & co., | 


there, & to them consigned.” M. & co., not 
having sufficient funds of B. & co. to pay for the 
cotton, sold the bills to a bank at Charleston, & 
delivered to the bank the bill of lading so indorsed 
as a security for payment of the bills ; which were 
dishonoured, & taken up by M. & co. B. & co. 
became bkpt. before the arrival of the vessel; & 
on its arrival M. & co., by their agent, claimed to 
stop the cargo in transitu, & it was afterwards 
stowed in the warehouse of defts. The assignees 
of B. & co. having brought detinue, defts. traversed 
the possession of the assignees, & also set up the 
right of M. & co. as against them :—Held: 
(1) the property in the cotton did not vest 
. absolutely in B. & co., notwithstanding the 
delivery on board their ship ; for, by the terms of 
the bill of lading, M. & co. reserved to themselves 
a jus disponendi of the goods, which the master 
acknowledged by signing the bill of lading, making 
the cotton deliverable to their order or assigns, 
although by so doing the master might have 
exceeded his authority; (2) M. & co. did not, 
by their indorsement & delivery of the bill of lading 
to the bank, divest. themselves of their property 
in or possession of the goods; (3) the right of M. 
& co., as against pltfs., need not be specially 
pleaded ; & the objection to the title of the latter 
was properly raised under the plea of not possessed. 
—TURNER v. LIVERPOOL Docks TRUSTEES (1851), 
6 Exch. 548; 20 L. J. Ex. 393; 17 L. T. OW 8. 
212; 155 i. R. 659, Ix. Ch. 
Annotations :—As to (1) Refd. Brown v. North (1852), 8 

ixch. 1; Curney v. Behrend (1854), 3 KEK. & B. 622; 

Browne v. Hare (1859), 4 H. & N. 822; Schotsmans v. 

L. & Y. Ry. (1867), 2 Ch. App. 332 ; Shopherd v. Harrison 

(1869), L. RW. 4 Q. B. 196; Gabarron v. Kreeft, Kreeft v. 

Thompson (1875), L. KR. 10 Kxch. 274; 

Imperial Ottoman Bank (1878), 3 Hx. D. 164: Re Cock, 

Hix p. Rosevear China Clay Co. (1879), 11 Ch. D. 5603 Fee 

Bruno, Silva, kx p. Francis (1887), 56 L. I’. 577; The 

Annie Johnson, The Kronprinsessan Margareta, [1918] 

bP. 154; The Dirigo, The Hallingdal, etc., [1919] P. 204; 

Aa to (2) Refd. Joyce v. Swann (1864), 17 C. B. N.S. 843 

Berndston v. Strang (1867), L. R. 4 Hq. 481. Generally, 

Refd. Key v. Cotesworth (1852), 7 Mxch. 595; Shand v. 

Sanderson (1850), 4 H. & N. 381: Falk v,. Fletcher (1865), 

18 C. B. N. S. 4033; Impcrial Ottoman Bank v. Cowan, 

Cowan v. Imperial Ottoman Bank (1873), 21 W. RR. 7703 

Ogg v. Shutor (1875), 44 L. J. C. P. 161. 

1317. — Though goods shipped ‘‘ on 
account & at risk of’? buyer.|/—SHEPHERD v. 
HARRISON, No. 1355, post. 

1318. Passing of property not suspended—. 
Bill of lading taken to order by seller as buyer’s 
agent.|—There may be a complete contract so as 
to pass the property in goods from the seller to the 
buyer, although the price has not been detinitively 
agreed on between them. Where from all the 
facts it may fairly be inferred that it was the 
intention of the seller to pass the property in goods 
shipped to order, the mere circumstances of the 
bill of lading being taken in the name of the seller, 
& remaining unindorsed, will not prevent its 

assing. A., who had been in the habit of buying 
argely of guano from B. & co., of Liverpool, at 
prices which were settled at the beginning of cach 
year, wrote to them on Feb. 14 ordering a ship- 
ment of 100 tons, provided freight did not exceed 
6s. 6d. On Feb. 26 B. & co. wrote in answer. 
‘“We have succeeded in fixing the schooner 
‘Anne & Isabella’ to carry about 115 tons at your 
limit of 6s. 6d. per ton. We presume we may 
value upon you at six months from the date of 
shipment at £10 per ton,’ etc.; adding in a 
postscript, ‘‘ Please say if you purpose effecting 
insurance at your end.’’ On Mar. 3, A. wrote, 
‘*T am favoured with yours of Mar. 26. You say 
we presume we charge you £10 per ton net cash, 
etc. I really cannot understand this, when I 
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know that Mr. L. supplies your guano in Scotland 
at £9 15s. net there to dealers. Besides, I look, as 
heretofore, for the special allowance made to me 
at the origin of our transactions; &, now that 
you are making some changes, it may be as well 
that I should know how we are to get on for the 
future,” & he concluded with a request that some 
flowering shrubs should be sent to him “ in charge 
of the captain.’’ On the same say, A. effected an 
insurance on the guano per “ Anne & Isabella.” 

The guano was shipped at Liverpool on Mar. 4, 

under a bill of lading making it deliverable to B. 

& co. or their assigns. The bill of lading, un- 

indorsed was sent from Liverpool to one of the 

members of the firm of B. & co., then at Belfast, 
who was about to pay A. a friendly visit at London- 
derry. That gentleman arrived at A.’s house on 

the evening of Saturday Mar. 7, when he told A. 

that he had received the bill of lading & invoice of 

the guano & a draft for A.’s acceptance for the 
amount; & on the morning of Mar. 9 they went 
together to A.’s office, & there the bill of lading 
was indorsed & handed over with the invoice to 

A., who thereupon accepted the bill. Inthe course 

of the same day they heard for the first time that 

the ‘6 Anne & Isabella”? with the guano on board 
had been wrecked on the coast near Londonderry : 

—IHeld: the property in the guano passed to A. 

by the contract from the time of its shipment. 

A.’s letter of Mar. 3 not being a repudiation, 

though expressing some dissatisfaction at the price. 

—JOYCE v. SWANN (1864), 17 C. B. N.S. 845 144 

Ig. R. 34, 

Annotations :—Retd. Moakes v. Nicholson (1865), 19 C. B. 
N.S. 290; Seagrave v. Union Marine Tnsce. (1866), L. R. 
1c. P. 305; Williams v. Cohen (1871), 25 L. T. 300; 
Anderson v. Morice (1876), 1 App. Cas. 713 ; The Parchim, 
[1918] A. C. 157. 

1319. Bill of lading sent to buyer- 
& goods shipped f.0.b.|—In June, 1914, pursuant 
to a contract of Dec. 19138, entered into between a 
British co. as sellers & a German co. as buyers 
a cargo of chrome ore was loaded in a Norwegian. 
salling ship at a port in New Caledonia for delivery 
at Rotterdam. In accordance with the terms of 
the contract, which provided a fixed price per ton 
f.o.b. 50 per cent. to be paid on shipment the 
German co. paid half the purchase price, effected 
the insurance, & sent the policy to the sellers 
before loading. The bills of lading, made out in 
favour of the sellers or order, for delivery at 
Rotterdam, were also sent to & retained by them. 
The ship sailed on June 9, On Sept. 6, when she 
put into Pernambuco, her master heard of the 
outbreak of war, & instructions were cabled to him 
by the German co. who were the charterers that 
the ship was to proceed to Gothenburg instead of 
to Rotterdam. By an Order in Council of Oct. 29, 
1914, chrome ore was declared absolute contra- 
band. On Nov. 2 the ship was captured at sea & 
taken into a British port & a writ in prize was 
issued against the cargo. Claims were entered 
by the British co. who claimed that the property 
in the cargo remained in them, & by a Swedish 
co. who claimed the German co. as their agents, 
had bought the cargo for them :—Held ; the sellers 
had not reserved the right of disposal, & the pro- 
perty in the goods passed to the German co. on 
shipment & part payment.—THE SORFAREREN 
(1915), 85 L. J. P. 121; 114 L. 7.46; 327 L. R. 
108; 13 Asp. M. I. C. 223; 1 Br. & Col. Pr. Cas. 
589; on appeal (1917), 117 lL. T. 259, P. C. 
Annotations :-—Refd. The Axel Johnson, The Drottning 

Sophia, (1917] P. 234; The Parchim, [1918] A. C. 157. 

1320. Bill of lading taken to order of 
fictitious person.|—-GABARRON v. KREEFT, KREEF?r 
v. THOMPSON, No. 1056, ante. 
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Sect. 1.—Transfer of property from seller to buyer: 
Sub-sect. 6, B. (b) & C. (a).] 
(b) Other Like Document. 
See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), 8. 19. 
1321. Whether property passes—Use of instru- 
ments similar in form to bills of lading.}— 
BRYANS v. NIX, No. 1117, ante. 





1822. Mate’s receipt.|—Ruck v. HATFIELD, 
No. 2244, post. 
1323. -.]|—Pltfs., merchants in London, 


purchased for C., but on their own credit, goods 
abroad, debiting C. with the price & a commission. 
The goods were warehoused in London in pltfs.’ 
name. C. in his own name engaged room for the 
goods in the ship #., which had been put up as a 
general ship for Calcutta. Pltfs., at C.’s request, 
delivered the goods to a lighterman, but, with a 
view to preserve their lien, took the lighterman’s 
engagement to give them the mate’s receipt. The 
goods were shipped on the #.; the mate’s receipt 
in blank was handed to the lighterman, who gave 
it to pltfs. C. promised pltfs. to redeem the mate’s 
receipt, but never did so, & fraudulently induced 
the shipbrokers to get bills of lading to C.’s order, 
to be signed by the master, though the mate’s 
receipt was not produced. CC. fraudulently 
indorsed these bills of lading for value to a bond 
fide indorsee. [ltfs. had no communication with 
the shipbrokers or captain till after the ship had 
sailed, when, the facts being discovered, they 
demanded the goods both in this country & on the 
arrival of the ship at Calcutta. The goods were 
delivered by the captain at Calcutta to the holders 
of the bills of lading. An artion was brought for 
this conversion against tL. shipowner & the 
captain. 

The only question left to the jury was, whether, 
under the circumstances, the master was justified 
in signing the bills of lading without the pro- 
duction of the mate’s receipt. The jury finding in 
the negative, pltfs. had the verdict against both 
defts. on the pleas of not guilty & not possessed :— 
Held: the property in the goods remained the 
property of pltfs., there never having been any 
delivery animo transferendi to C.—SCHUSTER v. 
McKELLAR (1857), 7 EK. & B. 704; 26L. J. Q. B. 
281; 29 L. T. O. S. 225; 3 Jur. N.S. 1820; 5 
W.R. 656; 119 E. R. 1407. 

Annotations ea ar as Pe Laing, Laing v. Zeden 


(1873), L. Kq. 92. fd. Wagstaff v. Anderson 
(810) 4C. P. D. 283; Baumvoll Manufactur Von Scheibler 
©. Gilchrest & Furness, [1891] 2 Q. B. 310. Mentd. 


Dalyell v. Tyrer (1858), E. B. & E. 899; The St. Cloud 
Lae Brown. & Lush. 4; Sandeman v. Scurr (1866), 

. R. 2 Q. B. 86; Omoa & Cleland Coal & Iron Co. v, 
Huntley (1877), 2 C. P. D. 464. 


1824, ——— ——_.]—-F ALK v. FLETCHER, No. 1307, 
ante. 

1825. ——- ——-.|—-EVANs v. NICHOL, No. 1118, 
ante. 


C. Delivery in Exchange for Payment. 
(a) In General 


1326. Whether passing of property suspended— 
Sale for ready money—Waiver by _seller.]— 
HASWELL v. HuNT (1726), cited in 5 Term Rep. 
at p. 231; 101 E. R. 130. 


Annotations :-—Distd. Tooke v. Hollingworth at 793), 5 Term 
Rep, 215; Load v. Green (1846), 15 M. & W. 216. 


1827. Sale against acceptance of Dill of 
exchange—Bill of lading sent to third party.]— 
C., a merchant at Waterford, had been in the habit 
of consigning cargoes of grain to B., a corn factor 
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o. Whether property passes — Lien Dp. 


note.}-—-MOORE v. JOHNSTON (1909), 9 
—CAN, 


Refusal of buyer to accept 


SALE or Goons. 


in Bristol, who had been accustomed to accept 
bills on the faith of such consignments. C. wrote 
to B., stating that he was about to ship him a 
cargo of oats, & that he had drawn on him for 
£550 in anticipation of it, & desiring him to effect 
an insurance on the cargo. C. remitted the bill 
to B., & he accepted it. Before the vessel sailed, 
C. stopped payment, & he then sent the bill of 
lading, indorsed in blank, to F., another factor at 
Bristol, not informing him of his engagement with 
B. When the vessel arrived, F., for his own 
convenience, transmitted the bill of lading to B., 
desiring him to act for him. B. paid the freight, 
& took possession of the cargo, as a security for his 
own claim on C., & it was afterwards taken out 
of his possession by defts., who also were creditors 
of C., under a foreign attachment against C. out 
of the Tolzey ct. of Bristol :—Held: B. had not 
such a property in the goods as to enable him to 
maintain trover against defts.—BRUCE v. WAIT 
(1837),3M.&W.15; Murp. & 1. 339; 71. J. Ex. 
17; 150 E. R. 1036. 

Annotations :—Distd. Bryans v. Nix (1839), 4 M. & W. 775 $ 

Evans v. Nichol (1841), 3 Man. & G. 614. 

1328. Waiver by seller.|—-M., the 
alleged bkpt., had contracted with H. & B. for 
the purchase of a quantity of wine, subject to a 
stipulation that H. & B. were not to be obliged 
to deliver it before payment of a bill of exchange 
held by them, unless they chose so to do, or unless 
M. absolutely required the wine for the purposes 
of his business. M. afterwards executed a deed 
of composition under Bkpcy. Act, 1861 (c. 134), 
8. 192; & in the schedule filed in pursuance of 
the General Order of. May, 1862, the debt set 
opposite the names of IT. & B., who were assenting 
creditors, included the price of the wine which 
was not yet delivered :—Held: if the right to 
retain the wine was to be regarded as a security, 
it was a security for the payment of the bill & 
not for the price of the wine, & consequently H. 
& B. were entitled to sign the deed as creditors 
for the full amount of the unpaid purchase- 
money.—Re MIDDLETON, ’x p. MIDDLETON (1864), 
3 De G. J. & Sm. 201; 33 L. J. Bey. 36; 10 
L. 'T. 82; 46 BE. R. 614, L. C. 

1329. |—By a bill of lading, goods 
are deliverable to J., if he should accept & pay a 
bill of exchange: if not, to the holder of the bill 
of exchange, J. accepts the bill of exchange, & 
indorses the bill of lading for a valuable considera- 
tion ; but does not pay the bill of exchange when 
due. Upon its dishonour :—Held: the property 
in the goods vested in the holder of it, & he might 
maintain trover for the goods against the indorsee 
of the bill of lading.—Barrow v. Coes (1811), 
3 Camp. 92; 170 EH. R. 1316, N. P. 

Annotation :-—Distd. Mitchel v. Ede (1840),11 Ad. & Kl. 888. 


1330. Sale against cash or bills—Election 
by buyer to pay by bill—Acceptance of bill by 
seller.|—Cowas-JEE v. THOMPSON, No. 1659, post. 

1331. Shipment on buyer’s ship—Bill of 
lading taken by seller — Blank Dill wrongfully 
taken.|—A. being indebted to pltf. accepts an 
order to purchase goods for him at R., & puts 
them on board pltf.’s vessel sent for them as 
pltf.’s goods, advises him of the shipment for 
pltf.’s risk & on his account, & remits him the 
‘nvoices. He procures the master to sign bills 
of lading to the order of blank, assuring him 
‘t is immaterial. He then draws on pltf., & 
cransmiits the bills & bill of lading to an agent in 




















bill—On restriction of credit by bank. }— 
BRANDT & Co. v. DICKSON (187 8), 3 
ee Sess.) 375; 13 Se. L. R. 226. 
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this country, with instructions, that if pltf. docs 
not accept the bills, the agent should indorse over 
the bill of lading to the payee of the bills, which is 
accordingly done :—Held: the property in the 
goods was changed by the delivery on board pltf.’s 
ship & the subsequent indorsement of the bill of 
lading was inoperative.—OGLE v. ATKINSON (1814), 
5 Taunt. 759; 1 Marsh. 323; 128 HK. R. 890. 


Annotations :-—Distd. Mitchel v. Edo (1840), 11 Ad. & El. 
888. Consd. Wilmshurst v. Bowker (1844), 7 Man. & G. 
882. Distd. Wait v. Baker (1848), 2 Exch. 1; Turner, 
etc. v. Liverpool Docks Trustees (1851), 6 Exch. 543; 
Brown v. Hare (1858), 27 L. J. Ex. 372; Schotsmans v. 
LL. & Y. Ry. (1865), L. R. 1 Eq. 349. Refd. Gosling v. 
Birnie (1831), 7 Bing. 339; Cheesman v. Exall (1851), 6 
Exch. 341; Gabarron v. Kreeft, Kreeft v. ‘Thompson 
eee L. R. 10 Exch. 274. Mentd. Watson v. Lane 
(1856), 11 Exch. 769; Delaney v. Fox (1857), 2C. B. N.S. 
768; Thorne v. Tilbury (1858), 3 H. & N. 534. 


1332. -.|—MITCHEL v. EDE, No. 
1038, ante. 
1333. Delivery of goods—cConditional on 


redelivery of seller’s acceptances.|—LOESCIIMAN v. 
WILLIAMS, No. 2216, post. 

1834, ——- Conditional on withdrawal of 
bills..—BisHop v. SHILLITO (1819), 2 B. & Ald. 
329, n.3; 106 HK. I. 387. 

Annotations :—Expld. Hornblower v. Proud (1819), 2 B. & 

Ald. 327. Distd. Re Middleton, Mx p. Middleton (1864), 

3 De Qa. J. & Sm. 201. 

1335, -—-— -——~— Conditional on payment of 
balance of price.|—Dupront v. Brivis Soutu 
AFRICA Co. (1901), 18 T. I. R. 24. 

Annotation :—Refd. The Miramichi, [1915] P. 71. 


1336. Assignment on general account with 
factor.|—O. had been in the habit of shipping goods 
at; Newry, consigned to A. at Liverpool, to be sold 
on O.’s account, & of thereupon drawing bills of 
exchange upon A., frequently in anticipation of 
future consignments. On Jan. 5, 1819, there was 
due to A. a balance of £1,659 arising out of these 
transactions. On Jan. 6, O. shipped on board a 
ship of C.’s goods for Liverpool to the amount of 
£592; consigned them to A., sending him the bill 
of lading & invoice; & at the same time drew on 
him a bill for £500. <A. having refused to accept 
the bill, O. indemnified C., who thereupon landed 
the goods at Newry, & redelivered them to O. :— 
Held: A. might sue C. in assumpsit for the non- 
delivery of the goods.—ANDERSON v. CLARK (1824), 
2 Bing. 20; 130 BK. R. 211. 

Annotation :—Apld. Bryans v. Nix (1839), 4 M. & W. 775. 

1337. Payment against delivery of invoice 
& bill of lading—Shipment ‘‘ on account & at risk 
of ’’ buyer—Indorsement of bill of lading to buyer.| 
—B. sold to A. wheat, the price to be paid by 
banker’s draft on London at two months, to be 
remitted on receipt of invoice & bill of lading, 
which B. shipped by order of A., to be carried to 
M. for the account & at the risk of A., there to be 
delivered to A.; 3. delivered the wheat to the 
master of the vessel, who took possession thercof ; 
the master signed a bill of lading to deliver the 
wheat to the order of B., who indorsed such bill 
of lading to A., & made an invoice, & sent the 
invoice & bill of lading to A. in a letter, requiring 
A. to remit in course, which letter, with the invoice 
& bill of lading, were received by A. A. having 
received the bill of lading & invoice, & having 
failed to remit the banker’s draft, B. assumed to 
revoke & rescind the sale, & caused the wheat to be 
stopped in its passage to A., etc. :—Held. by the 
delivery of the wheat to the master of the vessel 
for the account & at the risk of A., & the trans- 
mission of the indorsed bill of lading, B. had so 
parted with the property & right of possession, as 
not to be entitled to intercept the delivery.— 
WILMSHURST v. BOWKER (1844), 7 Man. & G, 882 ; 
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8 Scott, N. R. 571; 12 L. J. Ex. 475; 1385 E.R. 
358, Ex. Ch.; revag. (1841), 2 Man. & G. 192. 


Annotations ple. Bey v. Cotesworth (1852), 7 Exch. 
595; Re Chadwick, Kz yp. Catling (1873), 29 L. T. 431. 
Refd. Milgate v. Kebble (1841), Drinkwater, 225 ; Sheridan 
v. New ouer Co. (1858), 4 C. B. N. 8. 618; Fraser v. Witt 

eee): . R. 7 Eq. 64; Shepherd v. Harrison (1869), 

.-R. 4 Q. B. 196. 


1338. ——— Payment against wharfinger’s trans- 
fer note.|—GopTs v. Rosxz, No. 1076, ante. 


OF THE CONTRACT. 


1339. ——— Payment against delivery of mate’s 
receipt.| SCHUSTER v. MOKELLAR, No. 1323, ante. 
1340. ——— Payment against bill of lading—In 


hands of seller’s agent.]—Coals were sold at Hull, 
& shipped on board a vessel chartered by the 
buyer, to be paid for in cash against bill of lading 
in the hands of the seller’s agent in London :— 
Held : that no property passed to the buyer until 
the condition was fulfilled, &, the price being 
unpaid, the seller was entitled to intercept the 
delivery.—MOAKES v. Niconson (1865), 19 O. B. 
x 290; 34L. J.C. P. 273; 12 L. T. 573; 144 
i. lt. 798. 


Annotations :—Apprvd. Shepherd v. Harrison (1871), L. KR. 
5 H. L. 116. Consd. Gabarron v. Kreeft, ft v. 
Thompson (1875), L. HK. 10 Exch. 274. Refd. The Kron- 
Drneceran Margareta, The Parana, etc., [1921] 1 A. C. 


1341. -— -~.]—SANDERS v. MACLEAN, No. 
1936, post. 
1342. — Cash against shipping documents— 


Payment not made within reasonable time.]— 
RYAN v. RIDLEY & Co., No. 2869, post. 

1343. -|—Where in a c.i.f. contract 
provision is made for payment of cash against 
documents the presumption is that the retention 
of the documents until payment imports that the 
right of disposal of the goods is reserved by the 
seller, & the property in the goods does not pass 
until payment is made.—HEastwoop & HOLT vw. 
STUDER (1926), 31 Com. Cas. 251. 

1344. Intention to pass property on shipment—- 
Possession of cargo & bill of lading withheld till 
actual payment.|—-The enemy character of goods 
seized as prize is to be determined by the general 
property as opened to any special proprietary 
right, & not by risk; & the fact that the contract 
between the vendor & the purchaser was entered 
into with reference to the law of some country 
other than England is immaterial, unless it be 
proved that such law ditfers in some material 
respect from English law. 

In a case in which it appeared from the facts 
that the intention of the parties to the contract 
was that the property in the cargo should pass to 
the purchaser on shipment & be at his risk but that 
he was not intended to have possession of it, or 
of the bills of lading, until actual payment of the 
purchase price at the expiration of an agreed period 
of credit, which did not expire till after the ship 
had been captured :—Held: the inference that 
the property in the cargo had passed to the 
desea before the capture was not displaced 

y the form of the bills of lading, which was 
ambiguous. 

If the seller deal with the bill of lading only to 
secure the contract price... the primd facie 
presumption in such a case appears to be that the 
propery is to pass only on the performance by the 

uyer of his part of the contract, & not forthwith 
subject to the seller’s lien. Inasmuch, however, 
as the object to be attained, namely, securing the 
contract price, may be attained by the seller 
merely reserving a lien, the inference that the 
property is to pass on the performance of a condi- 
tion only is necessarily somewhat weak, & may be 
rebutted by the other circumstances of the case 
(LORD PARKER).—TuHE Parcum, [1918] A. C. 
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Sect. 1.—Transfer of property from seller to buyer: 
Sub-sect. 6, C. (a) & (b).] 


157; 87L. J. P.18; 117 L. T. 738; 34 7. L. R. 
53; 14 Asp. M. L. ©. 196, P. C. 


Annotations :—Consd. The Derfflinger (No. 2) (1918), 87 
L. J. P. C. 195; Mastwood & Holt v. Studer (1926), 31 
Com. Cas. 251. Red. Dynamit Act. v. Rio Tinto Co., 
{78183 A. C, 292; The Annie Johnson, The Kronprinsessan 

rgareta, {1918} P. 154; The Palhn Branch, [1919] 
A. C. 272; The Kronprinsessan Margareta, The Parana, 
{1921} 1 A. GC. 486. entd. The Dirigo, The Hallingdal, 
ectc., [1919] P. 204. 


(0) Delivery of Bill of Exchange and Bill of 
Lading. 

See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 19 (3). 

1345. Whether passing of property suspended— 
Delivery of bill of lading to buyer—With advice of 
bill of exchange.|—-Where the consignor of goods 
abroad advised the consignee by letter that he had 
chartered a certain ship on his account & inclosed 
him an invoice of the goods laden on board, which 
were therein expressed to be for account & risk 
of the consignee & also a bill of lading in the usual 
form, epee the delivery to be made to order, 
etc., he paying freight for the said goods according 
to charter party; & the letter of advice also 
informed the consignee that the consignor had 
drawn bills on him at three months for the value 
of the cargo :—Held: the invoice & bill of lading 
sent to the consignee & the delivery of the goods to 
the captain vested the property in the consignee, 
subject only to be divested by the consignor’s 
right to stop the goods in transitu in case of the 
ata ae the other.--WALLEY v. MONTGOMERY 
(1803), 3 East, 585; 102 I. °2. 721. 
Annotations :—-Distd. Mitchel v. ide (1840), 11 Ad. & EL 


888. Consd. Wilmshurst v. Bowker (1841), 2 Man. & G. 
aoe Refd. Shepherd v. Harrison (1871), L. R. 5 UW. L. 


1346. , ~In 1845, defts., com- 
mission agents in London, wrote to pltfs., mer- 
chants at Madras, as follows :—‘ at the request 
of Messrs. K. & L. of Glasgow, we beg to open a 
credit in your favour to the extent of £1,500, to be 
applied to the execution of an order they have given 
you for Madras handkerchiefs & for cost of which, 
as produced, you draw on us at the customary date, 
on forwarding bills of lading to our order.”’ In 
consequence of this letter, two orders given by K. 

L. were executed by pltfs., who forwarded the 
goods & bills of lading to defts., & they accepted 
& paid bills drawn on them in accordance with the 
letter. In Feb. 1847, K. & L. wrote to pltfs., 
inclosing patterns for a third order, & saying 
** you will draw for cost, & consign goods as before.” 
Pltfs. executed this order, & on Aug. 21 shipped the 
goods on account of K. & L. & sent to defts. the 
invoice & bill of lading inclosed in a Ictter, saying, 
‘*“ we have as usual drawn upon you at six months 
for the equivalent of the amount of invoice.’’ The 
bill of lading stated the goods to have been 
‘shipped by pltfs., & to be deliverable to defts. 
or their assigns, on payment of freight.’ The 
invoice stated, that the goods were ‘ consigned to 
defts. on account & risk of K. & L.’? The letter 
containing the bill of lading & invoice was received 
by defts. on Aug. 26, and the goods arrived in 
london on Oct. 21. On the same day, plitfs.’ 
agent received a bill drawn against the goods & 
caused it to be fp iecetenoe to defts. for acceptance, 
but they refused to accept it. On Oct. 27, K. & L. 
stopped payment. The goods were received by 
defts. under the bill of lading, & sold, & the 
proceeds retained by them. On Mayr. 4, 1848, 
pltis. gave defts. notice that they claimed to stop 
the goods in transitu, defts. having refuscd to 


SaLE OF GooDs. 


accept the bills; & pltfs. subsequently brought an 
action to recover the proceeds of the sale as money 
received for their use:—Held: (1) it was a 
question for the judge, & not for the jury, to decide 
whether, under the circumstances, the property 
in the goods vested absolutely in K. & L. or merely 
conditionally on the acceptance of the bill by 
defts.; (2) the contract was not subject to the 
condition, either precedent or subsequent, that 
defts. should accept the bill, but that the property 
in the goods vested absolutely in K. & L. upon the 
delivery on board the ship & ,transmission of 
the bill of lading to defts.; (3) if pltfs. had in- 
tended to preserve their right of property in the 
goods until the bill was accepted, they should have 
transmitted the bill of lading indorsed in blank 
to an agent, to be delivered over only in case the 
bill was accepted.—KrEy v. CoTESWORTH (1852), 
7 Exch. 595; 22 L. J. Ex.4; 19 L. T. O.S. 145; 
155 KK. R. 1085. 

Annotations :—As to, (1) Retd. Joyce v. Swann (1864), 17 


403. Generally,’ Mentd. Torrance v. Bank of British 

North America (1873), L. R. 5 P. C. 246. 

1347. .|—A firm of merchants in 
England employed a firm of merchants in South 
America as their agents to purchase goods & send 
them to England. The foreign firm drew bills on 
the English firm & sold them in South America, 
& with the proceeds purchased goods which they 
shipped to England, sending the bills of lading 
directly to the English firm, & at the same time 
advising them of the drawing of the bills, by means 
of which they had purchased the goods, & request- 
ing them to carry the invoice price of the goods to 
their account. The English firm went into lipuida- 
tion & the foreign firm also became bkpt. When 
the English firm stopped payment, a cargo of goods 
was in transitu, & some of the bills drawn for 
purchasing them had been accepted by the English 
firm, but not paid, & others had not been accepted. 
The trustee in the liquidation took possession of 
the cargo on its arrival. The creditors of the 
foreign firm claimed to have the goods appropriated 
to meet the bills drawn in respect of them :— 
Held: the foreign firm, whether regarded as the 
agents of the Knglish firm or as vendors, had 
parted with all property in the goods, & had no 
power to direct the appropriation of the proceeds.— 
Ite TAPPENBECK, Lx p. BANNER (1876), 2 Ch. D. 
278; 45 L. J. Bey. 73; 34 L. T. 199; 24 W. R. 
476, C. A. 

Annotations :—Apld. Phelps, Stokes v. Comber (1884), 26 

Ch. D. 755. Consd, Konig v. Brandt (1901), 84 L. T. 


748. Refd. The Kronprinsessan Margareta, ‘ho Parana, 
etc., [1921] 1 A. C. 486. 


1348. .|—Defts. carried on busi- 
ness in London, & their practice was to sell in their 
own names goods shipped to them by P. & co. who 
carried on business abroad. P. & co. used to 
specify in advising drafts against what particular 
shipments same were drawn, so as to enable defts. 
to tell whether the particular shipments consigned 
to them did in fact cover the then outstanding 
drafts, but not to affect their right to treat all 
shipping documents as cover for the whole account 
between them & P. & co. P. & co. used likewise 
to draw upon pltfs., who also carried on business 
in London, against shipments of goods, bills which 
pltfs. accepted, P. & co. afterwards forwarding to 
them, as security, before the bills reached maturity, 
bills drawn by P. & co. on first class firms, among 
them being defts., accompanied by the shipping 
documents of the goods shipped by them to such 
firms, & on such firms accepting the bills pltis. 
would hand over to them the shipping documents 














re 





Part [V.—EFFECTS OF THE CONTRACT. 


which otherwise would have been retained. 
Defts. having received instructions from P. & co. 
to sell certain goods at a specified price, entered 
into contracts for the sale thereof. Subsequently 
P. & co. wrote to the defts. that they had drawn 
upon them against the goods & the bills were 
specified. The bills were drawn to the order of 
plitis. by P. & co. upon defts. for various sums, & 
were together intended to provide for part of the 
credit or advances made by pltfs. to P. & co. 
Bills of lading for the goods, indorsed in favour of 
defts., were afterwards forwarded to them by 
P. & co. Defts. took possession of the bills of 
lading & applied them in satisfying, so far as they 
would go, the contracts into which they had 
entered; but, becoming doubtful as to the 
financial position of P. & co.’s firm, they declined 
to accept the bills of exchange, & claimed to treat 
the proceeds of sale of the goods as available for 
payment of the general balance of account between 
themselves & P. & co.:—Held: there was no 
specific appropriation of the goods in favour of 

Itfs.; defts. were not compellable to accept the 

ills; & nothing had been done to defeat the 
primary right of defts., in whose custody the goods 
were, to deal with them for their own purposes 
& irrespective of any rights of pltfs.—KONiIG v. 
BRANDT (1901), 84 L. T. 748; 9 Asp. M. L. C. 199, 
U. A. 

1349. Through seller’s agent.]—-Kry 
v. CorEswortTu, No. 1346, ante. 

















1350. - ——.]|—SHEPHERD v. LARRI- 
SON, No. 1355, post. 

1351, .|—Ite TAPPENBECK, Lx p. 
BANNER, No. 1347, arte. 

1352. -.]—In fulfilment of a con- 


tract for the sale of a certain quantity of copper 
the sellers forwarded to the buyer a bill of lading 
indorsed in blank for copper shipped on defts.’ 
ship, together with a draft for the price of the 
copper for acceptance. The buyer, who was 
insolvent, did not accept the draft, & delivered the 
bill of lading to pltis. in fulfilment of a contract 
which he had, previously to obtaining possession 
of the bill of lading, made for the sale to them of 
copper, & they thereupon paid him the price of 
the copper. Pltfs. took the bill of lading in good 
faith, & without notice of the rights of the original 
sellers in respect of the copper. The sellers 
stopped the copper in transitu.§ In an action by 
pltfs. against detts. for non-delivery of the copper : 
—Held: the buyer having obtained possession 
of the bill of lading with the consent of the sellers, 
the transfer of it by him to pltfs. gave them a good 
title to the copper under Sale of Goods Acti, 1893 
(c. 71), 8. 25 (2), & the sellers had no right to stop 
it in transitu. 

However fraudulent the person in = actual 
custody may have been in obtaining the possession, 
provided it did not amount to larceny by a trick, 
& however grossly he may abuse confidence reposed 
in him, or violate the mandate under which he got 
possession, he can by his disposition give a good 
title to the purchaser (CoLLins, L.J.).—CAHN v. 
POCKETT’S BRISTOL CHANNEL STEAM PACKET Co., 
[1899] 1 Q. B. 643; 68 L. J. Q. B. 515; 80 L. T. 
269; 47 W. R. 422; 15 T. L. R. 247; 43 Sol. Jo. 
331; 8 Asp. M. L. C. 517; 4 Com. Cas. 168, C. A. 
Annotations :—Consd. Oppenheimer v. Frazer & Wyatt, 
which 
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1349 i. Whether passing of nen 
suspended—Delivery of bill of ing to 
buyer—Through seller’s agent.J—Goods 
were shipped under a bill of lading 
deliverable to the order of the seller’s 
agents. A bank paid the draft on tho 


the pro 


was 
demand, & obtained the b 
which was indorsed in blank :—Held : 

perty in tho goods passed to 
the bank on their taking up the draft, 
subject to an understanding with the 
vendors that it would deliver them to 
the purchaser on payment of the 
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pe 2K. B. 50; Folkes v. King, [1923] 1 K. B. 282. 
efd. Oppenheimer v. Attenborough, [1907] 1 K. B. 510; 

Lake v, Simmons, [1926] 2 K. B. 51. 

1853. ~.|—In pursuance of a con- 
tract note, providing for cost, insurance & freight 
of a parcel of wood goods, the sellers in Christiania 
shipped the goods under a bill of lading to the 
order of their London agents, who forwarded it to 
the buyers at Exeter, & authorised them to retain 
it against their acceptance at four months, or cash 
less discount. The buyers elected to pay in cash ; 
but their country cheque posted to London was not 
credited as paid until three days after the carrying 
vessel had been in collision with another vessel & 
the goods had been damaged. The carrying 
vessel put into a port of distress, where the goods 
were sold on behalf of underwriters, with whom 
the sellers’ agents had effected a policy for the 
benefit of whom it might concern. The under- 
writers subsequently paid the buyers as for a total 
loss, & the sellers retained the proceeds of the 
cheque representing the invoice price of the goods. 
In an action of damage by collision brought against 
the other vessel by the owners of the goods in the 
carrying ship, the names of the buyers were given 
as pitis., but the ct. held that the buyers had no 
right of action, as the property in the goods was 
not vested in them at the time of the collision. 
By leave the names of the sellers were added as 
pltfs., & the other vessel having been found alone 
to blame, the amount of the damage was referred 
to the registrar, who rejected the claim of the sellers 
suing on behalf of the underwriters on the ground 
that, as the scllers had been paid by the buyers 
the sound value of the goods they had not sustained 
any loss in respect of which subrogation could arise. 
This report was contirmed by the judge sitting in 
Admity. :—Held: the passing of the cheque from 
buyers to sellers did not deprive the underwriters 
of their right to recover the loss from the wrongdoer 
in the name of the sellers, who were the owners of 
the goods at the time of the collision.—THE CHAR 
LOTTE. [1908] P. 206; 77 L. J. P. 182; 99 L. T. 
380; 24 T. L. R. 416; 11 Asp. M. L. C. 87, 
C. A. 

Sce, now, Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 
19 (3). 

1354. Delivery of both bill of lading & bill 
of exchange—To seller’s agent.|—A., who resided 
at Manchester, contracted to buy of B., at Dum- 
fries, a quantity of vak bark, to be shipped “ for 
delivery at Liverpool.’’ HK. accordingly shipped 
the bark, to be delivered at Liverpool to defts., 
who were wharfingers & carriers there, to be by 
them forwarded to A. at Manchester. The bark 
was to be paid for in cash; & B. sent a bill of 
lading, making it deliverable to ‘‘ A. or his assigns,”’ 
together with a bill of exchange payable on 
demand, through his bankers, to the Manchester 
& Salford Bank, with instructions to present the 
bill for acceptance. The bank at Manchester were 
unable to find A., & accordingly they returned the 
bill of lading & draft to B. Before the bill of 
lading had been so returned, B., who was at Liver- 
pool when the bark arrived there, believing from 
the representations of an agent of pltf., who had 
bought the bark of A., that the bill of lading had 
been duly handed over to A., assented to the bark 
being delivered to defts. for the purpose of its 





payee on 


draft.—-NASH wv. GEORGK, DoUGITTy 
U of lauding, nN 


& Co. (1911), 80 N. ZL. RR. U1 22.-— 
N.Z. 


q. With  stipulution 
for acceptance by return of post.}-- 
Bropis v. Topp & Co. (L814), 17 
Fac. Coll. 609.—SCOT. 
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Sect. 1.—Transfer of propert ller to b h 
Sub-sect. 6, C. Re as meee 


being carried to Manchester for pltf.; but, upon 
subsequently discovering that A. had not got the 
bill of lading or paid for the bark, B. claimed & 
received it from defts. :—Held : under the circum- 
stances, the property in the bark never passed to 
A., & consequently that B. had a right to counter- 
mand the delivery; & it was competent to defts., 
notwithstanding they had received the bark to be 
carried for pltf., to set up the title of B., in an 
action brought against them by pltf.—SHERIDAN 
v. NEw Quay Co. (1858), 4 C. B. N. S. 618; 28 
L. J. O. P. 58; 33 L. T. O. S. 238; 5 Jur. N.S, 
yi a nee tes 

nnotations :—Retd. Kuro y 

moval Mail Steam “Packet, Co. (1861), 30 L. 3. P 

Ten Bla ond (SDS BES HAG, Sane 

v. Harrison (1869), 17 W. R. 609. Gitta wae 

1355. -I—(1) In taking a bill of 
lading, the vendor of the goods who ships them 
controls the possession of the captain, & makes 
him accountable to deliver the cargo according to 
its terms. It is the symbol of property, & the 
holder of it retains the property in himself. It is 
not inconsistent with a statement in the invoice 
that the goods are ‘‘ shipped on account & at the 
risk ’’ of the consignee. The jus disponendi is still 
reserved to the shipper through the medium of 
the bill of lading. 

(2) The burden of showing the existence of a 
different state of things lies on the person who 
contradicts what would be the ordinary legal 
conclusion from the transaction. 

(3) Where a bill of lading & a bill of exchange 
to cover the goods includec in the bill of lading, 
are sent in a Jetter to a vendee of the goods, it is 
a well understood rule that the bill of exchange 
must be accepted, or the bill of lading cannot be 
retained. Where a bill of exchange is not accepted, 
but the bill of lading is retained, the bill of lading 
acquired in that manner gives no right of property 
to the person so acquiring it. 

S., who was in good credit with P. & N., at 
Brazil, desired them to purchase cotton for him. 
Their agent in England wasG. They did purchase 
the cotton, & sent it, the invoice described it as 
shipped on account & at the risk of S. The invoice 
& two bills of lading were enclosed in a Ictter to 
G., who forwarded the invoice & one of the bills 
of lading, together with a bill of exchange for the 
price of the cotton to S. in a letter in which they 
said: ‘‘ We enclose bill of lading, etc., shipped 
by P. & N. on your account. We hand also the 
draft on your good selves for costs of the cotton, 
to which we beg your protection.”’ S. wrote an 
answer making some complaints about the quality 
& price of the cotton, & after referring to some 
previous transaction, said that these circumstances 
stood in the way of his accepting the bill. He 
handed over the bill of lading to his brokers, who 
paid the freight, & obtained from the shipowners 
a delivery order; but before the cotton was 
actually delivered to the brokers of S., G. inter- 

osed, & on the authority of a duplicate bill of 
ading obtained delivery of the cotton :—Held: 
the property in the cotton had not, under these 
circumstances, passed to S., but remained with 
P. & N., whose agent was lawfully justified in 
taking possession of the cotton.—SHEPHERD v. 
HARRISON (1871), L. R.5 H. L116; 40 L. J. Q. B. 
ae ad L. T. 857; 20 W. R. 1; 1 Asp. M. L. C. 


Annotations :—4Asg to (1) Consd. Cahn v. Pockett’ ; 
Channel Steam Packet Co., [1899] 1 Q. B. wits Beta 
Gabarron v. Kreeft, Kreeft v. Thompson (1875), L. HR. 10 
Exch. 274; Banco de Lima v. Aaclo- eruvian Bank 
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1878), 8 Ch. D. 160. As to © Distd. Re Tappenbeck, 
‘+ p. Banner (1876), 2 Ch. D. 278. Apld. bita v. 
Imperial Ottoman Bank (1878), 3 Ex. D. 164. Consd. 
Rew v. Payne, Douthwailte (1885), 53 L. T. 932; Cahn v. 
Pockett’s Bristol Channel Steam Packet Co., [1899] 1 
2. B. 643. Distd. Konig v. Brandt (1901), 84 L. T. 748. 
ld. Barton, Thompson v. Vigers (1906), 110 L. T; 
667, u. Consd. The Kronprinsessan Margareta, The 
Parana, (192t] 1 A. C. 486. Retd. Banco de Lima v. 
Anglo-Peruvian Bank (1878), 8 Ch. D. 160; The Annie 
Johnson, The Kronprinsessan Margareta, [1918] DP. 154 ; 
Guaranty Trust Co. of New York v. Hannay, [1918] 2 
.B. 6233: Folkes v. King, [1923] 1 K. B. 282. Generally, 


K 
Mentd. Ze Yglesias, Ex p. Gomez (1875), 10 Ch. Ap 


. 639 ; 

Laurie & Morewood v. Dudin (1926), 134 L. T. 509. 

1356. — ~J—Oaa v. SHuTER, No. 
1312, ante. 

1357. -.]—P. shipped 600 tons 
of umber upon a vessel chartered for pltf. The 
bills of lading made the umber deliverable to the 
order of P. or assigns. Pltf. insured the umber. 
A bill of exchange drawn by P. on pltf., which had 
been discounted by deft.’s bank, to whom the bills 
of lading had been transferred, having been refused 
acceptance, a second bill was drawn by P. to the 
order of C. on pltf., & was given to defts. in 
exchange for the first bill, upon the terms that 
pltf. should accept & pay the second bill against 
the delivery of the bill of lading. The umber & 
the bill of exchange reached their destination at 
the same time, but pltf. declined to accept the 
bill. The umbcr was, thercfore, entered at the 
custom house in deft.’s name. Subsequently 
pltf. tendered the amount of the bill of exchange 
& demanded the bill of lading, but defts. refused 
to give up the bill of lading ; pitf. offered a guaran- 
tee for the freight, which ofter was not accepted 
by defts., & they sold the cargo :—Held: the 
property in the umber passed to pltf., & pltf. was 
entitled to recover. 

If, however, the vendor, when shipping the 
articles which he intends to deliver under the 
contract, takes the bill of lading to his own order 
& does so, not as agent or on behalf of the pur- 
chaser, but on his own behalf, it is held that he 
thereby reserves to himself a power of disposing 
of the property & that consequently there is no 
final appropriation & the property does not on 
shipment pass to the purchasers. When the 
vendor on shipment takes the bill of Jading to his 
own order he has the power of absolutely disposing 
of the cargo (Corron, L.J.). 

If the vendor dcals with or claims to retain the 
bill of lading in order to secure the contract price, 
as when he sends forward the bill of lading with a 
bill of exchange attached, with directions that the 
bill of lading is not to be delivered to the purchaser 
+ill acceptance or payment of the bill of exchange, 
he appropriation is not absolute ... & until 
such acceptance or payment or tendee, the property 
in the goods does not pass to the purchaser. .. . 
But if the bill of lading has been dealt with only 
to secure the contract price, there is neither prin- 
ciple nor authority for holding that in such @ case 
the goods shipped for the purpose of completing 
the contract do not, on payment or tendee by the 
purchaser of the contract price, rest in him (COTTON, 
L.J.).—MiraBita v. IMPERIAL OTTOMAN BANK 
(1878), 3 Ex. D. 164; 47L. J. Q. B. 418; 38L. T. 
597; 3 Asp. M. L. C. 591, C. A. 

Annotations :—Consd. Arnhold Karberg v. Blythe, Groen, 
Jourdain, Schneider v. Burgett & Nowsam, [1915] 2K. B. 
379. A The Annie Johnson, The Kronprinsessan 
M ta, [1918] P. 154. It is well known that these 
portions of the Act [Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (ce. 71), 
8. 18, r. 5, 8. 19 (1) (31 wero founded on the judgment of 
Cotton, L. J., in Mirabita v. Ottoman Bank (KVANS, P.). 
Refd. ‘Dupont v. British South Africa Co. (1901), 18 
Teh Tt. ai: Biddell v. E. Clomens Horst, (1911) 1 K. B. 
934: The Miramichi, [1915] P. 71; Guaranty Trust Co. 
of New York v. Hannay, (1918) 2K. B. 623; The Parchim, 


(1918) A. C. 157; Wilcock v. Pinto, [1925] 1 K. B. 30. 
7 Re Nathan, Ex p. Stapleton (1879), 10 Ch. D, 586. 


Part IV.—Errecrs or tHe Contract. 


1358. -]—A ‘shipload of timber 
having been consigned to defts., the consignor sent 
the bill of lading, & other shipping documents, 
& also a bill of exchange, to Itfs., in pursuance of 
the usual course of business between him & them, 
to cover certain advances which they from time to 
time made to him. Pitfs. placed the shipping 
documents & bill of exchange relating to the cargo 
of timber in the hands of agents, who acted 
between pltfs. & defts. The agents at the request 
of pltfs. forwarded the documents to defts., in 
order to have the bill of exchange accepted by 
them. Shortly afterwards defts. informed the 
agents that the cargo was thoroughly out of 
condition, & that they could not take it in its then 
state. The agents replied that, unless defts. 
returned the bill of exchange accepted, they ought 
to send back the shipping documents. This 
defts. declined to do, as they had paid part of the 
freight, & intended to take possession of the cargo. 
Later on they stated that they had been compelled 
to remove the cargo under the rules of the dock 
co., but that, if the agents would repay them the 
freight & certain charges, & their profits on a 
portion of the cargo which they had sold, they 
would return the documents. The agents replied 
that the matter must be left in the hands of pltfs., 
the owners of the cargo. Defts. then returned to 
the agents the bill of exchange unaccepted, but 
retained the bill of lading as security against 
freight & charges. ‘They offered to yield up the 
bill of lading on the freight & charges being 
refunded. Thereupon pltfs. commenced an action 
against defts., asking that they might be ordered 
to accept & deliver up the bill of exchange; & 
that it might be declared that, until such accept- 
ance & delivery, defts. were not entitled to retain 
the bill of lading. They also asked for an in- 
junction, receiver & damages. Owing to delay, 
caused by the fault of both parties, the action did 
not come on for hearing until about four years 
after its commencement :—Held: defts., having 
refused to accept the bill of exchange, were bound 
to have returned the shipping documents, which 
were only at their disposal on the condition that 
they should so accept the bill; & they wrongfully 
took possession of the cargo, & dealt with as its 
owners, although they had repudiated the contract, 
& refused to accept the bill of exchange, availing 
themsel ves of the bill of lading, which they had no 
right whatever to retain or make use of, to get that 
possession.._—_REW v. PAYNE, DOUTHWAITE & Co. 
(1885), 53 L. T. 982 ; 5 Asp. M. L. C. 515. 

1359. To buyer direct.|—SHEPHERD 
v. HLARRISON, No. 1355, ante. 

1360. -J-——CAHN v. POCKET?’s 
pare ine CHANNEL SreAM PAcKkET Co., No. 1352, 
ante. 

1361. -— Through seller’s agent.]|—-BarR- 
TON, THOMPSON & Co. v. VIGERS BROTHERS (1906), 
110 L. T. 667, n.; 19 Com. Cas. 175. 

Annotation :—Distd. Jordeson & Kahn v. London Hardwood 

Co. (1913), 110 L. T. 6866. 

_ 1362, —— .]—A contract was entered 
into by K., who carried on business at Riga, & 
deft., through the agency of J. & co., for the sale 
of certain timber to defts. c.i.f. London. 

The contract was signed by J. & co. as agents 
for K., & provided (inter alia) for payment ‘ by 
approved acceptances to seller’s or authorised 
agent’s draft.’’ The bill of lading for the timber 
was sent by K. to J. & co., upon whom K. drew for 
the price. The draft was accepted & paid by J. & 
co., who sent the draft & shipping documents to 
defts., who kept the shipping documents & took 
delivery of the goods, but refused to accept the 
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draft on the ground that the goods which they 
claimed to reject were not in accordance with the 
contract. The goods were subsequently sold by 
order of the ct. for about one-third of their invoice 
price, & it was admitted that they were not in 
accordance with the contract. In an action by 
K. to recover the price of the goods & by J. & co. 
to recover the amount of the draft :—Held: 
J. & co. were not entitled to maintain the action 
against defts. in the absence of any contract 
between themselves & defts. that the draft would 
be accepted the fact that they had paid K. making 
no difference, as it could not be relied upon by 
defts. in answer to an action against them by K. 
on the contract.—JORDESON & Co. & KAHN uv. 
LONDON Harpwoop Co., Lrp. (1913), 110 L. T. 
666; 19 Com. Cas. 161. 

1363. Delivery of boat’s receipt to buyer— 
With advice of bill of exchange.|—BryaAns v. NIx, 
No. 1117, ante. 

1364, Delivery of unindorsed bill of lading 
to buyer—With advice of bill of exchange.|—B., a 
merchant in England, in June & July, 1830, sent 
orders for the purchase of corn to pltfs., in Russia, 
desiring them to draw upon H. &co., in London, 
for the amount, & he chartcred a ship belonging 
to defts., & sent it to Russia to be freighted. On 
July 28, B. wrote a Ictter, cancelling the orders 
he had given. Upon Aug. 8, 1830, pltfs. informed 
B. that they had purchased a cargo for the ship, 
& should despatch it as soon as possible, addressed 
to H. & co., London, expressing a hope that he 
would approve of what they had done, notwith- 
standing his last-mentioned communication. The 
cargo was afterwards shipped, & pltfs. by letter 
informed B. that they had shipped it on his account, 
& that they had forwarded an indorsed bill of lading 
to H. & co., drawing upon them for part of the 
price, & upon him, B., for the residue; & they 
inclosed an unindorsed bill of lading to B. & an 
invoice of the wheat, in which it was stated to be 
bought for his order & on his account. The bills 
of exchange enclosed in this letter were dis- 
honoured, whereupon pltf.’s agent in London 
delivered the indorsed bill of lading to H. & co. 
On Oct. 2, B. confirmed the revocation of his order, 
& on Nov. 24, the agent of pltfs. in England 
gave notice to the agent of B. that he should retain 
the whole of the wheat for pltfs. B. afterwards 
became desirous of having the wheat, & the master 
of the vessel in which the wheat was shipped 
delivered it to 1L.’s orders, & not to H. & co. pur- 
suant to the bill of lading. In an action brought 
against the shipowners for not delivering pursuant 
to pltf.’s orders, it was contended, that pltfs. were 
entitled to recover nominal damages only, because 
the property in the wheat had actually vested in 
B. by the shipment :—Held: the property did 
not vest in B. absolutely upon the shipment, but 
only subject to a condition, that the bills were 
accepted, & in default of acceptance, it never 
did vest in him; & consequently, pltfs. were 
entitled to recover the value of the wheat at the 
time when it was delivered to B.’s order.— BRANDT 
v. BOWLBY (1831), 2 B. & Ad. 9382; 1 L. J. K. B. 
14; 109 HK. R. 13889. 

Annotation :—Folld. Shepherd v. Harrison (1869), L. lt. 4 

Q. B. 196. (See (1871), L. R. 5 H. L. 116.) 

Delivery of unstamped bill of lading.]|—See No. 
1340, ante. 

1365. Delivery of bill of lading to buyer—é& 
bill of exchange to seller’s agent.]—DANIsSH 
DAIRIES CO-OPERATIVE SOcIETY v. MIDLAND Ry. 
Co. (1892), 8 T. L. R. 212, D.C. 

Compare AGENCY, Vol. I., p. 488, No. 1660. 
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Sect. 1.—Transfer of property from buyer to seller: 
Sub-sect. 7, .A., B., C. & Do : 


SUB-SECT. 7.—TRANSFER OF BILLS oF LADING 
AND OTHER DOCUMENTS. 
A. Bills of Lading. 
See, generally, SHIPPING. 
Whether passing property.|—Sce SHIPPING. 
Reservation of right of disposal by seller.]|— 
See Sub-sect. 6, B. (a), ante. 


B. Delivery Orders. 

1366. Whether passing property—General rule.]| 
—A consignee of goods delivering over to a third 
person the shipping note of such goods, & a delivery 
order on the wharfinger, to deliver such goods as 
soon as they arrive, does not pass the property in 
them so as to prevent a stoppage in transitu by the 
consignor. 

I do not think that the giving the shipping note 
& delivery order to pltf., made a change of the 
property (BuRRoUGH, J.).—AKERMAN v. TIUM- 
PHERY (1823), 1 C. & P. 53; 171 E. BR. 1099, N. P. 
Annotations :—Apld. Tuc : : 

516; Jenkyns Po ieporae ( 1644). 7 Man”. eG 618, ne 

1367. }—The giving of a delivery 
order does not, without some positive act done 
under it, operate as a constructive delivery of the 
goods to which it relates, nor deprive the owner 
of the goods, who gave it, of his right of lien for 
their price, even as against the claims of a third 
person who has bond fide purchased them from the 
original vendee. 

S., the owner of sugars, sold them to B., to whom 
he gave a delivery order addressed to his agent A., 
& took a bill of exchange in payment of the price. 
B. sold the sugars to M., & transferred to him the 
delivery order. The sugars were in the warehouse 
of L., in whose books they were entered as received 
by him from A., on account of S.’? The sugars 
were weighed & invoiced by A. upon the order of 
8S. Neither B. nor M. took any steps to act on the 
delivery order, till a rumour arose of B.’s insol- 
vency, when M. presented the order to A., & 
received from him a fresh order, addressed to L., 
the warchouse keeper. Before the sugars could be 
actually delivered under this order, A. removed 
them, under the direction of S.:—Held: the 
possession of the goods had never been changed, 
& S. might still enforce upon them his lien as 
vendor. 

A delivery order alone does not change the 
possession (LORD CAMPBELL).—M‘EWAN v. SMITH 
(1849), 2 H. L..Cas. 309; 18 Jur. 265; 9 BE. R. 
1109, H. L. 

Annotations :—Consd. Cole v. : 
reese Oana Gale eNom wretae, bony 4878) 
L. T. 537. Apid. Gillman, Spencer v. Carbutt (1889), 61 
L. T. 281. Consd. Dublin City Distillery v. Doherty, 
[1914] A. C. 823. Refd. Kingsford v. Merry (1856), 11 
Exch. 577; Gunn v. Bolekow, Vaughan (1875), 10 Ch. 
App. 494,.n.; Rogers v. Lambert, [1891] 1 Q. B. 318; 
GT Re Shane Ree BA 
Australia Co. (1863), 71 & N- G03 NOT Brith 
1368. ——-.]—IMPERIAL BANK v. LONDON 

& ST. KATHARINE J)0cKs Co., No. 2036, post. 

13 .]—A delivery order given by the 
vendor of goods is a mere promise to do something 
in futuro, & is not a representation upon which to 
found an estoppel. 

A broker on Feb. 6, bought goods from defts. 
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PART IV. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 7.—B. 

1366 i. Whether passing property— 
General rule.}—The giving of a delivery 
order by a vendor to a vendee does 
not of itsolf give the vendee such a 
ossession of the goods as to defeat 
he vendor’s licn.— 





1366 ii. 








(1884), I. L. 1. 8 Bom. 501.—IND, 





‘to the order’ of the vendee is not 
such a document as will 
ent oe of ee yendeo, ae 

& of property e transferee 
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on account of pltfs. without their authority & 
without ever informing them of the fact. On 
Mar. 22 he sold the same goods to pltfs. “on 
account of his principals,’ at a different price & 
upon different terms. He thereupon obtained 
from decfts. a delivery order, which was marked 
with a reference to the contract of Feb. 6, & 
obtained payment from pltfs., upon giving them 
that order, under the contract of Mar. 22. He 
absconded with the money, & defts. refused to 
deliver the goods to pltfs. without payment under 
the contract of Feb. 6. Defts. carried on separate 
businesses as merchants, & as wharfingers, & the 
delivery order was given by them, as merchants 
directed to the superintendent of their business 
of wharfingers :—Held: defts. were not estopped 
from denying that the goods were the property of 
plitfs.—-GILLMAN, SPENCER & Co. v. CARBUTT & 
Co. (1889), 61 L. T. 281; 37 W. 1.4387; 6 TL. R. 
365, C. A. 

1370. ——— Before appropriation of goods to 
contract.|—Where pltfs. sold 10 out of 18 tons of 
flax, then lying in mats at defts.’ wharf, at so much 
per ton, to be paid for by the vendee’s acceptance 
at three months, & gave the vendee an order on 
defts., the wharfingers, to deliver 10 tons to vendee 
or order, which defts. entered in their books, but 
the quantity to be delivered was to be ascertained 
by the wharfinger’s weighing it, the mats being of 
unequal quantities, so that a fraction of a mat 
might be required, & an allowance for tare & draft 
was to be made by the weight :—Held: the sale 
was not complete to pass the property, those acts 
not having been done by the wharfingers, nor any 
delivery made; & pltfs., upon the insolvency of 
the vendee, might countermand the delivery.— 
Busk v. Davis (1814), 2 M. & S. 897; 5 Taunt. 
622,n.; 105 BK. R. 429. 

Annotations :-—Folld. Shepley v. Davis (1814), 5 en: 617. 


Distd. Swanwick v. Sothern (1839), 9 Ad il. 895. 
Consd. Boswell v. Kilborn (1862), 15 Moo. FP. C. C. 309. 


Refd. Gillett v. Will (1834), 4 Tyr. 290; Cowas-Jee v, 

Thompson (1845), 5 Moo. P. C. C. 165; Acraman v. 

Morrice (1849), 8 C. B. 449. 

1371. —— ——.]—-SHEPLEY v. DAVIS, No. 1548, 
post. 

1372. .]—Defts., warchousemen, held 








618 quarters of maize belonging to A., who sold 
200 quarters thereof to W., who sold them to 
pltfs., giving to the latter a delivery order which 
they lodged with defts. Defts. did not object to 
the order, nor did they make any acknowledgment 
to pltfs. of their title. Shortly afterwards, before 
any appropriation of the 200 quarters had taken 
place, A., as unpaid vendor, put a stop on delivery. 
In an action of detinue against the warehousemen : 
—Held: (1) the mere giving of the delivery order 
by the vendor & the handing of it to defts. by pltfs. 
was not sufficient without more to pass the property 
in the 200 quarters to pltfs. before severance from 
the bulk; (2) the mere receipt of the delivery 
order by defts. without objection did not estop 
them from denying that pltfis. were the owners of 
the 200 quarters.—LAURIE & MOREWOOD ¥v. 
DuDIN & Sons, [1926] 1 K. B. 223; 95 L. J. K. B. 
191; 184 L. T. 309; 42 T. L. R. 149; 31 Com. 
Cas. 96, C. A. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Consd. Re Wait, [1927] 1 Ch. 606. 
48 to ih Consd. Wait & James v. Midland Bank (1926), 31 
Com. Cas. 172. 

1373. When lodged with warehouseman. —- 

A particular parcel of goods in the possession of a 


price.x—M‘Ewan v. SMITH (1849), 6 
Bell. a App. 340; 21 Sc. Jur. 869. 


by the en- r. No transfer made in 
transfer company’s books.}—ALLAN v. FERGU- 
SON & WHITE “ 12 N. B. R. 
(1 Han.) 149.—CAN. 





-}—A delivery note 





Part 1V.—EFrrects 


warehouseman is sold at so much per hundred- 
weight, the weight of the whole being uncertain, 
to be paid by a bill of exchange. The vendor 
gives the purchaser an order to the warehouseman 
to weigh, & deliver the goods, which is lodged 
with the warehouseman ; but before the goods are 
weighed the purchaser becomes insolvent. The 
vendor has a right to stop them in transitu. 

The principle, I take to be, that while anything 
remains to be done to ascertain the price, the 
possession is not considered as transferred to the 
purchaser. Had the rosin been burnt in defts.’ 
warehouse without being weighed how could pay- 
ment have been made according to the terms of 
the contract ? If nothing remains to be done to 
ascertain the price, I allow that a delivery order 
lodged with the warehouseman is a sufficient 
transfer of the possession, although no entry for 
that purpose be made in his books (Gris, C.J.). 
— WITHERS v. Lyss (1815), 4 Camp. 237; Holt, 
N. P.18; 171 E. R. 76, N. P. 

A sista. Lackington v. Atherton (1844), 7 Man. 


1374. Effect of local custom.!—GRrEAVES 
oe Hepxe, No. 1114, ante. 

1375. Goods transferred in wharfinger’s 
books.|—Swanwick v. SOTHERN, No. 1061, ante. 

1376. —-—— |—GILLETT v. HILL, No. 1068, 
ante, 

1377. Rights of sub-purchaser—No greater than 
those of purchaser.]—-M‘Ewawn v. Smitu, No. 1367, 
ante. 











Effect of bankruptcy.|—Sce BANKRUPTCY, 
Vol. V., p. 808, Nos. 6898-6900. 

——— Effect of acknowledgment by warehouseman 
or wharfinger.|—Sce Part VI., Sect. 2, sub-sect. 6, 
C.3 Part VIT., Sect. 4, sub-sect. 3, C.. post. 

Liability of indorser of delivery order for con- 
version.|—Sce TROVER. 

Operation as estoppel.|—See EsroprrL, Vol. 
XXT., p. 323, Nos. 1206, 1207. 


C. Dock Warrants. 


1378. Whether passing property—As against 
bankrupt.|—Goods being entered in the books of 
the W. I. Dock co. in the name of A. he receives 
the usual cheque for them, which, having sold the 
goods to B., he indorses & delivers to him. B. 
sells the goods, delivers the cheque to C. on 
credit. On C.’s insolvency, A. cannot lawfully 
take possession of the goods, although they have 
continued to stand in his name, & the cheque has 
not been lodged with the Dock co.—SPiAk v. 
wae (1815), 4 Camp. 251; 171 EK. R. 80, 


Annotation :—Consd. Lucas v. Dorrien (1817), 7 Tauut. 278. 


-|—See BANKRUPTCY, Vol. V., pp. 754, 
755, Nos. 6501--6305. 














1379. Indorsement for valuable considera- 
tion.]|—ZWINGER v. SAMUDA, No. 1436, post. 
1380. Delivery order communicated to 





wharfinger.|—Qu.: whether an indorsement of 
the delivery cheques or warrants of the West 
India Docks will pass the property in the goods 
therein mentioned. After a contract for the sale 
of goods, & a written order on the wharfinger for 
delivery, communicated to the wharfinger, & 
assented to by him, though no actual transfer be 
made in his books, the property passes to the 


PART IV. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 7.--D. 


v EVANS (1867), 6 N.S. W. S.C. R. 
3$25.—AUS. 
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vendee.— LUCAS v. DORRIEN (1817), 7 Taunt. 278 ; 

1 Moore, C. P. 29; 129 B. RB. 112. 

Annotations :—Distd. Lackington v. Atherton (1844), 7 Man. 
& G. 360; Kingsford v. Morey eet) 26 L. J. Ex. 83. 
Refd. Farina v. Home (1848), . T. O. 8. 277. Mentd. 
Barnett v. Brandao (1843), 6 Man. & G. 630. 

1381. .|—IMPERIAL BANK v. LONDON & ST. 


KATHARINE Docks Co., No. 2036, post. 


OF THE CONTRACT. 





D. Other Documents. 


1382. Shipping note.|—AKERMAN v. LIUMPHERY, 
No. 13866, ante. 


1383. Invoice.J—Tuckern v. TumMpHrey, No. 
2212, post. 
1384. Transfer in warehouseman’s books.|— 


KEERAN v. SAUNDERS (1837), 1 Jur. 261. 

1385. Insurance policy—Along with bill of 
lading.!:-—Brirish & InpdIA STEAM NAVIGATION 
Co. v. DE Marros, Dr Marros v. BririsH & INDIA 
STEAM NAVIGATION Co., No. 1557, post. 

1386. Warehouse warrant.|] — On Jan. 13, 
M., a warehouseman, being possessed of a_ lot 
of Archangel mats lying in his warehouse, bor- 
rowed £700 of pltf., & gave bills of exchange 
for the amount, & at the same time delivered to 
pltf. a warehouse warrant in the following form : 
‘* Jan. 18, Warchouse warrant for 16,000 Archangel 
cargo mats, now lying in my warehouse, which I 
will deliver to the order of Mr. P, LI. only, or hold 
on his account ’’?; & also another document of 
the same date, purporting to give pltf. a general 
licen on the mats, with a discretionary power to 
sell them for pltf.’s benefit. On Mar. 4, M. com- 
mitted an act of bkpcy., the mats being still in his 
warchouse ; but on Keb. 19, & on several occasions 
between that date & Mar. 4, plitf. had demanded 
possession of them, which M. had refused to give. 
On Mar. 16, M. was adjudicated a bkpt., & deft., 
who was appointed assignee, claimed the goods in 
question, on the ground that no property in them 
passed to pltf., & that, there having been no change 
in the possession, there could be no lien, & that, 
if the property had been changed, the goods were 
nevertheless in the bkpt.’s order & disposition at 
the date of the bkpcy. :——Held: there had been a 
complete transfer of the property to pltf., & after 
pltf.’s demand on Feb. 19, there had been no con- 
sent on his part to the goods remaining in the 
bkpt.’s possession, & pltf. therefore was entitled 
to judgment.— HORNCASTLE v. THOMPSON (1867), 
16 J. T. 774. 

1387. Wharfinger’s certificate.|—B. & co. sold 
some iron rails to the A. co. by a written contract, 
stipulating that payment should be made by 
buyers’ acceptance of sellers’ drafts against 
inspector’s certificate of approval & wharfinger’s 
certificate of each 500 tons being stacked ready for 
shipment. As the wharfinger’s certificates were 
delivered, the A. co. accepted the drafts of B. & co., 
according to the contract, which B. & co. nego- 
tiated ; but the rails remained in B. & co.’s pos- 
session. LPitf. advanced money to the A. co. on 
the security of some of the wharfinger’s certificates, 
which were handed over to him with a written 
memorandum. The A. co. became insolvent, & 
their acceptances were consequently not paid. 
Pitf. filed a bill against B. & co. & the receiver of 
the estate of the A. co., claiming a lien on the rails 
in the hands of B. & co., in priority to their lien as 
vendors. The bill alleged that, according to the 


1386 iv. —--—.]-—-CGiOWANS vt. CONSOLI- 
DATED BANK OF CANADA (18738), 43 


1384i. Transfer in  warchouseman’s 1386 ii. ——.]——Ricianpson v. GRAY U. CG. ht. 318.—CAN. 

books.}—-RANKIN v. MITCHELL (1869), (1869), 29 U. C. R. 360.—CAN. t. Railway receipts.)—L__ 

1 Han, 495.—CAN. 1386 fii. ——-.)—ONTAaRIO BANK v. & Co. v. RamMpAs VrrHaLDALs (1913), 
1386 i. Warehouse warrant,.|}—FRAZER NEWTON (1869), 19 C. P. 258.—CAN. I. L. 2. 38 Bom. 255.-—-IND. 
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Sect. 1.—Transfer of property from buyer to seller: 
Sub-sect. 7, D.; sub-sects. 8 & 9, A. (a) & (b).] 


custom of the iron trade, the wharfinger’s certifi- 
cates were, in fact, ‘‘ warrants.” Pltf. having 
moved for an injunction to restrain B. & co. from 
parting with the rails, or with the money which 
they might receive in respect of them, the Vice- 
Chancellor ordered B. & co. to pay the value of 
the rails into ct., to be kept in medio till the 
decision of the case :—Held: the giving of the 
acceptances in pursuance of the contract was not 
an absolute payment, but conditional on the 
acceptances being met; upon the insolvency of 
the acceptors the vendors’ lien on the goods re- 
vived ; & the fact of the vendors having negotiated 
the bills made no difference; the wharfinger’s 
certificates were not documents of title, & their 
delivery passed no right to the goods; & no 
custom of trade could give them the effect of 
‘‘ warrants ”’ or documents of title as against the 
vendors.—GUNN v. BolLcKow, VAUGHAN & Co. 
(1875), 10 Ch. App. 491; 44 L. J. Ch. 7382; 32 
LL. 7. 781; 23 W. R. 739, L. JS. 

Annotations :—Consd. Allen v. Royal Bank gt Canada (1925), 


95 lL. J. P. C. 17. Refd. Ite Defrics, EKichholz v. Defries, 
[1909] 2 Ch, 423. 





SUB-SECT. 8.—BILLS OF SALE. 
Sce BILLS OF SALE, Vol. VII., pp. 3 et seg. 


SUB-SECT. 9.—RIGHTS AND LIABILITIES OF BUYER. 
A. Iigits, 
(a) In General. 


1388. General rule.|—When a man has pur- 
chased an article he expects to have the control 
of it, & there must be some clear & explicit agree- 
ment to the contrary to justify the vendor in 
saying that he has not given the purchaser his 
licence to sell the article, or to use it wherever he 
pleases as against: himself (Lorp LIATHERLEY, C.). 
—BETrs v. WILLMOTT (1871), 6 Ch. App. 239; 25 
L. T. 188; 19 W. R. 369; Goodeve’s Patent 
Cases, 61, L. C. 

Annotations :—Consd. Soc. Anon. des Manufactures de 


oa v. Tilghman’s Patent Sand Blast Co. (1883), 25 


D. 1 pld. Badische Anilin und Soda Fabrik v. 


Isler, (1906] 1 Ch. 605. Consd. National Phonograph Co. 
of Australia v. Menck, [1911] A. C. 336. Refd. Scottish 
Vacuum Cleaner Co. v. Provincial Cinematograph 
as & British Vacuum Cleaner Co. (1915), 32 Rk. P. C. 


1389. —J—The general principle, that is to 
Say, the principle applicable to ordinary goods 
bought & sold, is not here in question. The owner 
may use & dispose of these as he thinks fit (LORD 
SHAW).—NATIONAL PHONOGRAPH Co. OF AUS- 
TRALIA, Lrp. v. MENCK, [1911] A. C. 336; 80 
L.J.P.0.105; 104L.7.5; 27T. L. R. 239; 28 
R. P. C. 229, P. C. 

Annotations :—Refd. Scottish Vacuum Cleaner Co. v. Pro- 
hone Co. v. Vanner (1916), 33 lt. P. CG. 104°; Barker v. 
tickney, [1918) 2 K. B. 356 ; Columbia Gramophone Co. 

ae ‘BA eames S17 HOON 39 ht. Pp, Cc. 239; ~ . ria 

1890. Right to resell—Before payment—Goods 
bought at auction.]—ScorTtT v. ENGLAND, No. 2481, 
post. 

1391. ——— Action for price pending.]— 
ean (1875), 1 Char. Cham. Cas. 14; Bitt. Prac. 

as. e 

1392. In small quantities—Goods bought in 
bulk from manufacturer.]—A manufacturer selling 
to a dealer, in bulk, an article generally sold & 








SALE OF GOODS. 


used in small quantities, without any restriction 
on its disposal, must be taken to authorise the 
dealer to scll the article in small quantities as being 
the manufacture of the person selling to him.— 
Conpy & MiTcHELL v. Taytor & Co. (1887), 56 
L. T. 891; 3 T. L. R. 665. 

1398. At any price.|—As a general rule a 
trader may sell at any price whatsoever any goods, 
including goods of another’s manufacture, which 
he either has in stock or expects to acquire, & ma 
offer the same for sale by advertisement, althoug 
he thereby damages the trade of the manu- 
facturer; & his motives for so doing cannot be 
inquired into. ; 

Deft., a retail dealer, advertised for sale in a 
newspaper & new piano of pltfs.’ manufacture of a 
specified character at the price at which pltfs. 
supplied the same to the trade, & thereby caused 
other dealers to give up dealing with plitfs., & he 
continued the advertisement after he ceased to 
have in stock any pianos of pltfs.’ manufacture, & 
after pltfs. had refused to supply him, in the 
expectation of being able to acquire pianos of 
pltfs. from other dealers :— Held: (1) apart from 
any question of misrepresentation, deft. had a legal 
right to issue the advertisement ; (2) though the 
advertisement amounted to an implied representa- 
tion that deft. had in his possession a piano of the 
advertised description, such misrepresentation 
was not the cause of the damage to pltfs.’ trade, & 
consequently gave no right of action.—AJELLO v. 
WorsteEy, [1898] 1 Ch. 274; 67 L. J. Ch. 172; 
77 L. T. 783; 46 W. R. 245; 147. L. R. 168; 42 
Sol. Jo. 212. 

Annotations :—As to (2) Apld. Spalding v. Gamage (1917), 


34 R. P. C. 289. Refd. Spalding v. Gamage & Benetfin 
nus ert L. T. 530; Spalding v. Gamage (1918), 35 


1394. Right to benefits.];—Deft., an auctioneer, 
sold certain goods for pltf., the owner, on premises 
occupied by pltf. & another, & in respect of which 
the latter owed the landlord rent. By the con- 
ditions of sale each lot was to be taken to be de- 
livered at the fall of the hammer, after which time 
it was to remain at the exclusive risk of the pur- 
chaser. After the sale, & before the goods were 
removed, the landlord threatened to distrain on 
the goods, whereupon the auctioneer paid the rent, 
& deducted it from the amount the goods had 
realised, & paid over the balance to pltf. :—Held : 
the auctioneer was not justified, as against pltf., 
in paying the rent, as, on the sale of cach lot, the 
property passed to the purchaser, who would have 
had to bear the loss if the landlord had distrained. 

Where a bargain & sale is completed with respect 
to goods, & everything to be done on the part of 
the vendor before the property should pass has 
been performed, then the property vests in the 
purchaser, although the vendor still retains his 
lien, the price of the goods not having been paid ; 
& any accident happening to the things subse- 
quently, unless it is caused by default of the 
vendor—any calamity- befalling them after the 
sale is completed—must be borne by the pur- 
chaser, &, by parity of reasoning, any benefit to 
them is his benefit, & not that of the vendor 
(BLACKBURN, J.).—SWEETING v. TURNER (1871), 
L. R. 7 Q. B. 310; 41 L. J. Q. B. 58; 25 L. T. 
796; 36J.P. 597; 20 W. R. 185. 

1395. .|—A purchaser of shares in a ship, 
which at the time of the sale is on a voyage, 18 
liable for the expenses of this voyage, & of the 
vessel’s outfit for it, & is entitled to a share of the 
freight. ; 

Part owners who do not dissent from the em- 
ployment of a ship, & are aware that other part 
owners have dissented, are liable to bear the 








Part IV.—IEFFECTS OF THE CONTRACT. 


expenses, & are entitled to receive the profits of 

the ship in the proportion which their shares bear 

to the number of shares in the ship, after the 
deduction of the shares of the dissentient part 

owners.—THE VINDOBALA (1888), 13 P. D. 42; 

57 L. J. P. 37; 58 L. T. 853; 6 Asp. M. IL. C. 

AG revsd. on other grounds (1889), 14 P. D. 50, 

1396. Fixtures—Right of purchaser to remove.] 

—A trustee in liquidation of the affairs of the 

tenant for years of leasehold premises upon which 

were certain fixtures, sold the fixtures by auction, 

& subsequently, without any formal disclaimer, 

surrendered the premises to the landlord prior to 

the expiration of the term & before the purchaser 
of the fixtures had removed them. "The landlord 
having let the premises with the fixtures thereon 
to an incoming tenant :—Aeld: the purchaser 
was nevertheless entitled to the fixtures, as the 
trustee, having sold them to him, could not 
deprive him of his right by afterwards surrendering 
the lease.—SAINT v. PILLEY (1875), L. R. 10 Exch. 

1387; 44 L. J. Ex. 33; 33 L. T. 98; 23 W. R. 

753. 

Annotations :—Distd. Moss v. James (1878), 38 L. T. 595. 
Apld. Re Glasdir Copper Works, English Klectro-Mctal- 
lurgical Co. v. Glasdir Copper Works, [1904] 1 Ch. 819. 
Refd. fe Roberts, Mc p. Brook (1878), 10 Ch. D. 100. 
1397. Patented articles.|—The right which the 

owner of a patented chattel has under his letters 
Leer of making & using the patented chattel & 
icencing others to use the same, is a right of an 
incorporeal nature. It is a chose in action, at any 
rate not in possession, distinct from the right of 
property in the chattel itself, & incapable of 
seizure under a distress for rent. 

Where, therefore, a patented chattel on the 
premises of a licencee was seized by the landlord 
of the licencee under a distress for rent, & sold 
under 2 Will. & Mar. Sess. 1, c. 5, to a purchaser 
who bought it with notice of the conditions on 
which the licencee had it, an injunction was 
granted at the instance of the patentee restraining 
the purchaser from using the chattel.—Bririsu 
MuToscopE & Bioerary Co., Lrp. v. Tomer, 
[1901] 1 Ch. 671; 70 L. J. Ch.279; 84 L. T. 26; 
49 W. R. 277; 17 T. L. R. 213; 18 R. P. CO. 177. 
Annotations :—Consd. National Phonograph Co. of Australia 


v. Menck, [1911] A. C. 336. Refd. KMdwards v. Picard 
fees 2K. B. 903; Barker v. Stickney, [1918] 2 k. B 
re) e 


1398. -]—If a patentee sells the patented 
article & the purchaser uses it he does not infringe, 
because the law implies a licence by the patentee 
to the purchaser to sell or deal with the article as 
he pleases, unless at the time of the purchase the 
patentee imposed a condition. If a purchaser buys 
from a licencee to whose licence the patentee has 
attached conditions, nothing turns, so far as licence 
as distinguished from estoppel is concerned, on 
the question whether the purchaser knew of the 
conditions or not. If a person innocently uses a 
patented invention, not knowing that there is a 

atent, he is none the less an infringer ; & if he 
uve from a licencee, not knowing that there are 
limits to the licence, he is equally an infringer. In 
this case, however, the patentee may be estopped 
from suing in certain circumstances, as, for in- 
stance, if he has acted in such a way as to lead the 
purchaser to suppose that the licence is not 
limited.— BADISCHE ANILIN UND SODA FABRIK v. 
IsLER, [1906] 2 Ch. 443; 75 L. J. Ch. 749; 95 
L. T. 273; 22 T. L. R. 710, C. A.; affg., [1906] 1 
Ch. 605; 75 L. J. Ch. 411; 94 L. T. 867; 22 
T. L. KR. 326. 
.]|—See PATENTS, Vol. XXXVI., pp. 678, 
679, Nos. 1588-1590. 


, 
» 
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1899. Right to monopoly of supply.|—Pltf. co. 
was a combination of salt: manufacturers formed 
for the baring of regulating supply & keeping up 
prices, & it had the practical control of the inland 
salt market. The members of the co. were entitled 
to be appointed as its distributors, i.e. agents to 
sell on behalf of the co. the salt which it had 
purchased from them. Defts., who had not joined 
the combination, agreed to sell to the co. for four 
years 18,000 tons of salt per annum, of which a 
certain proportion was to be table salt, at a fixed 
uniform price per ton, & undertook not to make 
any other salt for sale. They were to have the 
option of buying back the whole or a part of their 
table salt in each year at pltf. co.’s current selling 
price & were to be appointed distributors on the 
same terms as the co.’s other distributors. Defts. 
having sold salt in violation of this agreement, 
pitf. co. sued them for breach of contract. Defts. 
did not by their defence raise the issue of illegality, 
but they sought to rely on certain facts & docu- 
ments admitted in evidence at the trial upon other 
issues as showing that the agreement was illegal 
as against public policy :—Held: having regard 
to the form of the pleadings, the surrounding 
circumstances could not be looked at for the pur- 
pose of determining the illegality of the agreement, 
& the agreement was not ex facie illegal.—NoRTH 
WESTERN SALT Oo., Lrp. v. ELECTROLYTIC ALKALI 
Go., Lrp., [1914] A. C. 461; 83 L. J. K. B. 580; 
110 L. T. 852; 30 T. L. R. 3133; 58 Sol. Jo. 338, 
H. li. 3 revsg., (19138] 3 K. B. 422, C. A. 

Annotations :—Consd. Rawlings v. General Trading Co., 
[1921] 1 K. B. 635. Refd. A.-G. of the Commonwealth of 
Australia v. Adelaide 8.8. Co., [1913] A. C. 781; Kvans v. 
Heathcote, [1918] 1K. B. 418; Crown ee Co. v. R., 
[1927] A. O. 394; Palmolive Co. (of England) v. Freed- 
man, [1928] 1 Ch. 264. entd. Kregor v. Hollins (1913), 
109 L. T. 225; Montefiore »v. Menday Motor Components 
Co., [1918] 2 K. B. 241; Naylor, Benzon v. Krainigche 


1 
Jndustrie Gesellschaft, [1918] 1 K. B. 331; Lipton vw. 
Powell, [1921] 2 K. B. 51. 


(6) Limitation by Special Agreement. 


1400. Trust to account for proceeds—cContract of 
sale by way of security.|—-Pltf. executed a written 
contract of absolute sale of some goods to deft. ; 
he afterwards sued deft. for a sum which he con- 
tended was due to him out of the proceeds of the 
goods as a balance after repaying the amount 
advanced by deft. on their security. Pltf. gave 
evidence that on the sum being demanded by 
pltf.’s agent as the balance out of the proceeds, 
deft. admitted the correctness of the amount, & 
said he would pay it over :—Held: though the 
sale was absolute in law, there was evidence that 
it was accompanied by a trust that deft. should 
account for the proceeds, & the facts showed a 
sufficient consideration for the account stated by 
deft. to entitle pltf. to recover the balance on the 
count for money due upon an account stated.— 
HOWARD v. BROWNHILL (1853), 2 C. L. R. 125 3 23 
L. J. Q. B. 23; 2 W. R. 701. 

1401. Conditional sale—Right to resell subject 
to condition.|—-Where there is a conditional sale 
of a chattel, & it is delivered to the vendee, he may 
dispose of it to a third person on the same terms as 
those upon which he obtained it: but he may not 
sell it out & out until he acquires the absolute 
property in it by performance of the condition.— 
CRAMER & Co. v. HARRISON (1869), 19 L. T. 800. 

1402. Covenant not to resell without consent of 
third party—Not binding on assignor.|—(1) The 
enactment in Sale of Farming Stock Act, 1816 
(c. 50), gs. 11, that the assignee of any bkpt. shall 
not take or use any hay, straw, etc., on any farm 
of bkpt. in any other way than bkpt. ought to 
have done, is still in force, & applies to a trustee 
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Sect. 1.—Transfer of property from buyer to seller: 
Sub-sect. 9, A. (b) & B.; sub-sect. 10, A.] 


a oe or liquidation under Bkpcy. Act, 1869 

c. : 

A lessee was bound by the covenants in his lease 
not to sell the hay, straw, ctc., grown on his farm 
without the consent of the landlord. The lessee 
became a liquidating debtor under Bkpcy. Act, 
1869 (c. 71), 8. 125, & the trustee in the liquidation 
disclaimed the lease :—Held : the trustee was bound 
by Sale of Farming Stock Act, 1816 (c. 60), s. 11, 
notwithstanding the disclaimer & an injunction 
was granted to restrain him from sclling the hay; 
straw, etc., grown on the farm. 

(2) Such a covenant is a personal covenant & 
does not run with the land ... nor does it run at 
common law with the chattels so as to bind the 
assignee of the chattels (CHiTry, J.).—-LYRBBE v. 
HaArT (1885), 29 Ch. D. 8; 54 L. J. Ch. 860; 52 
L. T. 684; 17. L. R. 235, C. A. 

Annotations :-—As to (2) Dbtd. Clegg v. Hands (1890), 44 
Sara oe Generally, Mentd. Chapman v. Smith, [1907] 
1408. Contract not to resell below certain price— 

Validity.]|—-Pltfs., who were manufacturers of goods, 

sold them to wholesale traders under a contract 

whereby the purchasers bound themselves not to 
sell the goods for less than certain specified prices, 

& if they sold to the trade to procure a similar 

- signed agreement from every retailer whom they 

supplied. ‘he purchasers sold some of the goods 

to retail traders without procuring from them any 

‘such agreement as provided by the contract :— 

Held: the contract was nc‘ in restraint of trade, 

& the vendors could maintain an action in respect 

of the breach of it.—ELnuiman Sons & Co. w. 

CARRINGTON & Son, Ltp., [1901] 2 Ch. 275; 70 

L. J. Ch. 577; 84 L. T. 858; 49 W. RR. 5382; 45 

Sol. Jo. 536. 

Annotations :-—Folld. Dunlop Pneumatic Tyre Co. ». 
Selfridge (1913), 29 T. lL. R. 270. Refd. North-Western 
Salt Co. v. Electrolytic Alkali Co. (1912), 107 L. Il’. 439; 
oe ce Co. (of Kngland) wv. Freedman (1927), 44 


1404, .|—In an action by manufacturers of 
toilet soap & similar articles to prevent a retailer 
selling their articles at less than a certain figure, 
in breach of a signed agreement :—Held: the 
agreement was not against public policy, & there- 
fore Ulegal or void, merely because it sought to 
raise or maintain prices. An agreement having 
that result might yet be shown to be reasonable & 
fair, & not against public interest.—PALMOLIVE 
Co. (OF ENGLAND), LTD. v. FREEDMAN (1927), 97 
L. J. Ch. 40; 44 T. L. R. 86; 71 Sol. Jo. 927, 0. A. 

1405. Effect of fraud.]—Pltfs., who were 
manufacturers, sold their goods wholesale to factors 
upon the terms of an agreement which provided 
that factors should only sell pltfs.’ goods to 
dealers who had signed a retailer’s agreement in a 
form provided by pltfs. Both the factor’s agree- 
ment & the retailer’s agreement provided that 
pltfis.’ goods should not be sold at less than the 
specified current list prices applicable respectively 
to factors & retailers, or to dealers on pltfs.’ 
suspended list. Deft. co., who dealt in goods of 
the kind manufactured by pltfs., & who had been 
placed on pltfs.’ suspended list, obtained pltfs.’ 
goods from a dealer, who had signed the retailer’s 
agreement, at less than the prescribed retail price. 
Deft. co. also employed H. & L., other defts., to 
obtain pltfs.’ goods from certain factors, who had 
signed pltfs.’ factor’s agreement, by falsely repre- 
senting themselves as independent dealers & 
dealing in fictitious names. Deft. co. paid the 
prescribed price to the factors through H. & L. & 
in their assumed names. In consequence of deft. 
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co. having obtained pltfs.’ goods, pltfs. suffered 
damage in their business. In respect of both 
transactions pltfs. claimed against deft. co. for an 
injunction & damages :—Held : (1) the transaction 
between deft. co. & the retail dealer did not give 
pltfs. any cause of action against deft. co.; but 
(2) pltfs. were entitled to an injunction & damages 
in respect of the transactions between deft. co. & 
the factors on the ground that deft. co.,in having 
by fraud induced the factors to sell to them pltfs.’ 
goods contrary to the duty owed by the factors to 
pltfs., had interfered without justification with the 
contractual relations existing between pltfs. & the 
factors, thereby causing damage to pltfs.— 
NATIONAL PHONOGRAPH Co., LTD. v. EDISON BELL 
CONSOLIDATED PHONOGRAPH Co., LTp., [1908] 1 
Ch. 335; 77 L. J. Ch. 218; 98 L. T. 2913; 24 


T. L. R. 201, C. A. 
Consd. G. W. K. v. Dunlop Rubber 


Annotations :—As to (2 ; 
Co. (1926), 42 T. L. R. 376. Refd. British Cash & Parcel 


Conveyors v. Lamson Store Service Co., [1908] 1 K. B. 
1006; Pratt v. British Medical Assocn., [1919] 1 K. B. 
244, Generally, Mentd. Stott v. Gamble, [1916] 2.K. B. 
504; Valentine v. Hyde, [1919] 2 Ch. 129. 


1406. Whether binding on sub-purchaser— 
With notice.|—T. & co., manufacturers of tobacco, 
sold packet tobaccos subject to printed terms & 
conditions fixing a minimum price below which 
they were not to be sold, & containing the following 
proviso: ‘‘ Acceptance of the goods will be deemed 
a contract between the purchaser & T. & co. that 
he will observe these stipulations. In the case of a 
purchase by a retail dealer through a wholesale 
dealer, the latter shall be deemed to be the agent 
of T. & co.”? T. & co. sold to N., who resold for 
his own profit to S. & co. S. & co. had notice of 
the conditions, but sold to the public at a price 
below the stipulated minimum :—Held: (1) there 
was no contract between T. & co. & S. & co. which 
T. & co. could enforce ; & (2) conditions cannot be 
attached to goods so as to bind all purchasers with 
notice.—Tappy & Co. v. STERIOUS & Co., [1904] 
1 Ch. 354; 783 L. J. Ch. 191; 89 L. T. 6285; 52 
W. WR. 152; 20 T. L. R. 102; 48 Sol. Jo. 117. 
Annotations :—As to (2) Apprvd. McGruther v. Pitcher, 

[1904] 2 Ch. 306; National Phonograph Co. of Australia 

v. Menck, [1911] A. C. 236. Refd. L. C. ©. v. Allen, (1914) 

3 K. I. 642; Barker v. Stickney, (1919] 1 K. B. 121. 

Generally, Mentd. The Lord Strathcona, [1925] P. 143. 

1407. .|—Conditions cannot be 
imposed on a sale of goods so as to run with the 
goods & be enforceable against subsequent pur- 
chasers by the original vendor, even though the 
subsequent purchasers had notice of them at the 
time of their pucrhase. 

Plitfs., who were manufacturers of rubber heel 
pads, sold them in boxes inside the lids of which 
were fixed certain printed conditions providing 
that the pads were not to be retailed at Jess than 
certain minimum prices, or resold except subject 
to the conditions as a term of the sale; & that the 
acceptance of the goods by any purchaser would 
be deemed to be an acknowledgment that they 
were sold to him on those conditions, & that he 
agreed with the vendors as agents of pltfs. in that 
respect to be bound by them. Deft. bought some 
of these pads from H., one of pltf.’s factors, & was 
reselling them, as pltfs. alleged, at less than the 
minimum prices :—Held: deft. had entered into 
no contract with pltfs., & pltfs. had no cause of 
action against him.—McGruTHER v. PITCHER, 
[1904] 2 Ch. 306; 73 L. J. Ch. 653; 91 L. T: 678 ; 
53 W. R. 138; 20 T. L. R. 652; 48 Sol. Jo. 639, 
C. A. 

Annotations :—Distd. Badische Anilin und Soda Fabrik v. 
Isler, {1906) 1 Ch. 605; National Phonograph Co. of 
Australia v. Menck, (191]] A. C. 336. Refi. L. Cc. C. v 
Allen, {1914] 3 K. B. 642; Barker v. Stickney, [1919] 1 


K. B. 121; Lacteosote v. Alberman, (1927] 2 Ch. 117, 
Mentd. The Lord Strathcona, [1925] P. 143, 
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1408. --|—NATIONAL PHONO- 
GRAPH Co., Lrp. v. EDISON BELL CONSOLIDATED 
PHONOGRAPH Co., Lrp., No. 1405, ante. 

1409. Buyer acting as seller’s 
agent.]—-By a contract made between D. & Co. & 
applts., in consideration of applts. allowing them 
certain discounts off their list prices for their 
goods, D. & co. agreed to purchase goods to a 
certain amount from applits., & undertook not to 
resell such goods to private customers at less than 
the list prices of applts., & to pay a penalty for 
any breach of such undertaking; but they were 
at liberty to sell such goods to persons in the trade 
at less than the list prices, on obtaining from them 
a similar undertaking as to resales. D. & co. sold 
some of the goods to resps., who were in the trade, 
at discounts less than they had themselves obtained 
from applts., & obtained a similar undertaking 
from them as to resales. Resps. afterwards in 
breach of their undertaking sold some of the goods 
to a private customer at less than applts.’ list 
prices, & applts. brought an action against them 
for penalties :—Held: assuming that the under- 
taking of resps. as to resales was given to D. & co., 
not as principals, but on behalf of applts. as un- 
disclosed principals, there was no consideration 
moving from applts. to resps. to support that 
undertaking, & the action could not be maintained. 
—Duniore PNEUMATIC TYRE Co., LTD. v. SELF- 
RIDGE & Co., Lrn., [1915] A. C. 847; 84 I. J. 
K. 3. 1680; 1138 L. T. 886; 31 T. L. R. 399; 59 
Sol. Jo. 439, AH. L. 

Annotations :—Refd. Barker v. Stickney, [1919] 1 K. B. 121; 
Palmolive Co. (of England) v. Freedman (1927), 44 T. L. R. 
86. Mentd. The Lord Strathcona, [1925] P. 143. 
Patented goods.]|—See Parents, Vol. XXXVI, 

pp. 746, 747, Nos. 2336, 2337, 2341-2344. 
Tied house covenants.|—See LANDLORD & TEN- 

ANT, Vol. XXXI., pp. 109-L13. 











B. Laabilities. 

1410. Liability for contempt of court-—Retaining 
property sold in breach of undertaking.|—Re 
JIUMPHREY, DENSHAM v. RAY (1920), 55 L. Jo. 
52; 149 L. T. Jo. 86. 

1411. Criminal liability—Selling goods without 
paying vendor.]—Pledging or selling goods re- 
ceived under a contract within Sale of Goods 
Act, 1893 (c. 71), & not paying the original vendor 
for the goods, is not necessarily a criminal offence 
within Larceny Act, 1916 (c. 50), s. 20 (1) (iv) (a), 


PART IV. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 9.—-B. 


a. Contract running wurith — chattels 
—Whether purchaser bound.J— The pur- 
chaser for value in good faith of a 
chattel is not bound by a contract 


the risk 
seller retains the 
sold & they are 





1412 iii. —-—-.]—-Where a conditional 
sale agreement does not provide that 
is to be in the buyer & the 
roperty in the goods 
ost before the buyer 


§27 


or larceny by a bailee.—R. v. Scranton (1920), 

15 Cr. App. Rep. 104, C. C. A. 

Annotation :—Mentd. R. v. Cuffin (1922), 127 L. T. 564. 
Risk of loss or damage.]——See Sub-sect. 10, post. 
Effect of bankruptcy of vendor.|—See Bawnx- 

RuPTcY, Vol. V., pp. 907 et seq. 

Effect of winding-up order.|—See CompaNntiss, 

Vol. X., pp. 864, 865, 


SuB-SECT, 10.—INCIDENCE OF THE RISK. 
A. In General. 


See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 20. 

F phehsiuaaes of specific goods.|—-See Part II., Sect. 
, ante. 

1412. Whether dependent on passing of pro- 
perty.|—A policy of fire insurance expressed the 
insurance to be on ‘‘ merchandise the assured’s 
own, in trust or on commission for which they are 
responsible ”’ in or on certain specified warehouses, 
vaults, wharves, etc. Whilst the policy was in 
force certain chests of tea, on a wharf included in 
the policy, were destroyed by fire. These teas had 
been deposited in bond by the importer with the 
wharfinger; the assured had purchased them 
from the importer, & the warrants had been 
indorsed in blank by him to the assured. Before 
the fire occurred the assured had resold the teas 
in specified chests to customers, & had been paid 
for them; they held, however, the warrants on 
behalf of the customers, but merely for the con- 
venience of paying, if required, the charges 
necessary for clearing the teas payable by such 
customers :—Held: the policy applied only to 
goods belonging to the assured, or for which they 
were responsible, & the property in the teas 
having, at the time of the fire, passed to the pur- 
chasers, they were then at the purchasers’ risk, & 
were consequently not covered by the policy.— 
NORTH BRITISH INSURANCE Co. v. MOFFATT (1871), 
LR.7C. P.25; 411. J5.C.P.13; 25 L. T. 662; 
20 W. lh. 114. 

A arenene Martineau v. Kitching (1872), L. R. 7 





1413. —— Delivery on board.] — FLEMING v. 
Srmpeson (1806), 1 Camp. 40, n.; 170 I. R. 868, 
N.P 


Annotations :—Retd. Obburd v. Botham (1830), L. & Welsb. 
180; Ze Leech, ler p. Reay (1833), 3 Deac. & Ch. 175. 





sule.—MILNE & Co. v. MILLER (1809), 
15 Fac. Coll. 127.—SCOT. 


1412 ix. -]—SworpD v. MrnLo 
(1813), 17 Fac. Coll. 209.—SCOT. ‘s 


1412 x. ——-.J—After 








.- ds have 

relating to the use of that chattel of is in default under the agreement, & — poon. i goo 
which he had no notice at the time of Without fault on his part, the loss he orca thee: cana ph Tee ee 
the purchase.—BAxrER v. JACOBS falls upon the seller.~—MDGar v. BAHRS = —- ARKFLL & Dovuaias vv. Nounsa 
(1889), 1 B. C. R. pt. 2, 370.—CAN. & CHAVMAN (Susk.), [1918] Ae W. RK. (1897), 4.0. i. 435.—S. AF. E 

b. To pay for or return goods 817; 43 DL. R. vidal . 1412 xi. ———-.]--Tvomas & Co.. Lrp 
obtained under ultra vires contract. J— 1412 iv. ara ares TANGYE ia LEA ”® WHyie & Co. LTp (1923) 44 
TRADES HaLu v. Eig Tosnacco Co, (Alta.), [1919] 3 W. W. R. 533; 49° N+ oR 413.—S. AF. ; , 
(1916), 34 W. L. R. 780; 10W. We. D. du. HR. 52.—CAN, ‘ Danae a 
846.—CAN. 1412 v. .]}—BANK OF MorvI, Ltp. : maje 10 goods while 


co. Purchase from  bailee -~— With 


v. BAERLEIN BROTHERS (1923), I. L. R. 


awaiting shipment.|—WILMOT v. Waps- 


knowledge of bailment—Whether pro- 
perty passes. |—MCQUARRIE Uv. FRANCIS 
Oe EK. I.), (1923) 2 D. L. R, 212.— 


‘AN 


d. Duty to obtain licence—To ex- 
port goods.|—LAWRENCE v. KEMBALL, 
[1921] N. Z . L. R. 1030.—N.Z. 


PART IV. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 10.—A. 
14121. Whether dependent on passing 


of property.}—CHILDS v. NORTHERN 
ity Co. (1866), 25 U. C. R. 165.— 


1412 ii, ——.}—THAMrS NAVIGATION 
Con ®. REID (1886), 13 A. R. 308. 


48 Bom. 374.—IND. 


1412 vi. .}—Upon asale of goods 
the goods sold will continue at the 
risk of the vendor until everything 
bas been done inrelation to therm which 
was required to be done by the con- 
ditions of the sale.-—-HENDERSON wv. 
BROWN, HOYLES & Co. (1818), 1 Nfld. 
L. R. 74.—NFLD. 


1412 vii. ———.] — HESELTINES Vv. 
ARROL & Co. (1802), 13 Fac. Coll. 30; 
Mor. Dict. 10111.—SCOT. 


4412 viii. -) — Periculum rei 
venditee nondum tradita est venditoris, 
when delivery is stipulated at a certain 
place different from the place of 








WORTH (1852), 10 U. C. R. 594.— CAN, 


f. Loss of mare by drowning.} 
—GILLESPIE v. HAMM (1899), °, 
L. R. 78.—CAN. eee 


: Destruction of property b 
jire.J—SAWYER & Massry Co. Li: 
v. ROBERTSON (1901), 21 C. L. T. 
182; j O. L. R. 297.—CAN. 


en -]—SNoW v. Wot- 
SELEY MILLInc Co. (1901), 7 Terr. 
L. R. 123.—CAN. 


k, ——— ——.]--FERGUSON v. Ky 
(1918), 43 O. L. R. 190.--CAN, sae 


1. ——.] — ABDUT, A214, 
BEPARI v. JOGENDRA KRISHNA Roy 
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Sect. 1.—Transfer of property from buyer to seller: 
Sub-sect. 10, A. & B. (ay) 


1414. Sale subject to weilghing—Accident 
before goods weighed.|—Simmons v. Swirr No. 
1042, ante. 

1415. Payment & delivery of warrants.|— 
On May 14, 1861, pltf., a broker, bought for deft. 
at a public sale three lots of sugar in bags, the lots 
being respectively numbered 67, 68, & 69, the 
prompt day being July 20. By the terms of sale, 

ayment was to be made either by cash on July 20, 
by acceptance at seventy days from the day of 








sale, or on delivery of the warrants, interest at: 


the rate of 5 per cent. per annum being allowed to 
the expiration of seventy-three days from the day 
of sale if payment were made within twenty-one 
days. On May 25 pltf., according to the usage 
of the trade, at the request of deft., paid the price 
of lot 67, & obtained a warrant for it, & cleared it 
at the'custom house. He at the same time, but 
without any special instructions from deft., paid 
the price of lots 68 & 69, & obtained the warrants 
for the same. The effect of this payment was, 
that the risk of loss by fire was transferred from 
the seller to the buyer. It was proved to be the 
common course for brokers, when so employed 
to clear before prompt one of several lots of sugar 
in bags bought under one contract, to pay the 
price & obtain warrants for all the lots, the broker 
taking the discount under the conditions of sale. 
Deft. not only knew that this was the common 
course among brokers, & that it had been pursued 
in former instances in relation to sugars bought 
for him by pltf.; but he w. s informed by a clerk 
of pltf. shortly after May 25, that pltf. had so 
paid the price of lots 67 & 68, & obtained the 
warrants. On June 22 deft. sent instructions to 
pitf. to clear lot 68. On the same day, & before 
those instructions could in the usual course of 
business be acted upon, a fire broke out at the 
bonded warehouse where the sugars were deposited, 
& they were destroyed :—Held: pltf. was entitled 
to recover from deft. the moncy so paid by him in 
respect of lot 68 on May 25 as money paid to his 
use.—SENTANCE ¥. HAWLEY (1863), 13 C. B. N.S. 
458; 1 New Rep. 328; 7 L. T. 745; 143 EH. kh. 
182; sub nom. HAWLEY v. SENTANCE, 11 W. R. 
311. 

1416. Buyer accepting risk on receipt of 
bills of lading.|—By an agreement in writing 
between pltfs., therein described as ‘* vendors,”’ 
& deft. therein described as ‘‘ purchaser,’’ the 
vendors agreed to ship on board a vessel a cargo 
of fresh water ice, ‘‘to be dispatched with all 
teat to any ordered port in the United Kingdom, 
the vendors forwarding bills of lading to the 

urchaser; & upon receipt thereof, the purchaser 
akes upon himself all the risks & dangers of the 
seas, etc., & deft. agrees to buy & receive the said 
ice on its arrival at ordered port, & to pay for it 
in cash on delivery at the rate of 20s. per ton, 
weighed on board during delivery.’? The ice 
having been duly shipped & dispatched, & the bill 
of lading forwarded to, & received by deft., the 
vessel & cargo were subsequently lost on the 
voyage by risks & dangers of the seas within the 
meaning of the above agreement. Pltfs. having, 





(1916), 20 C. W. N. 1224; I. L. R. 
44 Cale. 98.—IND. 

. ——.)}—SHOSHI MOHUN p. 
PaL CHOWDHRY v. NoBO KRISHTO 
PoDDAR (1878), I. L. R. 4 Calc. 








}-WIISON  v. KING Yr. 


.—-— ——. 
4J.R.N. 8S. 73.—N.Z. ment of bill of lading.J—MOORE v 


Shipment 
merchantable condition—Shipment bad 
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therefore, brought an action against deft. to 
recover the value of the cargo :—Held: whether 
or not the property in the cargo passed to deft. on 
the receipt of the bills of lading, which the ct. said 
it was not necessary to decide, though they 
strongly inclined to hold that it did pass with all 
its risks, yet deft., the purchaser, having agreed 
to ‘‘ take upon himself all the risks & dangers of 
the seas,’’ etc., from the time he received the bills 
of lading, was liable to pay for the cargo according 
to a certain rate; & if, meantime, it perished 
through the perils of the seas, to pay for it accord- 
ing to a fair estimate of its value at the time it went 
down.—CasTLE v. PLAYFORD (1872), L. R. 7 Exch. 

98; 41 L. J. Ex. 44; 26 L. T. 315; 20 W. R. 

440; 1 Asp. M. L. C. 255, Ex. Ch. 

Annotations :—Apld. Martineau v. Kitching (1872), L. R. 
7 Q. B. 436. Consd. Anderson v. Morice (1876), 1 App. Cas. 
713. Distd. Stock v. Inglis (1881), 52 L. J. Q. B. 30. 
1417. Goods stored on premises of seller— 

At seller’s risk for two months—Destruction by fire 
after two months.|—-Pltfs. sugar refiners, were in 
the habit of selling to brokers the whole of each 
filing of sugar, consisting of from 200 to 300 
loaves or “‘ titlers’’ each, the terms always being, 
‘Prompt at one month; goods at seller’s risk for 
two months,’ the ‘prompt’? day being the 
Saturday next after the expiration of one month 
from the sale. The titlers in each filling were 
stored on pltf.’s premises, & were from time to 
time fetched away by the purchasers or their 
sub-vendecs, being weighed on their removal, 
each titler weighing from 38 to 42 Ibs. Ifthe whole 
of the lots contained in one sale note had not, 
which was frequently’ the case, bcen taken away 
on the ‘‘ prompt’ day payment was made by the 
purchaser, by bill or cash, at an approximate 
sum calculated on the probable weight, the actual 
price beng afterwards adjusted on the whole 
filling being cleared. Deft., who was an old 
customer of pltfs., had bought four fillings, con- 
sisting of specific titlers, each marked, on the 
above terms, & had paid the approximate price 
of the four lots, & had fetched some of each lot 
away. A fire occurred on pltf.’s premises after 
the expiration of the two months from the dates 
of sale to deft., destroying the whole contents 
of the warehouses. At the time of the fire pltfs. 
had floating policies of insurance which covered 
goods on the premises ‘‘sold & paid for, but 
not removed ”’?; but they had no agreement or 
understanding with their customers as to any 
insurance, & the amount insured, which pltfs. 
received from the underwriters, was not sufficient 
to cover the loss of their own goods, exclusive of 
the titlers undelivered which they had sold to 
deft. :—-Held: by the terms of the contract of 
sale, after the lapse of the two months, was in the 
buyer, & the loss was, therefore, his. 

There is nothing to prevent the parties from 
agrecing that the property shall pass, & that the 
price shall afterwards be ascertained ... the 
real question in all these cases is, whether the 
parties did intend that the property should pass 
(COCKBURN, C.J.).—MARTINEAU v. KITCHING 
(1872), L. R. 7 Q. B. 486; 41 L. J. Q. B. 227; 26 
L. T. 836; 20 W. R. 769. 

Annotation :—Consd. The Parchim, [1918] A. C. 157. 





Sale by sample—Enlorse- 





LAIRD (1908), 9 W. L. R. 199.—CAN. 
t. ——— Death of mare before pay- 


of oysters in 


801. on arrival.}— BARNES v. WAUGH (1906), = ment.}—Where a chattel is sold under 

~— ND. 41 N.S. R. 38.—CAN. a lien not providing that the title, 
n.—— ——.}—Harvey & Co. q. —— Damage to sugar ship- ownership & right of possession is to 
v. GOODFELLOW & Co. (1895), 7 Nfid. ment.J—DEGUIRE v. ANDREWS, BELI. remain in the vendor until payment 
L. R. 834.—NFLD. & Co. (1907), 3 BE. L. R. 139.—CAN. is made, & the subject matter of the 


Part I1V.—EFFEcTS 


1418. Price payable on delivery.]—The 
prima facie rule of construction is that the partics 
intended that the risk should become that of the 
buyer, when, & not till, the whole lading was 
complete, so as to enable the shippers, by getting 
the shipping documents, to call on the buyer to 
accept & pay for the cargo; & there is nothing 
in this contract to rebut the presumption that such 
was the intention (BLACKBURN & Lusu, JJ.).— 
ANDERSON v. MORICE (1875), L. R. 10 C. P. 609 ; 
ae a ae ae L. T. 355; 24 W. RR. 30 ; 
3 Asp. M. L. C. 31, lux. Ch.; affd. (1876), 1 App. 
Cas. 713, H. L. Ga ae eae ae 
Annotations :—Consd. Colonial Insce. of New Zealand +. 

Adelaide Marine Insce. (1886), 12 App. Cas. 128. Refd. 

Inglis v. Stock (1885), 10 App. Cas. 263; Ajum Goolam 

Hossen v. Union Marine Insce., Hajee Cassim Joosub 

v. Ajum Goolam Hossen, {1901} A. ©. 362; ReHance 

Marine Insce. v. Duder, fan 1 K. B. 265; The Parchiin, 

11918) A. C. 157. Mentd. Pryce v. Monmouth Canal & 

Ry. (1879), 4 App. Cas. 197. 

1419. —— |—HovuLpER Brorugenrs & Co., 
Lrp. v. PUBLIC Works Comr., PUBLIC Works 
Comer. v. LlouLDER Brotrurmns & Co., Lrp., No. 
1424, post. 

1420. Purchase subject to completion of 
cargo—Loss before completion.|—ANDERSON v. 
Morice, No. 1418, ante. 

1421. Acceptance by buyer of delivery 
warrant — Sale of undivided portion.) — Defts. 
sold to pltfs. 120,000 gallons of white spirit, being 
part of a larger quantity then lying in a certain 
tank belonging to a storage co., & handed to pltfs. 
a delivery warrant, whereby the co. undertook to 
deliver that quantity of the spirit to pltfs.’ order. 
Subsequently to pltfs.’ acceptance of that warrant 
& before the quantity purchased had been severed 
from the bulk the spirit in the tank became 
deteriorated in quality :—Held: whether the 
property in the undivided portion of the larger 
bulk had passed or not, upon the acceptance of the 
delivery warrant the risk passed to the buyers, & 
the loss must be borne by them.—STERNS, LTD. v. 
VickgErs, Lrp., [1923] 1 K. B. 78; 92 L. J. Ik. B. 
331; 128 L. T. 402, C. A. 

Annotations :—Distd. Re Wait, [1927] 1 Ch. 606. Reid. 

Laurie & Morewood v. Dudin, [1925] 2 K. LB, 383. 

1422. Property vested in buyer—Subject to rescis- 
sion in particular event—-Loss due to accident— 
Risk attaches to seller.|.—HrAD v. TATTERSALL, 
No. 1256, ante. 

1423. Contract for sale with implied condition of 
fitness-—Necessity for shipment of goods of stipu- 
lated character.|—Wherc a contract for the sale of 
goods is made under such circumstances that there 
is an implied condition of fitness of the goods for 
a particular purpose, & it contains a provision that 
the goods are to be delivered abroad, but that the 
seller’s responsibility is to cease upon shipment 
of the cargo, the seller’s responsibility ceases only 











transaction, a mare, is, before the time 
for payment, killed through no neglect 


OIL Co., 
on the part either of the vendor or 
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perty & was at his \ : 
STRANG, [1921] 3 
W. W. KH. 118.—CAN., 
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upon shipment of goods of the stipulated character. 

—GILLESPIE BroTHEeRS & Co. v. CHENEY, Eacar 

& Co., [1896] 2 Q. B. 59; 65 L. J. Q. B. 552; 12 

T. L. R. 274; 40 Sol. Jo. 354; 1 Com. Cas. 

373. 

Annotations :—Consd. Manchester Liners v. Rea, [1922] 2 
A. C. 74. Refd. Summer Permain v. Webb (1921), 91 
L. J. K. B. 228. 

1424. C.i.f. contract — Liability of vendor. =e 
(1) Where the consignor of goods under a c.i.f. 
contract executes an order received by him from 
another, he is, though a vendor, at the same time 
an agent, bound, for reward, to obtain the goods 
at the best price he reasonably can, & have them 
insured, carried, & delivered to his principal on 
the best terms he reasonably can. But where no 
commission is charged, the vendor takes upon him- 
self the risk of a rise or fall in the price of the goods, 
or of freight for their carriage or of the rate of 
insurance, & there is not, as to either cost or 
freight or insurance, any trust or contract of 
agency between them (LORD ATKINSON). 

(2) The fact that one-third of the price is not 
to be paid till the cargo has been delivered, though 
according to the authorities it does not prevent the 
property in the goods from vesting in the consignee, 
yet gives the consignor a direct interest in the safe 
carriage & delivery of the goods (LORD ATKINSON). 
—HovurpErR Broruers & Co., Lrp. v. PUBLIC 
Works Comr., Pustic Works Comr. v. HOULDER 
Broturnrs & Co., Lrp., [1908] A. C. 276; 771. J. 
P.C.58; 98 L.'T. 684; 11 Asp. M. L. C. 61, P. C. 


B. Insurance. 
(ua) In General. 


1425. Party protected by insurance—Presumed 
to take risk.|—FRAGANO v. LONG, No. 1125, ante. 








1426. —_—.]—-ANDERSON v. MORICE, No. 
1418, anle. 
1427, -.|—Merchants, according to my 


experience, attach very great weight to a stipula- 

tion as to who is to insure, as showing who is to 

bear the risk of loss (BLACKBURN, J.).—ALLISON v. 

BristoL MARINE INSURANCE Co. (1876), 1 App. 

Cas. 209; 34 L. T. 809; 24 W. BR. 1039; 3 Asp. 

M. L. C. 178, H. 1. 

Annotations :-—Consd. Anderson v. Morice (1876), 1 App. Cas. 
713. Refd. Smith, Hill v. Pyman, Bell, [1891] 1 Q. B. 
742; Weir v. Girvin, [1900] 1 Q. B. 45; Neliance Marine 
lnsce. v, Duder, [1913] 1 K. B. 265. 

1428. Presumption rebuttable.|—As 
to the first point relicd upon for claimants, namely, 
that the goods were at the risk of & were insured 
by claimants, this, although a material considera- 
tion, is not decisive (KvANs, P.).—THE ANNIE 
JOHNSON, THE JKRONPRINSESSAN MARGARETA, 
[1918] P. 154; 87L.J.P.127; 118 L. T. 721; 14 
Asp. M. L. C. 301. 











risk.— paid by vendor—Payment for goods by 
assumption by purchaser of vendor's 


liability under mortgag 


purchascr, the loss must fall upon the 0 seem r d on LAINE . WILKINSON’ (1912), 20 

vendor.—SADYWRYK v. ACITTEMYCZU K dg Dina RONG ae W. lL. RK. 775; 4 D. L. R. 290.— 

(1916), 34 W. LD. R. 502; 10 W. We. R. (1996), I. L. RR. 48 All, 622.—IND. CAN. 

624.—CAN. f. Failure of seller to give imme- 
a. Oil dumped on railway PART IV. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 10.— dinte notice of shipment—Itisk remains 

station platform—d> not received by B. (a). with seller.}—A soller having shipped 


purchaser.}—Pursuant to deft.’s order 
pltf. shipped oil consigned to deft. 
at R. where, under their contract, it 
was deliverable, & paid the freight, 
& mailed the bill of lading with the 
copy of the invoice attached to deft. 
who, however, never received the samo. 
The oil was put off the railway cars 
on to the platform at lt, station, thero 
being no agent there, but deft. did 
not receive it :—Held: on arrival of 
the oil at §., it became deft.’s pro- 


J. VOL. XXXIX. 


ce. Goods ordered to be ‘“* shipped 
& insured ’—Pluced on deck where 
policy would not cover them—Purchaser 
not liable for price of goods lost.j)— 
BOOM Ys LARGE (1870), 1 P. EK. I. 310. 

d. Vendor charging premium _ to 
purchase—Goods not insured—On whom 
risk falls.|-—-CORBETT ¥v. STRONACH 
(1883), 4 R. & G. 169.—CAN. 


e, Liability of purchaser for premiums 


goods from London to Aberdeen by 
a steamer, did not send notice of ship- 
ment to the purchaser until the follow- 
ing day. Tho vessel having been lost 
on the passage :—Held: the seller’s 
duty was to have given the purchaser 
immediate notice of shipment, so as 
to enable him to insure; & this not 
having been done, the risk remained 
with the seller.—FLEET BROTHERS v, 
Morrison (1854), 16 Dunl. (Ct. of 
Sess.) 1122; 26 Sc. Jur. 607.—SCOT. 
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Sect. 1.—Tranafer of property from buyer to seller: 
Sub-sect. 10, B. (b) & (c). Sect.2: Sub-sect. 1.] 


(b) C.t.f. Contracts. 
1429. Whether risk in buyer.]—TREGELLES v. 
SEWELL, No. 1119, ante. 
1430. .}—Barrow v. Myers (1888), 52 


J.P. 3845; 4T. L. R. 441, D.C. 
Annotation, eed: Crozier, Stephens v. Auerbach, [1908] 


1481. .]—Deft. contracted to sell to pltf. 
certain wood goods, c.f.i. & ship them at a port 
in Sweden for an English port. The ships were to 
be addressed to pltf. at the English port & on their 
arrival he was to adopt their charterparties’ & 
bills of lading & pay the price. Deft. failed to 
perform the mass portion of his contract & pltf. 
commenced an action for damages in England & 
applied for leave to serve notice of the writ of 
summons upon deft. out of the jurisdiction under 
KR. S. C., Ord. 1, r.1 (e). The question then arose 
as to whether the breach had occurred within or 
outside the jurisdiction :—Held: upon the true 
construction of the contract all deft. had to do was 
to ship the goods on board at the Swedish port. 
Accordingly the breach occurred there & not at the 
{nglish port & as no cause of action arose within 
the jurisdiction no leave to serve notice of writ 
of summons under R.S.C., Ord. 11, r. 1 (e), could 
be granted. 

It is urged by pltf. that the price included not 
only the price of the goods, but covered also insur- 
ance & freight. No doubt the price set down does 
include these payments. But the scller here 
charges them as part of the price & arranges with 
the buyer that, if he wll pay the captain his 
freight on arrival, credit shall be given for the 
amount (DAY, J.).—-WANCKE v. WINGREN (1889), 
58 L. J. Q. B. 519; 57. L. RR. 696, D.C. 


Annotations :—Apld. Crozier, Stephens v. Auerbach, [1908] 
2K. B. 161. efd. Sanders v. Sadler (1906), 95 L. T. 872. 


1432. .|— Goods were sold under a c.i.f. con- 
tract by a foreigner carrying on business & resident 
abroad to purchasers in Kngland who paid the 
price in exchange for a bill of lading. On inspec- 
tion of the goods after their arrival in England the 
purchasers alleged that they were not of the 
description stipulated for in the contract & 
obtained Jeave to issue a writ of which notice was 
to be served, & was served, on deft. out of the 
jurisdiction claiming a return of the money paid 
or damages for breach of contract :—Held: the 
contract of sale being a c.i.f. contract the alleged 
breach had taken place out of the jurisdiction & 
that therefore the case did not fall within R.S. C., 
Ord. 11, r. 1 (e), & the writ & service must be set 
aside.—CROZIER, STEPHENS & Co. v. AUERBACH, 
[1908] 2 K. B. 161; 77 L. J. K. B. 873; 99 L. T. 
225; 24'T. L. R. 409; 52 Sol. Jo. 325, C. A. 
ma gy le Biddell v. Clemens Horst Co., [1911] 1 














(c) Shipment f.o.b. 
1433. Whether goods at buyer’s risk.|—D. sold 
to B. 200 tons of German sugar “ f.o.b. Hamburg ; 
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payment by cash in London in exchange for bill 
of lading ’’; the price to be variable according to 
the percentage of saccharine matter, which was 
not to exceed or fall short of certain limits. B. 
resold to resp. the same quantity at an increased 
price, but otherwise upon similar terms. D. also 
sold to resp. 2Q0 tons upon similar terms. To 
fulfil these contracts 390 tons, being 10 tons short, 
were shipped in bags on one vessel at Hamburg for 
Bristol, no bags being set apart for one contract 
more than the other. Hach bag was marked with 
its percentage of saccharine matter, & bills of 
lading with marks corresponding to the bags were 
sent to D. to be retained till payment in accordance 
with the contracts. Resp. was insured in floating 
policies upon ‘‘ any kind of goods & merchandises ”’ 
between Hamburg & Bristol, & duly declared in 
respect of this cargo. The ship sailed from 
Hamburg for Bristol & was lost. After receiving 
news of the loss D. allocated 2,000 bags or 200 tons 
to B.’s contract, & 1,900 bags or 190 tons to the 
other contract. In an action upon the policies :— 
Held: the sales being ‘“ f.o.b. Hamburg” the 
sugar was at resp.’s risk after shipment; he had 
an insurable interest in it; & the underwriters 
were liable.— INGLIS v. STOCK (1885), 10 App. Cas. 
263; 641. J. Q. B. 582; 52 L. T. 821; 33 W. RR. 
877; 5 Asp. M. L. OC. 422, H. L.; affg. S. C. sub 
nom. Stock v. INGLIS (1884), 12 Q. B. DD. 564, C. A. 
Annotations :—Consd. Wimble v. Rosenberg, [1913] 3K. 3B. 

743, Distd. Healy v. Howlett, (1917) 1 K. B. 337. Refd. 

Colley v. Overseas Exporters, [1921] 3 K. B. 302; Sterns 

v. Vickers, [1923] 1 K. B. 78; Re Wait, [1927] 1 Ch. 606. 

Mentd. 72e London County Commercial lteinsurance Office, 

(1922) 2 Ch. 67. 

1434, Necessity for notice by seller—To 
enable buyer to insure—Sale of Goods Act, 1893 
c. 71), s. 32 (3)..|—WIMBLE, SONS & Co. v. 

OSENBERG & Sons, No. 1800, post. 

1435. Loss before buyer bound to take 
delivery.|—By a contract in writing dated Oct. 6, 
1920, the sellers sold to the buyers 200 tons of 
Dutch bran f.o.b. Rotterdam for Oct. shipment, 
the buyers finding freight room. The sellers were 
obliged to take the bran from their sellers early 
in Oct. & they scent it to Rotterdam so that it 
arrived there on Oct. 14. ‘The buyers were unable 
to find freight room until Oct. 28, on which date 
loading began on thew nominated steamer & 
until loading began the bran remained lying in the 
barges in which it had been sent to Rotterdam. 
When loading began it was found that the bran had 
heated & the buyers refused to accept any more 
than 384 bags which had already been put on 
board. The sellers contended that the buyers 
had no right to reject & that the bran remained 
at the risk of the buyers from Oct. 14, the date of 
its arrival at Rotterdam. Arbn. took place 
between the parties & the arbitrators now stated 
a case for the opinion of the ct. under Arbitration 
Act, 1889 (c. 49), s. 19:—AHeld.: in answer to 
specific questions put to the ct., that the buyers 
were not bound to take delivery under the contract 
before Oct. 28, the day on which they began to 


& Co. v. ENGHOLM & Co. (1871), 10 





PART IV. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 10.-- 
B. (b). 


1429 i. Whether risk in buyer.J—Pltf. 
entered into two contracts with deft. 
in Sydney, one to purchase at a fixed 
price per mille certain slates to be 
shipped from England, the other to 
purchase slates at a fixed price c.i.f.c., 
to be shipped from America. ‘The 
vendor in both cases agrecd to pay 
freight & insurance, & to pass entry 
& Pay aries on receipt of cheque: 
—. : the goods were at the risk 
of the vendor until delivered in py anes: 
—LORIMER v, SLADE (1905), 5 S. KR 


N. S. W. 71; 22 .N. 8 W. W. N. 34. 
—AUS. 


1429 ii. -J—BOWDEN BROTHERS 
& Co., LTD. v. LITTLE (1907), 4 C. L. R. 
1429 iii. ——.] — Nissi ISAAC 
BEKHOR v. Hast SULTANALI SHASTARY 
& Co. (1916), I. L. R. 40 Bom. 11.—IND. 
i iene Me Ge 
A . 0., LTp. (1 : 
he L. R. 4 Lah. 215.—IND. 








donee fees Marat hae ee 
». 8, . FazaL Bian 

(1926), I. L. R. 8 Lah. 173.—IND. 
1429 vi. »}—BIRKETT SPERLING 





Macph. (Ct. of Sess.) 170; 44 Sc. Jur. 
103.—SCOT. 
1429 vil. ———.])—-DELAURIER & Co. v. 
WYLLIF (1889), 17 R. (Ct. of Sess.) 
1429 viii. ———.}-—-McEWEN & Co. v. 
WEINBERG BROTHERS, [1915] C. P. D. 


PART Iv. eect 1, SUB-SECT. 10.— 
e CG e 
1433 1. Whether goods at buyer's risk.] 
— DAVIDSON v. LESLIE (1817), 1 Murr, 
281.—SCOT. 


Part LV.—Errects oF THE ConTrRaAct. 


load; until that date the goods were at the risk of 
the sellers & the sellers were not entitled to charge 
the buyers with any expenses connected with them; 
on the evidence the buyers had not infact accepted 
more than the 384 bags which had been put on 
board & they were entitled in law to reject the 
remainder.—CUNNINGHAM, Lrp. v. MUNRO (R. A.) 
& Co., LTD. (1922), 28 Com. Cas. 42, D. ©, 

ainoraton a Barker (Junior) v. Agius (1927), 43 


Sect. 2.—TRANSFER OF TITLE. 
SuBb-sEecT. 1.—IN GENERATD,. 


See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 21. 

1486. Effect of estoppel—Sale by pawnor— 
Entrusted with dock warrants by pawnee.]—The 
pawnee of coffees, lodged in the West India Docks, 
& entered there in the pawnce’s name, gave up to 
the pawnor certain delivery notes thereof called 
dock warrants, having indorsed them with an order 
for the delivery of the goods to , in exchange, 
not for cash, which he might have had, but for 
a cheque for the debt on pawnor’s banker, which 
cheque was dishonoured ; the pawnor having con- 
tracted to sell the goods to pltfs., received payment 
for them, & gave to pltfs. the delivery notes, with 
the blank above deft.’s signature for the name of 
the person to whom they were tu be delivered :— 
Held: (1) deft. having entrusted the pawnor 
with his signature to a blank, purporting to 
authorise the delivery of the goods, & enabled him 
thereby to induce faith to a contract for the sale 
of the goods, & to obtain payment for them from 
pltf., it must be considered that the contract of 
sale was deft.’s contract, & the payment, a pay- 
ment to deft. (2) The ct. guarded against any 
inference that, according to a practice which has 
obtained since the erection of the West India 
Docks, an indorsement on these delivery notes or 
dock warrants was, of itself, & without making the 
wharfingers parties to the order, capable of trans- 
ferring any property in the goods therein described. 
—GWINGER v. SAMUDA (1817), 7 Taunt. 265; 
1 Moore, C. P. 12; Ilolt, N. P. 395; 129 E. R. 106. 

1437, ——~— Sale by mortgagor—Mortgagee con- 
cealing charge.|—An American ship, subject to a 
mtge. made in America, which vested the legal 
title to the ship in an American citizen, was sold 
in England. The evidence proved that the 
American law did not require notice of an incum- 
brance upon an American ship to be indorsed 
upon her register. There was conflicting evidence 
as to whether it was customary to make such 
indorsement, or whether purchasers in England 
were accustomed, from a clean register, to presume 
the non-existence of incuimbrances. Notice of the 
incumbrance in question was, with the privity 
of the mtgee., intentionally kept of the ship’s 
register, in order to facilitate her sale, from the 
proceeds of which the mtgee. was to be paid off :— 
fleld: by intentionally concealing his charge, the 
mtgee. had disabled himself from setting up his 
legal title as against the purchaser for valuable 





PART IV. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 1. 


q- Effect of estoppel.}—The owners 
of logs, by contract in writing, agreed 
to sell & deliver them to K. the 
title not to pass until they wero 
paid for. The logs being in custody 
of a boom co., ordcra were given to 
deliver them as agreed. E., a dealer 


owner havin 
that he coul 


them from K. who 
owner therefor & he 
of trover against 


could not afterwards deny the autho- 
rity of the latter to sell.—ProrLis 
BANK OF peed ie Kersey (1904), 34 
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consideration with no direct notice of the incum- 
brance. 

A ship is not like an ordinary personal chattel, it 
does not pass by delivery, nor does the possession 
of it prove the title to it (TURNER, L.J.).—Hoopmr 
v. GuMM, MCLELLAN v. GumM (1867), 2 Ch. App. 
282; 36 L. J. Ch. 605; 16 L. T. 107; 15 W. R. 
464; 2 Mar. L. C. 481, L.C. & L. J. 

Annotations :—Refd. Alcock v. Smith, [1892] 1 Ch. 233; 
Republica de Guatemala v. Nunez, [1927] 1 K. B. 669. 
.|—See Nstorpven, Vol. XXI., pp. 312, 323, 
365, 372, 398, Nos. 1147, 1206-1208, 1425, 1472, 

1589. 

14388. Contract cancelled—-Goods remaining in 
possession of intended purchaser—Right of owner to 
sue in trover.]— A contract for goods was put 
an end to by both parties, bul the goods were in 
the possession of the intended purchaser. The 
value rising, he converted them to his own use, 
& offered the former price. The owner demanded 
the increased price; & on non-payment held 
deft. to bail “ for goods sold & delivered.” This 
does not prevent him from suing in trover.— 
PARRY v. DAWSON (1796), 3 Anst. 710; 145 E.R. 
TOL5. 

1439. Sale to so called secretary of non-existent 
company—lIn belief of company’s existence—Sub- 
sequent sale by secretary.]—Vitfs. having received 
an order for goods purporting to be signed by the 
secretary of a co. which really had no existence at 
the time, forwarded the goods to the order of the 
so called secretary in the belicf that the co. existed. 
Iie sold the goods to defts. from whom pltfs. 
sought to recover them :—Held : as there had been 
but one side to the contract into which pltfs. had 
intended to enter there had in fact been no sale, 
& the property in the goods remained in pltfs.— 
StaR Corn MILLERS Society v. Moore & Co. 
(1886), 2 T. L. R. 751, C. A. 

1440. Goods obtained by larceny—Title of bona 
fide purchaser.|—YoOuNG v. Bonp (1896), 12 
T. L. R. 160. 

1441, —— Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), 
s. 21 (1).]—PItf., desiring to sell his motor car for 
£210, & being informed by N. that he had a friend 
H., who would probably buy it for that price, 
allowed N. to have possession of the car for the 
sole purpose of showing it & endeavouring to sell 
it to H. There was no such person as Ii., & N. 
represented that there was with the intention of 
obtaining the car for his own benefit. N. after- 
wards through an intermediary sold the car to 
defts. for £110. Before N. got possession of the 
car he had been convicted of theft & other offences, 
but that was not known to any of the parties. 
While N. was in possession of the car he obtained | 
an appointment as car salesman to a firm of motor 
engineers. In an action by pitf. against defts. 
for the return of the car or its value & damages for 
its detention :—Held: (1) N. had obtained the 
car from pltf. by larceny by a trick, pltf. never 
having given any real consent to his having or 
passing the property therein, & pltf. should 
succeed in the action unless defts. had some valid 
defence thereto; (2) defts. could not set up the 
defence that under above Act they had acquired 
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Pa a : the 8, 23.—WILLIE v. Devise (1915), 30 

induced EK. to believe Ww. L. R. 918; 21D. Le R. 407.— 
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k. Proof of title.}—-LANG v. THOM- 


l. Sale by person autho- 
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Sect. 2.—Transfer of title: Sub-sects. 1 & 2, A., B. 
& C.; sub-sects. 3 & 4.) 


a better title to the car than the seller had, inas- 
much as, under sub-sect. 1 pltf. was not by his 
conduct precluded from denying the seller’s 
authority to sell the car.—HEAP v. MOTORISTS 
ADVISORY AGENCY, LTp., [1923] 1 K. B. 577; 92 
I. J. K. B. 553; 120 L. T. 146; 39 T. L. R. 150; 


67 Sol. Jo. 800. 
Annotation :—As tv (1) Consd. Lake v. Simmons, [1926] 
1K. B. 366. 


1442. Possession of ship—Not proof of title.)— 
ae v. GumMM, MCLELLAN v. Gum, No. 1437, 
ante. ‘ 

Agent’s implied authority to pledge.] — Sce 
AGENCY, Vol. I., pp. 880-343, Nos. 467-549. 

Agent’s implied authority to sell.] — See 
AGENCY, Vol. I., pp. 8373-380, Nos. 803-844. 

Pledge by person other than true owner—Rights 
of true owner.]—See Pawns & PLEDGES, Vol. 
XXAXVIT., p. 18, Nos. 145-148. 

Sale by grantor of bill of sale..—See BILLs oF 
oS Vol. VII., pp. 143, 145-147, Nos. 790, 802- 

Transfer of bills of lading..—Sce Suiprina. 


SUB-sECT. 2.—COMMON LAW AND STATUTORY 
POWERS OF SALE. 
A. Common Law Powers. 

Sale by sherifis.|—See, generally, ExEcUTION, 
Vol. XXI., pp. 511 ef seg. ; SHERIFFS. 

Sale by executors & administrators.]—See, 
generally, ExEcutors, Vol. XXIV., pp. 565 et seq. 

Sale by pawnees.|—See PAWNS & PLEDGES, Vol. 
XXXAVII., pp. 14-16, Nos. 108-128. 

Sale by master of ship.|—Sce SHIPPING. 


B. Statutory Powers. 

Sce Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), 5. 21 (2). 

Trustee in bankruptcy.|—See BANKRUPTCY, Vol. 
V.. pp. 066, 967, Nos. 7910~7914. 

Liquidator of company.|—See COMPANIES, Vol. 
X.. p. 991, Nos. 6861, 6862. 

Administrator of convict’s  estate.] 
,RIMINAL LAW, Vol. XIV., p. 495, No. 5459. 

Persons impounding animals.]—-See DISTRESs, 
Vol. XVIII., pp. 446, 447, Nos. 1827, 1829. 

Persons distraining for rent.|—See Distress, 
Vol. XVIII, p. 350, Nos. 871-877. 
Ages iia IixEcuTION, Vol. XXI., pp. 511 
et seq. 

Innkeepers.!—See INNS & INNKEEPERS, Vol. 
XXIX., pp. 22, 23, Nos. 286-295. 

Pawnbrokers.]|—See PAwNs & PLEDGES, Vol. 
XXXVII., p. 24, Nos. 189, 190. 

Authority of agent to pledge under Factor’s Acts.] 
— Sce AGENCY, Vol. I., pp. $830-340, Nos. 467-524. 


C. Orders of Court. 


Sce ADMIRALTY, Vol. I., pp. 222, 223, Nos. 
1488-1492 ; INTERPLEADER, Vol. XXIX., p. 483, 
Nos. 335-339, &, generally, PRACTICE. 


[ menaead 


See 


of property in purchaser—Goods remain- 
ing tn stores of vendor.J—The property 
in goods may be completely transferred 
to the vendee, even whilst it remains 
in the stores of the vendor.—CULLEN 
& Co. TRUSTEES v. MILLER, FERGUS & 
Co. TRUSTEES (1820), 1 Nfld. L. R. 
216.—NFLD. 


PART IV. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 2.—C. 


court—Court 
judicial sale 


21 Exch. C. R. 30 


o. Title of 


n, Ene of sale by 
without jurisdiction.}—A 


of a ‘vesse] under the decree of a ct. 
without jurisdiction to order such 
sale, is an absolute nullity.— JOHNSON q. 
v. THE BELLA (1922), 68 D. L. R. 681 ; 
305.—CAN. 


PART IV. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 4. 

innocent tranaferee or 

pnts 2 gainst original _ seller. 
NITED STATES OF N 

v. Boyd (1868), 15 Gr. 138.—CAN. 
p. ——~- ——.]—BRETr v. 


SALE OF GOODS. 


SUB-SECT. 3.—SALE IN MARKET OVERT. 


See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), 8. 22 (1), (2); 
MARKETS, Vol. XXXIII., pp. 538, 589, 560-563, 
Nos. 152-156, 428—487. 


SuB-sEctT. 4.—SALE OR PLEDGE UNDER 
VOIDABLE TITLE. 


See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), 5s. 23. 

1443. Title of innocent transferee or pledgee— 
Innocence of transferee question for jury.]—A., an 
agent for the sale of manures on commission, had 
been employed in that capacity by deft., a manure 
dealer, & being indebted to deft. on balance of 
account in a sum which he was unable to pay, it 
was arranged that he should obtain manures from 
other persons & send them to deft. in discharge of 
his debt. He accordingly purchased of pltf. a 
quantity of manure ‘‘ at three months’ credit to 
sell again,’ which by A.’s direction was sent by 
pltf. to A. at the F. station, where they were 
received & taken away by deft., to whom A. had 
forwarded the delivery note. On the trial of an 
action by pltf. against deft. to recover the value 
of the goods, the judge stopped deft.’s counsel 
from calling deft. as a witness, & told the jury that, 
if they thought A. represented himself to pltf. as 
an ordinary buyer on sale for profit, & that he was 
not so, but that he procured the goods for the 
purpose of handing them over to deft., that would 
be a fraud upon pltf., & he would be entitled to 
the verdict, even though deft. were no party to the 
fraud :—Held: that’ was a misdirection on the 
part of the judge, & the question of deft.’s bona 
fides in the matter ought to have been left to the 
jury.—DANTEC v. ASHWORTTI (1866), 14 L. T. 488 ; 
30 J. P. 695. ~ 

1444, Against person with equitable in- 
terest.|—An assignment of goods at sea as a col- 
lateral security for a debt, & a subsequent indorse- 
ment of a bill of lading, are good as against the 
assignees of the assignor, who committed an act of 
bkpcy. between the assignment of the goods & the 
indorsement of the bill of lading. Goods delivered 
to a person claiming them wrongfully, who pays 
freight & other charges, cannot be detained for 
those expenses against the rightful owner. 

As between a person who has an equitable lien 
& a third person, who purchases the thing for a 
valuable consideration, & without notice, the prior 
equitable lien shall not overreach the title of the 
vendee (ASHURST, J.).—LEMPRIERE v. PASLEY 
(1788), 2 Term Rep. 485; 100 H, R. 262. 
Annotations :—Apld. Nichols v. Clent (1817), 3 Price, 547. 

Consd. Lucas v. Dorrien (1817), 7 Taunt. 278; Burn v. 

Carvalho (1834), 1 Ad. & Kl. 883. Refd. Walley v. 

Montgomery (1803), 3 Hast, 585; Belcher v. Oldfield 

a 839), 6 Bing. N. C. 102; Belcher v. Capper (1842), 4 

fan. & G. 6023; Peruvian Guano Co. v. Dreyfus (1887), 


[1892] A. C. 170, n. 
(1832), Mont. & B. 67. 


1445. Sale by person having limited 
interest.|—A. let a horse on hire to B. for one 
month, B. kept it for two months, & then sold it to 
C. :—Held: A. might recover the value of the 





Mentd. Jte Severn, Jéc yp. Tennyson 





BEN (Man.) (1907), 7 W. L. R. 13.— 
CAN. 





Facts sufficient to put 
buyer on 7% }--~WESBROOL iv. 


nquiry. 
WILLOUGHBY (1895), 10 Man. L. R 
—CAN. 


690. 

r. Pretended sale of chattels.) — 
A. stated in writing that he had sold 
certain chattels to B. & B. stated that 
he had bought them from A. There 
was no consideration. ‘The documents 


purporting to transfer the chattels 


ORTH AMERICA 


Foor- 


Part IV.—EFFECTS OF THE CONTRACT. 


horse from C., although C. had acted bond fide, & 
had paid B. the full Falae: . 

_ B. had only a limited intcrest, he, when he sold 
it, could give deft. no better title than he had got 
himself (BosANQuEt, J.).—SHELLEY v. Forn 
(1832),5 C. & P. 313; 172 BE. R. 991, N. P. 

1446. -I—PEASE v. GLOAHEC, 
MARIE JOSEPH, No. 2307. post. 

1447, Against original seller—Title acquired 
before disaffirmance.]—A contract for the sale of 
goods, obtained by frand on the part of the 
purchascr, is void only at the election of the vendor; 
& it is too late to declare such election after the 
goods have passed into the hands of a bond fide 
purchaser.— WHITE v. GARDEN (1851), 10 ©. B. 
a ; 20L. J.C. P. 166; 15 Jur. 680; 138 H.R. 


Annotations ;~—-Consd. Billiter v. Young (1856), 6 E. & B. 1. 
Apld. Babcock v. Lawson (1879), 4 Q. B. B. 394. Refd. 
Stevenson v. Newnham (1853), 13 ©. B. 285; Kingsford 
” Merry (1856), 11 Exch. 577; Hooper v. Lano (1857), 6 
H. L. Cas. 443; Morewood & Bayne v. South Yorkshire 
ty. & River Dun Co. (1858), 28 L. J. Ex. 114; Hardman 
v. Booth (1863), 32 L. J. Kx. 105; Biddle v. Bond (1865), 
6B. & S. 225; Tee Overend, Gurney, Ex p. Oakes & Pee 
(1867), L. 2. 3 Eq. 576; Marks v. Feldman (1869), L. R. 
4 Q. 3B. 481; Bentley v. Vilmont (1887), 12 App. Cas. 471 ; 


a eee er p. Otticial Receiver (1899), 68 L. J. Q. B 


Mentd. te Ward, Ex p. Ward (1882), 20 Ch. D. 356, 
— 1448, .|—A. obtains goods from 
B. under a contract of sale, procured by A. from 
B. by fraud. <A. sells to C.; C. may retain the 
goods. Surely A. might recover the price from C., 
at which he sold to him ; yet he would in so doing, 
take advantage of his own wrong . . . because 
of the right of the third person (BRAMWELL, B.).— 
Hoorrer v. LANE (1857), 6 HW. L. Cas. 443; 27 
L. J. Q. B. 75; 801. T. O. S. 33; 8 Jur. N.S. 
1026; 6W.R. 146: 10 E.R. 1368, I. 1. 
Annotations -—Mentd. Warburg v. Tucker (1858), 4 Jur. 
N. S. 1142; Bateman v. Freston (1861), 3 KW. & KE. 578; 
kz p. Freston (1861), 3 De G. KK. & J. 6123 Ockford v, 
Freston, Chapman v. Same (1861), 6 H. & N. 466; Tyne 
Improvement Comrs. v. Gencral Steam Navigation Co. 
(1866), 8 B. & 8S. 66; Be London Celluloid Co. (1888), 39 
Ch. D. 190. 
_ 1449. |—A declaration contain- 
ing @ count in trover, another against defts. as 
warchousemen for refusing to deliver goods, & a 
third against them as carriers for refusing to 
deliver goods, is answered by a plea on equitable 
grounds disclosing the following facts :—that the 
goods had been sold to a person other than dcfts. 
& delivered by the sellers to defts. for the purpose 
of being delivered to pltf. under a contract induced 
by the buyer’s fraud to which pltf. was privy, 
that the sellers, under a mistaken supposition that 
the transitus was still subsisting, obtained from 
defts. the redelivery of the goods to them, which 
was a breach of the contract between defts. & 
pltf., but that afterwards, & after action com- 
menced, the sellers having discovered the fraud, 
& that pltf. was privy to it, did elect to rescind the 
contract & revert the property in the goods in 
themselves, & that this was done before any act 
was done by them affirming the contract or other- 
wise determining their election & that no interest 
had vested in any innocent person rendering it 
inequitable or unjust to rescind the contract.— 
CLOUGH v. LONDON & NORTH WESTERN Ry. Co. 
(1871), L. R. 7 Exch. 26; 41 0. J. Ex. 175 25 
L. T. 708; 20 W. ht. 189, lex. Ch. 
Annotations :—Refd. Morrison _v. Universal Marine Insce. 
(1873), L. R. 8 Exch. 197; R. v. Middleton (1873), L. I. 
2C. C. 2. 38; Scarf v. Jardine (1882), 7 App. Cas. 345; 


Jaines v. Young (1884), 27 Ch. D. 652; ke Murray, 
Dickson v. Murray (1887), 57 L. T. 223; Aaron’s Recfs »v, 
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had never left A.’s possession & they 
were admitted subsequently to have 
been made solely to prevent the said 
chattels from falling into the hands 


of A.’s mtgee. :—Held : 
in the chattels did not pass to B. on 
the ground that, in the absence of 
consideration, the mecre intention to 


533 


Twiss, [1896] A. C. 273; Law v. Law, [1905] 1 Ch. 140; 
Abram S.S. Co. v. Westville Shipping Co., [1923] A. C. 
773. Mentd. Rankin v. Potter (1873), L. . 6 H. L. 83 ; 
Erlanger v. New Sombrero Phosphate Co. (1878), 3 App. 
Cas. 1218; Wakefield & Barnsley Banking Co. v. 
‘Normanton L. B. (1881), 44 L. T. 697; Allcard v, Skinner 
(1887), 36 Ch. D. 145; Jte Railway Time Tables Publishing 
Co., Hr p. Sandys (1889), 42 Ch. D. 98; Jte Snyder 
Dynamite Projectile Co., Skelton’s Case (1893), 68 L. T. 
210; Gordon v. Strett, [1899] 2 Q. B. 641; Cornwall v. 
Henson, [1900] 2 Ch. 298; Boston Fruit Co. v. British & 
Foreign Marine Insce., [1906] A. C. 336; United Shoo 
Machinery Co. of Canada v. Brunet, [1909] A. C. 330; 
Armstrong v. Jackson, [1917] 2 K. B. 822; l. v. Paulson, 
ate 1 A.C. 271; Bennett v. Whitehead, [1926] 2 K. B. 
1450. .|—S. was the agent of I., 
a wine merchant in Spain, & was induced by the 
fraudulent representations of three persons acting 
in collusion to enter into separate contracts with 
them for the sale of wine. 9S. transmitted the 
orders for the wine to L., who shipped the wines, 
& sent the bills of lading to S.; the bills of lading 
were handed by S. to the three persons respectively 
on account of the contracts entered into with them. 
The wine so obtained was deposited with defts., 
a dock co., who issued warrants for the same ; 
some of the wine therein mentioned was made 
deliverable to the order of one of the three persons, 
& the rest to the order of another of thein. The 
warrants were then pledged with pltfs. to secure 
advances. JI.. afterwards served notice upon defts. 
not to part with the wine; thereupon defts. 
refused to give up the wine when it was demanded 
of them by pltfs. who commenced actions claiming 
damages in addition to the value of the wines :— 
Held: asthe wine had been obtained by fraud from 
S., the agent of L., with a power to sell, the property 
in it passed to the three persons, who before the 
fraudulent contract was annulled could confer a 
title upon pltfs., & L. must be barred upon pltfs. 
undertaking to account to him for the value of 
the wine after deducting their advances.—ATTEN- 
BOROUGH v. ST. KATHARINE’S Dock Co. (1878), 
as reported in 3 C. P. D. 450; 26 W. R. 583, C. A. 
Annotations :-—Expld. Henderson v. Williams, [1895] 1 
Q. 3B. 521. Retd. Wright v. Freeman (1879), 40 L. 'T. 134 ; 
Rogers v. Lambert, (1891] 1 Q. B. 318. Mentd. R._»v. 
Central Criminal Court JJ. (1886), 18 Q. B. D. 314; De 
Rothschild v. Morrison, Kekewich, Banque de [Paris et de 
Pays Bas v. The Samo, Banque de France v, The Same 
(1890), 24 Q. B. D. 750; Robinson v. Jenkins (1890), 24 
Q. B. D. 275; Ex p. Mersey Docks & Habour Board, 


{1899} 1 Q. B. 546. 

1451. jJ—If <A., fraudulently 
assuming the name ot a person of credit & stability, 
buys, in person, & obtains delivery of, goods from 
13., the property in the goods passes to A., & he 
can therefore give a good title thereto to a third 
party who, acting bond fide & without notice, has 
given value therefor, unless in the meantime B. 
has taken steps to disatfirm the contract: with A.— 
Purunuips v. Brooks, Lrp., {1919] 2 K. B. 2438; 
88 L. J. K. B. 953; 121 L. T. 249; 35 T. L. R. 
470; 24 Com. Cas. 263. 

Annotations :—Consd. Lake v. Simmons, [1927] A. C. 487. 

Refd. Said v. Butt, [1920] 3 K. B. 497. 

1452. Necessity for de facto 
contract.|—Where the owner of goods suffers 
another to have possession of them, or of the 
documents which are the evidence of property 
therein, on a sale to him, obtained by means of 
fraudulent representation, & avoidable at the 
option of the owner, a sale or pledge by such 
party, before the owner has exercised his option, 
& without notice to the subsequent purchaser, is 
binding ; but this is not so when a party has merely 





























effect an illegal object did not deprive 
the real owner of his property where 
nothing was done under the docu- 
ments purporting to transfer the 


the property 
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obtained the goods by means of false pretences, 
without any contract of sale to himself; as when 
he falsely & fraudulently represents that another 
person has authorised him to purchase the goods, 
& in such case, the original owner can recover the 
goods from a party to whom they have been sold 
or pledged by the person who fraudulently obtained 
them, before any notice of the fraud, or any 
disaffirmance of the transaction by the real owner. 
-——-HIGGons v. Burton (1857), 26 L. J. Ex. 342; 
290 L. T. O. 8.165; 5 W. R. 688. 


Annotations :—Consd. Johnson v. Credit Lyonnais Co., 
Johnson v. Blumenthal (1877), 3 C. P. D. 32. Id. 
Cundy wv. Lindsay (1878), 3 App. Cas. 459. Consd. 
G. W. Ry. v. London & County Banking Co., [1901] 
A. C. 414. Refd. Richards v. Johnson (1859), 33 L. T. 
QO. S. 206; Gobind Chunder Sein v. Ryan (1861), 9 Moo. 

Ind. App. 140; Hardinan v. Booth ‘(1863), 32 L. J. Ex. 

aoe t. wv. Central Criminal Court JJ. (1886), 55 L. T. 


1453. ——.|—Pltf., having had 
no previous dealings with the firm, & knowing 
them only by reputation, applied at the place of 
business of ‘‘ Gandell & co.” for orders for goods ; 
the firm then consisting of Thomas Gandell only, 
& being managed by Iidward Gandell, a clerk. 
On plitf. asking to sce Messrs. Gandell, Edward 
Gandell presented himself & so conducted himself 
as to lead the pltf. to suppose that he was one of 
the firm of Gandell & co., & had authority to order 
goods on their behalf, which was not the fact. 
Pitf. sent goods, according to Edward Gandell’s 
order, to the place of business of Gandell & co., 
an invoice being made out. by Edward Gandell’s 
direction, to the name of ‘‘ LKdward Gandell & co.”’ 
Edward Gandcll unknown to pltf. carried on busi- 
ness with Todd at another place ; & the goods were, 
within three or four days of their delivery, pledged 
with deft., with a power of sale, to secure advances 
bond fide made by him to Gandell & 'Todd, & he 
sold them under the power without notice from 
pltf.:—Held: there was no contract of sale, 
inasmuch as pI]tf. intended to contract with Gandell 
& co. & not with Hdward Gandell personally, 
& Gandell & co. were not contracting parties ; 
no property therefore passed, & pltf. was entitled 
to recover the value of the goods from deft.— 
FHIARDMAN v. Booru (1863), 1 Tl. & OC. 803; 1 
New Rep. 240; 32 1. J. Hx. 105; 7 1. 'T. 638; 
) Jur. N.S. 81; 11 W. RR. 239; 158 B. RR. 1107. 
Annotations :—Apprvd. & Apld. Hollins ». Fowler (1875) 

L. 2.7 H. L. 757. Folld. Gundy v. Lindsay (1878), 3 

App. Cas, 459. Refd. Colo v. North Western Bank (1875), 

L. R.10.C. P. 354; G. W. Ry. v. London & County Bank 

(1901), 85 L. T. 152; Oppenheimer v. Frazer & Watt, 

{1907} 2 K. B. 50; Whitehorn v. Davison, [1911] 1 K. B. 

463; Phillips v. Brooks, [1919] 2 K. B. 243; Folkes v. 

set [1923] 1 K. B. 282; Luke v. Simmons, [1926] 1 

K. 8. 366; Lowther v. Harris, [1927] 1 K. B. 393. 

Mentd. Arnold_v. Cheque Bank, Arnold v. City Bank 

(1876), 1 C. P. D. 578. 

1454, ——- -—— ~—— ~——.]—The_ purchaser 
of a chattel takes it, as a general rule, subject to 
what may turn out to be informalities in the title. 
By a purchase in market overt the title obtained 
is good against all the world. If not so purchased, 
though purchased bond fide, the title obtained may 
not be good against the real owner. Where the 
original owner has parted with the chattel to A. 
upon a de facto contract, though thore may be 
circumstances which enable that owner to set aside 
that contract, the bond fide purchaser from A. will 
obtain an indefeasible title. The question, there- 
fore, in many such cases will be, was there a con- 











chattels & whore the illegal purpose SANDERS». 
for which the said documents were 460,916; 
waeees™ was not carried out.— 481; 8 W 


RDMAN (1914), 29 W. LL. RR. 
7 V. W, Ace 183 ; 18 Dd. L. ji. 
¢ W. Nn. 664,—CAN, 
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tract between the original owner & the intermediate 
person. was a manufacturer in Ireland ; 
Alfred Blenkarn, who occupied a room in a house 
looking into Wood Street, Cheapside, wrote to L., 
proposing a considerable purchase of L.’s goods, 
& in his letter used this address—'' 37, Wood Street, 
Cheapside,’”’ & signed the letters, without any 
initial for a Christian name, with a name so written 
that it appeared to be “ Blenkiron & co.” There 
was a respectable firm of that name, ‘‘ W. Blenkiron 
& co.,” carrying on business at 123, Wood Street. 
L. sent letters, & afterwards supplied goods, the 
letters, the goods, & the invoices accompanying 
the goods, being all addressed to ‘‘ Messrs. Blenkiron 
& co., 837, Wood Street.”” The goods were received 
by Blenkarn at that place, & disposed of to defts., 
who were entirely ignorant of the fraud :—Held: 
no contract was made with Blenkarn, even a tem- 
porary property in the goods never passed to him, 
so that he never had a possessory title which he 
could transfer to defts., who were consequently 
liable to pltfs. for the value of the goods. | 

If it turns out that the chattel has come into the 
hands of the person who professed to sell it, by a 
de facto contract, that is to say, a contract which 
has purported to pass the property to him from the 
owner of the property, there the purchaser will 
obtain a good title, even although afterwards it 
should appear that there were circumstances 
connected with that contract, which would enable 
the original owncr of the goods to reduce it, & 
to set it aside, because these circumstances s0 
enabling the original owner of the goods, or of the 
chattel, to reduce the contract & to sct it aside, 
will not be allowed to interfere with a title for 
valuable consideration obtained by some third 
party during the interval while the contract 
remained unreduced (LORD CAIRNS, C.).—CUNDY 
v. LINDSAY (1878), 3 App. Cas. 459; 38 L. T. 573 ; 
42 J. P. 483; 26 W. lt. 406; 14 Cox, C. C. 93 5 
sub nom. LINDSAY & Co, v. Cunpy, 47 L. J. Q. B. 
481,H.L.3 affg. 8. C. sub nom. LINDSAY v. CUNDY 
(1877), 2 Q. B. 1D. 96, C. A.3 & revsgy. LINDSAY 
v. CUNDY (J876), 1 Q. B. D, 348. 
Annotations :—Distd, Attenborough v._ Lo St. 

Katharine’s Dock Co. (1878), 3.C. P. D. 450. _Apld. 

Babcock v. Lawson (1879), 4 Q. B. D. 394. Consd. 
Bentley v. Vilmont (1887), 12 app: Cas. 471. Distd. 
King’s Norton Metal Co. v. Edridge, Merrett, Kings 
Norton Metal Co. v. Roberts (1897), 14 'T. L. RK. 98. Apld. 
Re Internationa) Soc. of Auctioneers & Valuers, Baillie’s 
Case, [1898] 1 Ch. 110. Distd. Whiteborn v. Davison 
f1911] 1 K. B. 463. Consd. Phillips v. Brooks, [1919] 
2 K. B. 243. Apld. Nanka-Bruce v. Commonwealth 
Trust, [1926] A. C. 77. Refd. Re Reed, Hx p. Barnett. 
(1876), 3 Ch. D. 123; Moyce v. Newington (1878), 4 
Q. LB. D. 32; KH. v, Central Criminal Court JJ. (1886), 
18 Q. B. D. 314; Henderson v. Williams, (1895) 1 Q. B, 
621; G. W. Ry. v. London & County Banking Co., [1901] 
A. G. 414; Folkes v. King, 1923] 1 K. B. 282; Greer 


v. Downs supply Co., [1927] 2K. B. 28; Lake v. Simmons, 

[1927] A. C. 487. 

1455, ——- ——- ———- ——..]—-A_ person who 
obtains goods under a contract of sale by false 
pretences can, until the contract is disaffirmed, 
give a good title to thé goods to a bond fide pur- 
chaser for value.—Kina@’s Norton METAL Co., 
Lrp. v. EpRIDGE, MERRETT & Co., LTD., SAME v. 
ROBERTS (1897), 14 T. L. R. G8, C. A. 

1456, —— ——— ——- ——.] CAHN v. POCKETT’S 
BrisToL CHANNEL STEAM PACKET Co., No. 1852, 


1457. ——- ——- ———_ ———_.|—These goods were 
de facto sold to L. by applit., & so far as resps. were 
concerned they were honestly & for value bought 
by them from L. Suppose it to be the case that 
applt. defrauded by L. to whom he had sold the 


——.]— MORRISSON ¥v. ROBERT- 
] ) e O. 332 P4 45 Sc. I, R. 264 ; 
e L. T. 607,—8O0OT: 
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goods could have treated the transaction as void- 

able on that account & sued L. for remission accord- 

ingly that cannot in law form a ground of impeach- 
ment as against buyers in good faith & for value 
from the person, like L., then vested in the goods by 

a de facto contract (ner CuR.).—-NANKA-BRUCE v. 

COMMONWEALTH TRusT, [19026] A. ©. 77; 94 L. J. 

P. C. 169; 184 I. T. 35, P. C. 

1458. Proof of absence of good faith— 
Onus on seller.|—Where the contract for sale of a 
chattel is voidable by the seller as against the buyer 
on account of fraud practised by the buyer upon 
the seller, & before any election to avoid the sale 
by the scller, the buyer pledges the chattel to 
secure an advance, the onus lies on the seller who 
seeks to avoid the sale, & recover the chattel from 
the pledgee, of proving that the pledgee took the 
chattel with notice of the fraud or otherwise than 
in good faith.— WHITEHORN BROTHERS v. DAVISON, 
flO01]] 1K. B. 463; 80 L. J. K. B. 425; 104 L. T. 
234, C. A. 

Annotations :—Distd. Heap v. Motorists’ Advisory Agency, 
[1923] 1 K. B. 577. Refd. Talbot v. Von Boris, [1911] 
1K. B. 854; Bradley & Cohn v. Ramsay eae 106 
L. T. 771; Mohta ». Sutton (1913), 108 L. I. 214; Folkes 
v. King, [1923] 1 K. B. 282; Lowthor v. Harris, [1927] 


1K. B. 393. Mentd. Ilundell-Leigh v. Attenborough, 
[1921] 3 K. B. 235; Lake v. Simmons, [1926] 1 K. LB. 366. 


1459. Subsequent sale to party having 
notice.,|—Primncre v. LONDON LLoRSE & CARRIAGE 
Repository, Lrp., [1922] W. N. 170, C. A. 

1460. Goods fraudulently obtained by 
pledgor from pledgee.]|—D. & co. deposited certain 
goods with pltfs. as security for an advance; they 
afterwards obtained possession of the goods by 
fraudulently representing to pltfs. that they had 
sold them to defts., & would hand over to pltfs. 
the money to be received in payment. TD. & co. 
obtained an advance from defts., & deposited the 
goods, with a power of sale, with them :—Held: 
as pltfs. had parted with their special property in 
the goods to D. & co., they could not recover them 
in an action from defts. who had obtained them 
bond fide & for a good consideration.—BABCOCK wv. 
LAWSON (1880), 5 Q. B. D. 284; 49 L. J. Q. B. 
408; 42 1. 'T. 289; 28 W. R. 591, C. A. 


Annotations :—Refd. Nash v. Pe Freville, [1900] 2 Q. B. 
72; Farquharson v. King (1902), 71 L. J. K. B. 667. 




















SUB-SKCT. 5.—EFFECT OF BANKRUPTCY. 


See BANKRUPTCY, Vol. V., pp. 637, 638, 686, 
687, Nos. 5731, 5785, 5736, 6072, 6074, 6075. 


SUB-SECT. 6.—REVESTING OF PROPERTY JN 
STOLEN GoopDs. 

See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), 5s. 24; 
Larceny Act, 1916 (c. 50), s. 45; CriminaL Law, 
Vol. XV., pp. 617-621, Nos. 6464-6509 ;s Marxkrrs, 
Vol. XXXITI., p. 568, Nos. 479-487 ; Trover. 


SUB-SECT. 7.—DISPOSITION BY SELLER IN 
POSSESSION. 


See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 25 (1); 
Factors Act, 1889 (c. 45), s. 8. 

1461. Pledge to warehouseman—Prior sale to 
third party.|—A merchant sold wine stored in the 


PART IV. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 7. 

a. Application of Sale of Goods Act, 
1895, 8. 27 (1).J-——The above sect. applies 
only in cases in which the relation of 
vendor & purchaser continues between 
the parties to the first sale, & not to 
cases in which, the first sale havi 
been completed by delivery, a differen 
relation is subsequently created be- 


or lease 


tween the parties to it under another 
contract, as where the goods are bailed 
d_back to the vendor.—MiIT- 
id vo (1905), 24 N. Z L. R. 


PART IV. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 8. 
b. Buyer in possession condition- 
ally on payment—Transfer to purchaser 
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cellars of a warehouseman, & afterwards pledged 
the wine to the warchouseman for advances made 
in good faith without notice of the sale :—Held : 
the pledge conferred no title to the wine.— 
NICHOLSON v. HARPER, [1895] 2 Ch. 415; 641. J. 
Ch. 672; 73 L. T. 19; 59 J. P. 727; 483 W. RR. 
550; 11 T. L. R. 485; 39 Sol. Jo. 524; 13 KR. 
567, 


SUB-SECT. 8.—-DISPOSITION BY BUYER IN 
POSSESSION. 


See Sule of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), 8. 25 (2); 
Factors Act, 1889 (c. 45), s. 9. 

1462. Buyer in possession by consent of owner— 
Title of bon& fide transferee or pledgee.]—I*actors 
Act, 1877 (c. 39), s. 4, provides that, where any 
goods have been sold or contracted to be sold, & 
the vendee obtains the possession of the documents 
of title thereto from the vendor, any sale, pledge, 
or disposition of such goods or documents by such 
vendee so in possession shall be as valid & effectual 
as if such vendee were an agent or person entrusted 
by the vendor with the documents within the 
meaning of the principal Acts as amended by the 
Act itself, provided the person to whom the sale, 
pledge, or other disposition is made has not notice 
of any lien or other right of the vendor in respect 
of the goods. 

It is not necessary, in order that the above- 
mentioned sect. should be applicable, that there 
should be a memorandum of the contract for sale 
of the goods so as to satisfy the Stat. Frauds ; it 
is sufficient that there should be a de facto contract 
for sale, the vendee under which has obtained from 
the vendor possession of the documents of title 
to the goods; & a sale by such a vendee will give 
to a bond fide purchaser without notice a good title 
to the goods, free from any lien or other right of 
the original vendor in respect thereof.—IIUGILL v. 
MASKER (1889), 22 Q. B. D. 364; 58 L. J. Q. B. 
171; 6OL. T. 7743; 37 W. BR. 390, C. A. 

Pledge for antecedent debt.|—Sec 
AGENCY, Vol. I., p. 337 ef seq. 

1463. .|—ROBINSON v. RESTELL (1896), 12 
T. L. R. 174. 

.|—See AGENCY, Vol. I., pp. 335, 336, Nos. 
495-500. 

1464. Buyer in possession under hire-purchase 
agreement—Title of bona fide purchaser.|— HORTON 
v. GIBBINS (1897), 18 T. L. R. 408, D.C. 

Sec, also, BAILMENT, Vol. ILI., pp. 92, 938, 97, 
98, Nos. 241, 242, 245, 262-267. 

1465. Pledge of warehouseman’s warrant of part 
of goods in bulk.J—Capritar & CouNTIES BANK, 
LTD. v. WARRINER (1896), 12 T. L. KR. 2183 1 
Com. Cas. 314. 


Annotation :—Folld. Ant. Jurgens Margarincfabrieken v, 
Dreyfus, [1914] 3 K. B. 40. 


|—W. & J. claimants in an inter- 
pleader issue were the owners of a large quantity 
of wheat deposited in a warehouse of the B. Dock 
Authority at A. By three separate contracts, 
dated respectively Sept. 25, Oct. 1 & Oct. 13, 1925, 
they sold 250, 750, & 250 quarters out of the bulk 
of the wheat to R. The sales were on credit, R. 
giving bills for the price of each parcel purchased. 
R. took delivery of 400 quarters only of the total 














taking with notice of condition—W hether 
roperty vests.)—Pltf. sold to F. cer- 
ain goods, taking notes in payment, 
a written agreement being entered into 
that unless the notes were Dey 
ye the property should not vest. 
*, sold the property to deft., giving 
Itf.’°3 claim. The 


him notice of 
Held: pltf. was 


notes not being pal 
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Sect, 2.—Transfer of title: Sub-secls. 8, 9 & 10. 
Paris V. & VI. Sect.1: Sub-secls. 1 & 2.) 


amount sold to them, the remaining 860 quarters 
being left in the warehouse unseparated from the 
bulk, & they pledged the 850 quarters to the 
M. Bank, resps. in the interpleader issue, to secure 
an overdraft. Payment for the first 250 quarters 
was duly made by R. to claimants, but their 
subsequent bills were dishonoured, & claimants 
instructed the Dock Authority not to allow any 
of the remaining 850 quarters to leave the ware- 
house. R. then became insolvent. Claimants 
had by sales to various other purchasers disposed 
of the whole of their wheat in the warehouse 
except the 850 quarters which had been sold to 
R.’s claimants, as unpaid vendors, & the M. 
Bank as pledgees, both claimed the 850 quarters, 
& at the instance of the Dock Authority an inter- 
pleader issue was ordered to be tried to decide 
which of them was entitled. W.& J. being named 
as claimants in the issue & the bank as resps. :— 
Held: as soon as the whole of the wheat other 


SALE oF GOODS. 


than that sold to R. had been delivered to the other 
purchasers, & that sold to R. remained alone in 
the warehouse, that sold to R. became by the 
process of exhaustion ascertained goods within 
Sale of Goods Act, s. 16, & the property in the 
wheat passed to KR. & their pledge to the bank 
became effective.—Wairt & JAMES v. MIDLAND 
BANK (1926), 31 Com. Cas. 172. 


SuB-SECT. 9.—EFFECT ON TITLE OF DISTRESS 
FOR RENT. 


See Distress, Vol. XVIII., p. 354, Nos. 915-917. 


SuB-sEcT. 10.—EFFECT ON TITLE OF WRITS OF 
EXECUTION. 

See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 26 (1) (2); 
BANKRuPTCY, Vol. V., pp. 809 et seq.; COUNTY 
Courts, Vol. XIII., p. 515, Nos. 612, 648 ; IexErcu- 
TION, Vol. XXI., pp. 49+ ef seq. 


Part V.—Interpretation of the Contract. 


See Sale of Goods Act. 1893 (c. 71), ss. 55, 62, &, 
generally, DEEDS, Vol. XVII., pp. 242 et seq. 

1467. Construed like other written contracts.]|— 
Pitfs. contracted to supply defts. with goods, 
‘‘ delivering on Apr. 17, complete May 8.’’ Pltfs. 
made no delivery on Apr. 17, & defts. on the 
following day rescinded t:s:e contract, & refused 
subsequent tenders of the goods. Pltfs. having 
brought an action for non-acceptance :—Held: 
(1) if on the true construction of the contract pltfs. 
were bound to commence the delivery on Apr. 17, 
defts. were entitled to rescind for the failure to 
deliver on that day. 

(2) The rule of construction applicable in general 
to all written contracts is, that they are to be 
construed according to the real intention of the 
parties, to be collected from the language they 
have used ; that effect is to be given, if possible, 
to every word used, & that every word is to be 
interpreted according to its natural & ordinary 
meaning, unless such construction would be con- 
trary to the manifest intention of the parties, or 
would necessarily lead to some contradiction or 
absurdity. But this rule, though applicable to 
contracts in general, must be received with some 
qualification, when the contract or a portion of the 
contract in question consists of an incomplcte 
sentence, ambiguous in its terms, & upon which a 
literal construction of every word would cither be 
impracticable, or would leave the contract indcter- 
minate & uncertain. Such is the case with the 
contract in question, which I think is to be con- 
strued according to what we can collect to have 
been the substantial intention of the parties, 
applying our common sense, & such knowledge 
as Wwe may possess, to the language in which they 
have expressed themselves (KELLY, C.B.).—Cop- 
DINGTON Vv. PALEOLOGO (1867), L. R. 2 Exch. 198 ; 
36 L. J. Ex. 73; 15 L. T. 581; 15 W. R. 961. 
Annotations :—As to (1) Refd. Corcoran v. Proser (1873), 


entitled to sea the goods.— WEEKS 
v. LALOR (1859), 8 C. P. 239.—CAN. e 
GC. Sale to bond fide pur- 
chaser for value—Whether roperty 
Cae ae v. HENEY (1896), 33 
. B. R. 607.—CAN. —CA 


ete ~ 
d 


v. DOWNEY (1912), 21° 











DELANEY 


. lL. R. 5773 {f. Meaning 


2W.W.R. 599; 4D. L.R.474.—CAN. 
; ——.] — LANSTON 
MONOTYPE Co. v. NORTHERN PUBLISH- 
ING Co, (1922), 67 D. L. R. 1403 6 
8S. ee 482; [1922] 2 W. W. R. 529. 


PART V. ; 
of words — Question 


22 W. ©. 222; Martley v. Hymans, [1920] 3 K. B. 
475. 


1468. Position of contracting party—Whether 
principal or agent.| PENNELL v. ALEXANDER, No. 
2306, post. 

}—See, -generally, AGENCY, Vol. I., 
pp. 620 et seq. 

1469. Unqualified proposal & acceptance—Con- 
strued as contract for whole.|—A proposal to 
receive tenders for certain things to be sold, 
specifying no limitation or qualification, & an 
acceptance, also specifying no limitation or 
qualification, is a contract for the whole. 

Defts. advertised that offers would be received 
for old Portland stone of Westminster Bridge. 
Plitfs. made an offer for the stone of a particular 
quality, which was accepted :—Held: this was a 
contract for the purchase of all the stone of that 
quality.—THORN v. PUBLIC WorKs Comns, (1863), 
32 Beav. 490; 55 BE. R. 192. 

1470. Admissibility of evidence—As to identity 
of vendor—Person named on invoice not contracting 
party.]|—Parol evidence is admissible to show that. 
a person, whose name appears at the head of an 
invoice as vendor, is not in fact a contracting 
party.—lIotpine v. Enniotr (1860), 5 H. & N. 
117; 291. J. Ex. 134; 11. T. 381; 8 W. RR. 192 ; 
157 EB. Wl. 1123. 

As to custom.]—Seer, gencrally, CUSTOM & 
UsaaeEs, Vol. XVII., pp. 40-50, Nos. 444-556. 
|—See, generally, DEEDS, Vol. XVII., pp. 
331-348, Nos. 1425-1588. 

Effect of custom on contract.|—Sec, generally, 
Custom & UsAGEs, Vol. XVII., pp. 39 et seq. 

Subject-matter of contract.])—Sec Part II., Sect. 
5, ante. 

Price.|—See Part II., Sect. 7, ante. 

Conditions & warranties.]|——See Part III., ante. 














for jury.)—FILSCHIE v. Hoaa@ (1874), 
35 é C. 7 94.—CAN. 


g. Identity of vendor — Sale on 
credit—Representation by purchaser— 
To whom credit given.J—-NORTH AMERI- 
CAN TRANSPORTATION & TRADING CO. 
v. OLBEN (Y. T.) (1905), 1 W. L. R. 
518.—CAN. 


Part VI.—PERFORMANCE OF THE ConTRACT. 
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Part VIl——Performance of the Contract. 


SEcT. 1.—GENERAL DUTIES OF SELLER AND 
BUYER. 


SuB-sect. 1.—In GENERAL. 

See Sale of Goods Act, 1898 (c. 71), s. 27. 

1471. Duty of seller to deliver—-Seller leaving 
premises on which goods are lying—Goods left 
behind.|—A tenant was bound either to consume 
the hay on the demised premises, or for every load 
of hay removed to bring two loads of manure. On 
quitting possession of the premiscs, he sold part 
of a rick of hay then left standing to a purchaser, 
without mentioning his liability to bring manure. 
The incoming tenant refused to allow the purchaser 
to take away the hay until the manure was brought. 
After an interval of a month, during which time 
the hay had been considerably damaged, the latter 
consented that it should be removed; the pur- 
chaser, however, then refused to accept or pay for 
the same :—Held: although the bringing on the 
manure was not a condition precedent to the 
carrying off the hay, as between the landlord & 
tenant, still, that after the tenant had a right to 
refuse to permit the hay to be removed till after 
the manure was brought on, & as the vendor had 
not enabled the purchaser to remove the hay in 
the first instance, he was not entitled to recover 
the price.—SmiTir v. CHANCE (1819), 2 B. & Ald. 
763; 106 i. R. 540. 


Annotation :—Mentd. Westropp v. Elliigott (1884), 9 App. 
Cas. 815. 


1472. -.]—(1) On a contract for the manu- 
facturing & supply of goods from time to time, to 
be paid for after delivery, if the purchaser, having 
accepted & paid for a portion of the goods, gives 
notice to the vendor not to manufacture any more 
as the purchaser has no occasion for them & will 
not accept or pay for them, the vendor having 
been desirous & able to complete the supply. such 
vendor may, without manufacturing & tendering 
the rest of the goods, maintain an action against 
the purchaser for breach of the contract. Proof 
of such notice by the purchaser will entitle pltf. 
to recover, on a count alleging that he was ready 
& willing to perform the contract, & that deft. 
refused to accept the residue of the goods, & pre- 
vented & discharged pltf. from supplying them, & 
from further executing the contract. Such notice 
is a prevention, though there be no other act of 
obstruction. 

(2) Where, by the terms of such a contract, the 
goods were to be delivered at stated periods, but 
they were not all delivered at the respective times, 
the purchasers not countermanding them, but 
requesting, from time to time, that the supply 
might be delayed, & finally the purchasers refused 
to accept any more :—Held: damages might be 
given for the whole quantity remaining on hand, 
though consisting in part of quantitics which, 
without being actually countermanded, had, by 
desire of the purchasers, been kept back at the 
times appointed for delivery; & the jury were 
properly directed to give such damages as would 


PART VI. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 1. 
h. Duty of seller to maintain title 
antil delivery.J—MOARTHUR (J. JD.) 
Co., Ltn. v. ALBERTA & GREAT WATER- 
ways Fy. Co. (Alta.), [1923] 3 
W, WwW. R. 46.—CAN. 
SCHULTZ, 


k. ——.] — CAINE UV. 
[1927] 1 W. W. R. 600; 38 B.C. R. 
332,—CAN. 


time for 


bargain a pro 


contrary, 


PART VI. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 2. 


1476 i. General rule.}—When there is 
no actual agreement as to 
ayment, the law 
the deficiency a importing into 

se by the buyer to 
vay @ reasonable price, & by imply- 
ng in the absence of evidence to the 
that payment should be 


leave pltfs. in the same situation as if defts. had 
fulfilled their contract.—CorT v. AMBERGATR, ETC., 
Ry. Co. (1851), 17 Q. B. 127; 20 L. J. Q. B. 460 ; 
17 I. T. O. S. 179; 15 Jur. 877; 117 HB. R. 1229. 
Annotations :—As to (1) Distd. Reid v. Hoskins, Avery v. 

Bowden (1856), 3 Jur. N. S. 238. Consd. British & 

Benningtons v. N. W. Cachar Tea Co., [1923] A, C, 48. 

Refd. Kent v. Godta (1854), 26 L. T. 0. 8. 88; Danube 

& Black Sea Ry. & Kustendjie Harbour Co. v. Xenos, 

Xenos v. Danube & Black Sea Ry. & Kustendjie Harbour 
.B.N. 8S. 152; Byrne v. Van Tienhoven 
1880), 6 C. P. D. 344; Taylor v. Oakes, RKoncoroni 
(1032) 127 lL. T. 267. Generally, Retd. Hochster v. De 
autour (1853), 1 Cc. L. KR. 846. Mentd. Johnson v. 

Haylton (1881), 7 Q. B.D. 438. 

1473. Duty of buyer to accept.|—Cort v. AMBER- 
GATE, ETC., Ry. Co., No. 1472, ante. 

1474. Performance of part of contract 
delayed.|—-Deft. entered into two contracts, each 
of which was for the purchase from pltf. of 4,500 
quarters of Russian oats, more or less, ‘‘ shipment 
by steamer or steamers during Feb. Should ice 
at loading port prevent shipment within stipulated 
time, shipment to be made immediately after 
re-opening of the navigation.” Pltf. shipped on 
board one steamer 4,511 quarters to answer the 
first contract, & 1,139 quarters to answer in part 
the second contract. Pltf. also shipped on board 
another steamer a sufficient quantity of oats to 
complete the second contract. The shipment on 
the first steamer was made in time; that on the 
second steamer was made too late :—Held: deft. 
was bound to accept the 1,139 quarters in part 
fulfilment of the second contract, notwithstanding 
that the other shipment on account of that con- 
tract was made too late.—BRANDT v LAWRENCE 
(1876), 1 Q. B. D. 344; 461. J. Q. B. 237; 24 
W. R. 749, C. A. 

Annotations :-—Distd. Reuter v. Sala (1879), 4 C. P. D. 239. 

Refd. Ballantine v. Cramp & Bosman (1923), 120 L. T. 502. 

1475. What constitutes compliance with duty— 
Performance at convenient time—Before midnight 
of stipulated day.]—Srartur v. MACDONALD, No. 
1891, post. 

Impossibility of performance.]—See CONTRACT, 
Vol. XII., pp. 392, 399, Nos. 3201, 3228. 

Performance prevented by other party.|—See 
Contract, Vol. VII., pp. 431, 483, Nos. 3489, 
3507. 





SuB-SECT. 2.—DELIVERY AND PAYMENT CON- 
CURRENT CONDITIONS. 


See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 28. 

1476. General rule.]—In an action for the non- 
delivery of hops, sold under the following contract, 
‘‘Of EK. Y. 39 pockets Sussex hops, Springett’s, 
5 pockets, Kenward’s, 78s. Springett’s to wait 
orders ’’ :-—Held: the contract imported a sale for 
ready money, & parol evidence was not admissible 
to show, that, by the usual course of dealing 
between the parties, the hops were sold on a credit 
of six months.—Fonrp v. YATES (1841), 2 Man. & 


made on delivery.—CHRISTIE v. BUR- 
NETT (1886), 10 O. R. 609.—CAN. 

rice or 1476 il, ——.]—MOoDERN CLOAK Co. 
supply v-_BRUCK MANUFACTURING Co., [1924] 
he 1 Dd. L. R. 434.—CAN. 

1476 iii. .]—A sale of goods on a 
written contract, for a fixed price, 
making no mention of a term of pay- 
ment, implies aready-moncy burgain 
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Sect. 1.—General duties of seller and buyer: Sub- 
sects. 2 & 3.] 


G. 549; Drinkwater, 109; 2 Scott, N. R. 645; 10 
L.J.0.P.117; 1383 E. R. 866. 


Refd. Brown v. 
(1861), 6 H. & 
§ Jur. N.S. 191 ; 


1477. hee contracted to buy of B. certain 

cement, in casks & bags, at a given price. for cash ; 
B. agreeing to allow A. 3s. 6d. for each cask, & 
2s. Gd. for each bag, that should be returned 
perfect. In an action by A. against B. for not 
accepting & paying for the casks & bags, the 
declaration averred that A. duly paid B. for the 
said cement, & for the casks & bags; & that, 
although A. was ready & willing, & tendered & 
offered, to return the casks & bags, B. refused to 
accept or pay for them. 8B. pleaded that A. did 
not duly pay B. for the said cement, casks, & bags, 
& that A. was not ready & willing to return the 
casks & bags to B. within a reasonable time :— 
Held: (1) a payment of the price of the cement 
by A. after an action brought against him, was a 
payment according to the contract, so as to entitle 
him to complain of a breach of the contract on 
the part of B.; (2) A. was not bound to prove that 
he was ready to return all the casks & bags, the 
allegation being in this respect divisible.—-NELSON 
v. Pattrrick (1847), 3 C. B. 772; 16 L. J. C. P. 98; 
81.7T.0.8. 316; 186 BE. R. 309. 

1478, ——.|—-Gonrs v. RosE, No. 1076, ante. 

1479. .|—Deft. ord: red a meal] in a restaur- 
ant; he made no verbal representation at the 
tine as to his ability to pay, nor was any question 
asked him with regard to it. After the meal he 
said that he was unable to pay, & that he had, as 
was the fact, only one halfpenny in his possession : 
—Held: he could not be convicted of the offence 
of obtaining goods by false pretences, but he was 
liable to be convicted of obtaining credit by means 
of fraud. 

No one can doubt that deft. did incur a debt or 
liability ; he ordered goods undcr circumstances 
which implied a promise to pay for them. Then 
did he obtain credit? We are of opinion that he 
did. The prosecutor might have said that he 
would not furnish him with the goods until he paid 
the price, or he might have insisted on payment in 
actual exchange for each article as it was supplied, 
but he did neither ; he furnished the goods under 
circumstances which passed the possession & 
property in them, relying on the readiness & 
ability of deft. to pay. It does not seem to matter 
that the period of credit was a short period; he 
trusted deft. & parted with his goods without 
insisting on a repayment or upon interchangeable 
payment. e think therefore that credit was 
obtained (Lorp RussEery, C.J.).—R. v. JONES, 
[1898] 1 Q. B. 119; 67 L. J. Q. B. 413 77 L. T. 
503; 46 W. R. 191; 147. L. R. 793; 42 Sol. Jo. 
82; 19 Cox, C. C. 87, C. 0. R. 


Annotations -—Mentd. Rk. v. Edwards (1898), 
472; R. v. Benson, [1908] 2 K. B, 270; 


B ne 1854 5 "78 Jur. “700; Field vo. Lelean 
By 617 x st) Humfrey v. Dale gr Oe) 
Howard v. Sheward (1866), 15 








42 Sol. Jo. 
, v. Muirhead 


under which the seller cannot demand 1476 iv. 


the price without offering delivery, & 


——~,}— Where no time of 
payment is fixed in a contract of sale, 


Sate oF Goons. 


Bate 1 Se “PP 189; R. Brownlow (1910), 4 
Cr. sachoatar Local Profiteering 


Re 

Conmiltice. Repel L. & Y. IE Manchos 89 L. J. K. B. 1089. 

1480. Exceptions to general rule—Delivery pre- 
ceding payment—Delivery on credit—Postponement 
of delivery until payment.|—A broker purchases 
goods on commission at a month’s credit, & pays 
dutics on them & sends them to the place of t 
purchaser’s abode, consigned to his own order ; 
the solle er being fearful of the purchaser’s credit, 
At the broker to delay the arrival of the goods 
ill the month’s credit is expired, & to tender them 
to the buyer on payment of the price, whereupon 
they are refused :—Held: the broker can neither 
recover the price, duties nor commission in an 
action for money paid.—HuvRstT v. IIoipina (1810), 
3 Taunt. 32; 128 EH. R. 18. 

1481. —~—.|—Contract for the pur- 
chase of a cargo of olive oil, delivered on the quay, 
alongside the vessel; to be removed from the 
quay by the purchasers after passing the scale, 
& to be at their risk from the time of weighing. 
Payment to be made by cash for one half the 
amount of the invoice, the remainder by bills at 
four months, The true construction of such a 
contract is, that the goods should be delivered to 
the purchasers at the quay, & that the cash should 
not he paid till after the completion of the delivery 
of the goods, by their having been weighed & 
the invoice made out. ‘Therefore, no action lies 
by the seller against the broker for a breach of 
duty in delivering the goods to a purchaser, who 
became bkpt., without receiving payment of the 
cash at the time of the delivery.— GOWER v. JONES 
(1831), 1 I. J. K. B. 10. 

1482. .|—A contract for the sale 
of 30 bales of goats’ wool at a certain price per lb., 
contained the following stipulation, ‘‘ Customary 
allowance for tare & draft, & to be paid for by cash 
in one month, less 5 per cent. discount ” :—Held : 
(1) the vendee was entitled to have the goods 
delivered to him immediately, or within a reason- 
able time, but was not bound to pay for them until 
the expiration of the month; (2) there being no 
ambiguity in the language of the contract, evidence 
was not admissible, to show, that, by the usage of 
the particular trade, vendors selling under such 
contracts, were not bound to deliver the goods 
without payment.—SPparTAL! v. BENECKE (1850), 
10 C. B. 212; 191. J.C. P. 293; 151. T. 0. 8S. 
183; 138 E. R. 87. 

Annotdiony: -—As to (1) Distd. Godts v. Kose (1855), 17 

















C. B. 229. As to (2) Dbtd. yaarrey v. Dale (1858), 5 Jur. 
N.S. 1913; Vield v. Lelean (1861), 6 H. & N. 617. Refd. 
Kirchner v. Venus Odes 12 Moo. P. C. C. 361; Myers v. 


Sar! (1860), 3 K. & EH. 306 

1483. J Asmumpett on an agreec- 
ment by pltfs. to sell to defts. cable bars at a certain 
price per ton, ‘‘ the said goods to be delivered 
forthwith to defts. at the works, & the said price 
to be paid by defts. in cash in fourteen days from 
the time of the making of the said contract.” 
Breach: non-payment after fourteen days. On 
demurrer to a plea :—Held: on the contract thus 
set forth, the delivery was meant to precede the 
payment, & a readiness on pltf.’s part to deliver 
the goods was a condition precedent.—STAUNTON 











SNAGPROOF, Lrp. v. BRODY ae 1k 


1922) 3 3 W. W. —. 432; 69 D. 
areas CAN. 





one 2 herbie ot pemene a ; nen Pach ee: presumed to have 

out offer . e pr. sae where the ntended that the es shall be paid . 
subject sold of such bulk that on delivery.—CorTT “ v. ARN ‘OLD & Pee i a gir Ai 
delivery can analy be made in parcels Co, Nene 3 Buch, A C. 162; 17 contract for the sale of goods is reduced 
the seller is entitled, on delivery a O, T. R. 767.—8, AF. o writing & no time mentioned for 


each parcel, to payment of a 


ortionate part of the price.— ALL 
Sons v. Scotr (1860), 22 Dunl. 
2 Sc. Jur. 182. the 


(Ct. of [Sess.) 413; 


er Exceptions to general rule— 
Delivery preceding payment—Delivery 
on credit.}—Delivery & payment of 
price are not conourrent condi- 
tions} in a contract of sale by credjit.— 


poyment of the price fixed & as by 
mplication of law payment to be con- 
current with ponent oe evidence 
of a contrary course of ae Fe 2 
admissible.—OcCKERBY & "Co TD. V 
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v. Wood (1851), 16 Q. B. 688; 16 L. T. O. S. 486; 
15 Jur. 1123: 117 E. R. 1025, 
Annotation :—Mentd. Hudson v. Hill (1874), 43 L. J. C. P. 


1484. - Delivery followed by weighing.] 
—GOWER v. JONES, No. 1481, ante. 

1485. Delivery preceding delivery of other 
goods by buyer.|—-The terms of a contract being as 
follows, ‘‘ April 1, 1826, sold W. P. one bale of 
sponge, at 10s. a pound, & bought of them yellow 
ochre at £5 a ton, to be delivered on or before 
Apr. 24” :—-Held: the delivery of the ochre by 
Apr. 24 to the extent of the price of the sponge, 
was a condition precedent to the delivery of the 
sponge.—PARKER v. RAWLINGS (1827), 4 Bing. 
280; 12 Moore, O. P. 529; 6L.J.0.8.C. P. 174; 
130 E. R. 775. 

1486. ——.]—Pltfs., Messrs. A. & co. & 
deft., entered into the following contract, ‘ Bought 
of Messrs A. & co. about 30 packs of Cheviot 
fleeces, ewes & hogs; & agreed to take the under 
mentioned noils [coarse woollen cloths], also agreed 
to draw for £250 on account at three months.’’ 
The quantity & quality of the noils were then 
specified :—Held: this was one entire contract, 
é& A. & co. could not sue for the non-delivery by 
deft. of the noils, without averring the delivery 
or tender to deft. of the fleeces.—ATKINSON v. 
SMITH (1845), 14 M. & W. 695; 15 L. J. Ex. 59; 
153 B. R. 655. 














1487. Evidence—Variation of written con- 
tract.|}—Forp v. YATES, No. 1476, ante. 
1488. ——— Trade usage—To disprove 





exception.|—SPARTALI v. BENECKE, No. 1482, ante. 
‘ ——— Course of dealing.|— Kina v. 
REEDMAN, No. 1966, post. 

1490. ‘* Terms cash.’’|—-NELSON v, DATTRICK, 
No. 1477, ante. 

1491. .|—Gopts v. Rost, No. 1076, ante. 

1492. Payment against delivery of shipping 
documents.|—A. sold goods to LB. to be delivered 
f.o.b. at Liverpool, for Trieste. The goods were 
placed by A. on board a steamer, to be delivered 
to the order of B. By the custom of the trade, 
where goods are sold, to be delivered f.o.b., the 
price is not payable until production of a bill of 
lading or some other document giving evidence of 
their being on board. The owners of the steamer 
refusing to give out the bill of lading until a greatly 
increased amount of freight was paid, & B. when 
informed of that fact, declining to have anything 
to do with the matter, A., who the jury found had 
not contracted to pay the freight, was unable to 
comply with the custom by producing the bill of 
lading :—Held: B. by his conduct dispensed with 
the strict compliance with the custom, & conse- 
quently A. was entitled to maintain an action for 
the price of the iron without producing a bill of 
lading.—GkREEN v. SICHEL (1860), 7 C. B. N.S. 
747; 29L. J.C. P. 218; 21.7. 745; 6 Jur. N.S. 
827; 8W.R. 663; 141 H.R. 1009. 

1493. -|—In a contract for the sale of a 
cargo of timber it was stipulated that the buyers 
should accept bills on receipt of ‘‘ all” the shipping 
documents. The sellers were unable to supply 
more than three of five parts of the bill of lading. 
In an action for the price of the cargo the jury 
found that the insertion of the word “‘ all ’’ had not 











FABRICIUS (1915), 17 W. A. L. R. 93. After 
—AUS. 


HAMILTON (1869), 29 


14921. Payment against delivery of ~—~CAN- 


shipping documents.) — JOUBERT & 
JOUBERT v, CORONA MANUFACTURING 
Co., {1922} Vv. L. R. 644.—AUS. 


m. Application of rule— Wrongful 
removal of gooda without payme 


1498 i. General 


purchase at ae }—SMITH v. 
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there are concurrent obligations under 
@ sale of goods, the p 
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altered the rights of the parties, & as the term 

‘‘ shipping documents ”’ had only a wide & not a 

strict technical sense, the sellers had been entitled 

to payment on furnishing three out of the five parts 
of the bill of lading.—CEDERBERG v. BORRIES, 

CrAalG & Co. (1885), 2 T. L. R. 201. 

1494. -|—Where a contract for the sale of 
goods provides that payment is to be made... 
on the arrival of the goods against shipping or 
railway documents, the purchaser on the arrival 
of the goods & on the production of the shipping 
or railway documents cannot inspect the bulk with 
the sample before payment. The right to reject 
subsequently if the goods are not in accordance 
with the sample is not impaired by the payment.— 
POLENGHI BRrorHERS v. DriED MILK Co., LTD. 
(1904), 922 L. T. 64; 53 W. R. 318; 21 T. L. R. 
118; 49 Sol. Jo. 120; 10 Com. Cas. 42. 

Annotations :—Apld. Biddell v. E. Clemens Horst. Co., [1911] 
1 K. B. 214. (See [1912] A, C. 18.) Refd. Aron v. 
Compton Wegimont, [1921] 3 K. B. 435; Ballantine v. 
Crainp & Bosman, (1923) 129 L. T. 502. 


1495. .|—E. CLEMENS Horst Co. v. BIDDELL 
BROTHERS, No. 1801, post. 

1496. .|}—ARNHOLD EARBERG & Co. »v. 
BLYTHE, GREEN, JOURDAIN & Co., THEODOR 
SCHNEIDER & Co. v. BurcetTr & NEwsam, No. 
1813, post. 

1497. -}—MuLLER, MAcLEAN & Co. vw. 
LESLIE & ANDERSON, [1921] W. N. 235. 














‘¢ READINESS AND WILLINGNESS ” 
TO PERFORM DUTY. 

See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), 8. 28. 

1498. General rule.|—In an action for the non- 
delivery of corn at S. pursuant to an agreement 
whereby deft., in consideration that pltf. had 
bought of him a certain quantity at a fixed price, 
undertook to deliver it to pltf. at 8. within one 
month from the time of the sale, pltf. must aver a 
tender of the price or what is equivalent thereto ; 
for the delivery of the corn & the payment of the 
price were concurrent acts to be done by the parties 
respectively at the same time; & each must aver 
performance or an offer to perform his part before 
he can maintain an action against the other.— 
Morton v. LAMB (1797), 7 Term Rep. 125; 101 
BE. R. 890, 

Annotations :-—Expld. Rawson ». Johnson (1800), 1 Hast, 
203. Consd. Waterhouse v. Skinner (1801), 24Bos. & P. 
447. Reid. Smith v. Woodhouse (1806), 2 Bos. & P. N. R. 
233; Levy v. Herbert (1817), | Moore, C. P. 56; Pickford 
v. Grand Junction Ry. (1841), 2 Ry. & Can. Cas, 592. 
Mentd. Beer v. Beer (1852), 16 Jur. 223. 

1499. .]—Assumpsit on an agreement “ to 
give ycarly free to pltf. during three years 20 tons 
of coals, to be put free on board ship at Cardiff 
for the use of pltf.’’ Breach, that defts. did not 
give pltf. yearly or at any time during the three 
years 20 tons of coals, ctc., in the terms of the 
contract :—Held: bad for want of an averment 
by pltf. that he was ready & willing to receive the 
coals, & he had named a ship on which deft. was 
to deliver them.—ARMITAGE vy. INSOLE (1850), 14 
Q. B. 728; 19L. J. Q. B. 202; 14 L. T. O.S. 4398 ; 
14 Jar. 619; 117 EK. R. 280. 

Annotations :—Apld. Sutherland v. Allhusen (1866), 14 
a Ee efd. Budgett v. Binnington (1890), 25 


SUB-SECT. 3. 








to recover against the other must 
show that he has always been ready 
& willing to perform the obligations 
upon bim.—STUART & Co. v. CLARKE, 
i107) geW. W. R, 1049; 11 Alta 
» R. 551; 36D. L. R. 254.—CAN. 
1498 ii. ——-.}—-Srrona & DOWLER 
». HEUER (Alta.), [1917] 2 W. W.R. 27, 


C. R. 394 


rule.] — Wherever 
y who seeks 
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Sect. 1.—General duties of seller and buycr: Sub-sect. 
3. Sect. 2: Sub-sect. 1.) 


1500. .)—By a memorandum of agreement, 
A. agreed to sell to B. certain lands therein 
described, & all the mines, beds, & veins of coal, 
etc. under same, at a certain price; & A. agreed 
to purchase from B. all coal that he might from 
time to time require, at a fair market price :— 
Held: these were concurrent acts; & B. could not 
sue A. for not taking the coal, without averring 
performance or a readiness to perform his part 
of the agreement.—BANKART v. BOWERS (1866), 
L.R.1C. P. 484. ‘ 

1501. Must continue after tender.|—To an 
action of debt for 20 quarters of malt tender & 
refusal is a bad plea, without saying uncore prist.— 
BRIKHED v. WILSON (1536), 1 Dyer, 24b; 73 
E. R. 52. 

1502. Whether other allegations necessary— 
Tender.|—If A. agree to buy of B. & B. to sell to 
A. goods at a certain price, to be delivered between 
such a day & such a day; & B. fail to deliver 
the goods within the time, it is sufficient for A. 
in declaring upon the contract to aver that he was 
during all the time, & still is ready & willing to 
receive & pay for the goods ; without making any 
allegation of an actual tender & rcfusal.— WATER- 
HOUSE v. SKINNER (1801), 2 Bos. & P. 447; 126 
EB. R. 1377. 

Annotation :—Refd. Pickford v. Grand Junction Ry. (1841), 8 

M. & W. 372. 

1503. ——.]—In an action for the non- 
delivery of malt, which deft. had undertaken to 
deliver on request at a certain price, it is sufficient 
for pltf. in his declaratio1. to aver such request, & 
that he was ready & willing to receive the malt & 
to pay for it according to the terms of the sale, 
but that deft. refused to deliver it, without 
averring an actual tender of the price.—-RAWSON 
v. JOHNSON (1801), 1 East, 203; 102 EH. R. 79. 
Ane: -—Apld. Waterhouse v. Sane (1801), 2 Bos. 

& P.447. Distd. Squier v. Hunt (1816), 3 Price, 68. Refd. 

Levy v. Herbert (1817), 1 Moore, C. P. 56; Pickford v. 

Grand Junction Ry. (1841), 8 M. & W. 372. 

1504. -|—In an action upon an agrec- 
ment, whereby A. was to deliver to B., weekly, 
200 tons of iron mine, in tram waggons to be 
provided by B., the declaration alleged that A. 
was ready & willing, & tendered & oftered to deliver 
to B. the quantity weekly in tram waggons to be 
provided by B., of which B. had notice, but that 
he refused to take the said iron mine :—Held : 
the allegation of tender was immaterial, & not 














traversable.—JACKSON v. ALLAWAY (1844), 6 
Man. & G. 942; 7 Scott, N. R. 875; 13 L. J.C. P. 
84; 2L. T. O. 8S. 828; 8 Jur. 63; 134 E. R. 


1174. 

Annotations :—Apld. Levey v. Cee. [1922] 1 K. B. 688. 
Refd. Wilkinson v. Gaston (18 jie 0 Jur. 804; Wallis 
v. Warren (1849), 18 L. J. Ex. 449. 
1505.° ——.]—In anney for not accept- 

ing a quantity of guano, the declaration alleged that 





1502i. Whether other allegations neces- 1506 ii, ——— 
sary—TZ'ender.J—SHRIRAM RUPRAM 1. DAVIES, [1923] 1 
MADANGOPAL GOWARDHAN (1903), O.L. 
I. L. R. 30 Calc. 865.—IND. 

1506 i. Request to deliver.J— 
Upon an agreement to deliver wheat 
for pltf. at A.’s mill, pltf. averred in 





n. 





——.J—NUGENT v. 
D. L. R. 1040; 53 
Rh. 458.—CAN. 





v. KUsSTURY MULL 9». GC. C. 
(1869), 3 B. L. R. 103.—IND. DL. R. 


Price & time of payment.) 


GLADSTONE & Co. 


SALE OF GoopDs. 


pltfs. were ready & willing to deliver the guano 
to deft. according to the terms of the contract :— 
Held: it was not necessary for pltfs. to aver a 
tender or offer to deliver, or deft. dispensed with 
a tender.—Boyp v. Lerr (1845), 1 ©. B. 222; 
2 Dow. & L. 847; 14L.3.C.P.111; 41.17. 0.8. 
333; 185 BE. It. 524. 

1506. Request to deliver.}]—~ Where in 
consideration of the purchase of hay by pltf. of 
deft., the latter promised to deliver to & suffer 
pltf. to take it away as he wanted it, when 
requested, an allegation that deft., after suffering 
pitf. to take away a part, sold & disposed of the 
residue to other persons, supersedes the necessity 
of alleging a request to deliver, etc., the residue.— 
BOWDELL v. Parsons (1808), 10 East, 359; 103 
H.R. 811. 

Annotations :—Refd. Lovelock v. Branklyn, (1846), a Q. B 





371; Hochster v. De La Tour ede XK. 678; ; 
Frost v. Knight (1870), L. R. h. 30%, Menta. 
5 ers v. St. Paul’s Dean & Chapter (As40y" 19L. J. Q. 3B 
1507. ——— Appropriation of specific goods by 
seller.]|—DUNLOP v. GROTE, No. 2427, post. 





1508. Both parts of allegation necessary.)— 
In an action upon a contract for not accepting 
goods which pltf. had contracted with deft. to 
deliver, at a certain place, it is not sufficient for 
pltf. to aver that he was ‘‘ ready ’”’ to dcliver, 
without also stating that he was ‘‘ willing ’”’ to do 
so.— GRANGER v. DACRE (1844), 12 M. & W. 431; 
1 Dow. & L. 573; 13 L. J. Wx. 93; 2L. T. 0. S. 
314; 152 E.R. 1265. 

1509. Non-performance of condition by other 
party——Notice of requirements. |—-GREAT NORTHERN 
Ry. Co. v. Harrison, No. 1607, post. 

1510. -|-<FORRESTY & SON, LTD. v. ARA- 
MAYO, No. 1568, post. 

1511. Sufficiency of allegation—General allega- 
tion of performance.|—A declaration stated, that 
deft. had contracted to scll, & pltf. to purchase 
& accept from deft., a large quantity of iron, ctc., 
& pltf. avers performance of all conditions 
precedent, & that all things have been done & 
happened to entitle pltf. to have & receive the 
whole of the quantity of iron; & that although 
deft. had delivered a part of the iron, & that 
although a reasonable time had elapsed, & although 
pltf. was ready & willing to accept & receive the 
residue of the iron, of which deft. had due notice, 
yet deft. had not delivered the residue of the tron 
in pursuance of the contract :—Held: the general 
allegation of performance, & of all things having 
happened to entitle pitt. to receive the whole of the 
iron, contained a sufficient statement that pltf. 
was ready & willing to pay for the residue of the 
iron on delivery.—BENTLEY v. DAWwss (1854), 
9 Exch. 666; 2 C. L. R. 1070; 23 L. J. Ex. 220 ; 
23 L. T. O.S. 82; 156 EK. R. 285. 

1512. Goods unascertained—Resale by seller— 
Whether inconsistent with ‘‘readiness & willing- 
ness.’*|—In an action for not accepting oil, the 





v. TRAVIS (1857),"3 All. 445.—CAN. 


1509 i. Non-performance of condition 
by other party—Notice of requirements.) 
ay ae Con & GRAIN Co. 

NCH C 


mW aes {1924} a“ 
569 ; [192 Ww. W. 
20 Alta. L. R. 807 2 wd. [192 a 


his declaration “that ho was always 

g to accept the wheat at the 
place aforesaid, & to have paid deft. 
for the same at the rate in that behalf 
aforesaid, whereof deft. had notice ”’ 
—Held: declaration foee & pitt. 
need not prove, under t agreement, 
a request on his part to deft. to deliver, 
or that he was at the mill to accept 
delivery.—WRIGHT v. WEED (1849), 
6 U. G. R. 140.—CAN. 


—In an action for the non-delivery of 
wood according to contract, the de- 
claration was held bad on _ special 
demurrer, for not stating the price 
to be paid, nor that the wood was to 
be paid for either on delivery or on 
a certain day, nor that pltf. was ready 
& willing to pay for it.—MabDpDOocxK v. 
STOCK (1836), 4U.C. R. 118.—CAN. 


0. —— Ability to deliver.}—TAYLON 


150; 
1 D. L. Rt. 185.—CA 

1511 i. Sufficiency 2 allepation—Gene- 
ral allegation of performance.}—HAN- 
coon G1BsONn (1846), 3 U. C. R. 41. 


o~ 


1611ii. ———- ——-. + BOARD oF ORD- 
NANCE v. LEWIS (1854), 7 Ir. Jur. 17. 
Failure to tender owing 





to iat tn date of payment.}—BIALE 
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declaration stated a contract to purchase 40 tons 
of oil the last 10 tons whereof, ‘“‘ to be delivered in 
all Dec., to be paid for on delivery ’’?; with an 
averment of readiness to deliver ‘‘in the month 
of Dec.,’’ & a traverse of that averment. It 
appeared that the contract was not for any specific 
oil, that no particular oil had been appropriated, 
& that the brokers on cach side had arranged for 
the previous deliveries. On Dec. 11, deft.’s brokers 
wrote to him to know when he would receive the 
last 10 tons; he directed a delivery to certain 
parties ; but this was not communicated to pltf. 
& on Dec. 22, deft. stopped payment, towards the 
end of the month, upon which deft.’s brokers 
wrote to pltf. to the effect that the oil would not be 
received ; & he then, before the end of the month, 
resold at a loss, & wrote to deft., demanding the 
difference :—Held: he was entitled to recover, 
the jury finding that he would have been ready 
to deliver the oil contracted for if deft., or his 
brokers, had required it & offered the money.— 
BAKER v. FIRMINGER (1859), 28 L. J. Ex. 130. 
Annotation :—Apld. Lovey v. Goldberg, [1922] 1 K. B. 688. 
1513. Necessity for notice of readiness & willing- 
ness.!|—-Contract for the sale by pltfs. to defts. 
of 100 tons of lard, at the price of 44s. 6d. per cwt. 
ex quay &/or warehouse in Liverpool, to be 
delivered in equal proportions during the months 
of Mar. & Apr. then next ensuing. ‘‘ Payment to 
be made in cash, before delivery if required, in 
fourteen days, less 24 per cent., from dates of 
notices of readiness to deliver.’’? Declaration, 
setting out the contract, & averring that pltfs. 
in pursuance thereof, delivered in Mar., & defts. 
accepted about one-half of the lard in part fulfil- 


ment, & afterwards that pltfs. gave due & proper 


notce that they were ready to deliver the remainder 
yet defts. did not accept the other half, or any part 
thereof. Pleas, traversing the averment of due 
& proper notice, & of readiness & willingness to 
deliver the remainder of the lard. <At the trial, 
there being no evidence that pltfs. delivered the 
remainder of the lard, or gave notice of readiness 
& willingness to deliver it during Apr., the judge 
directed a nonsuit :—Held: the nonsuit was right. 
—DAVIES v McLEAN (1873), 28 L. T. 113; 37 
J.P.198; 21 W. R. 264. 

1514. At time of delivery of each instalment.]— 
BRAITHWAITE v. FOREIGN LWARDWOOD Co., No. 
2496, post. 

1515. Effect of declaration of insolvency of one 
party.|—-A mere declaration of insolvency by one 
party to a contract does not entitle the other party 
to put an end to the contract ; but if the declara- 
tion is made in such circumstances as to show that 
the insolvent either cannot, or does not intend to 
carry out the contract, it is open to the solvent 
contractor to rescind the contract..—_MEss_ v. 
DurFFus & Co. (1901), 6 Com. Cas. 165. 

1516. Repudiation of contract by purchaser.|]— 
By three contracts in writing dated in Sept., July, 
& Sept., 1919, applts. agreed to buy from the 
several resps., who were three firms of tea growers 
in India, their 1919-1920 crops of tea at prices 
to be regarded by the rate of exchange, delivery 
to be made in bonded warehouses in London, but 
the contracts did not bind the sellers to deliver 
by any particular date; any dispute under the 
contracts to be settled by arbn. Early in 1920 





v. Huaains & Frinury, [1918] S, A. 
L. R. 15.—AUS. 


q. Must arise within — reasonable 
time.]—CARTER 1. BINGHAM (1872), 32 
Uv. C. R, 615.—CAN. 


CHOWDRY (1866), 
substantial.) —- The 


Yr. Afust be 17.— IND. 


readiness & willingness on the 
of pltf. must be substantial, something 
on which deft. may act, not a readiness 
& willingness concealed in pltf.’s mind. 
—COMMERCIAL BANK v. MUDOOBOODUN 

1 Ind. Jur. N. S. 
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several ships carrying consigninents of tea under 
these ontracts arrived in London, but, owing to 
the congestion at that port, were diverted by the 
Shipping Controller to various out ports in England 
& Scotland, where a further delay occurred owing 
to the congestion, &, consequently, the sellers, 
at the date of the repudiation hereinafter men- 
tioned, were not ready to deliver the teas in 
London. In May, 1920, the parties verbally 
agreed that the buyers would accept delivery of 
the diverted consignments at the out ports instead 
of London with an allowance of 3d. per lb., but 
this agreement was unenforceable by reason of its 
non-compliance with Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), 
s. 4. In July, 1920, the buyers repudiated their 
liability to accept the tea discharged at out ports 
under any of the three contracts on the ground that 
a reasonable time for delivery under those contracts 
had expired, & the sellers accepted this repudiation 
by asking for an arbitrator. The arbitrator 
found that a reasonable time for delivery of the 
tea under the said contracts had not expired, & 
awarded damages against the buyers for breach 
of contract :—Held: (1) the parol contract of 
May did not operate as an implied rescission of the 
original contracts, there being no evidence of any 
intention to rescind; (2) the buyers having 
wrongfully repudiated the contracts, the sellers 
were not bound to prove that they were ready & 
willing at the date of the repudiation to deliver 
the teas in London, & the awards ought to stand. 
—BritTisi & BENINGTONS, LTD. v. NORTH WESTERN 
CAcHAR TEA Co., Lrn., British & BENINGTONS, 
Lrp. v. BAINTGOORIE (DOOARS) TEA Co., LTD., 
British & BENINGTONS, Lrp. v. MAZDAUEE TEA 
Co., Lrp., [1923] A. C. 48; 92 L. J. K. B. 62; 
128 L. T. 422 ; 28 Com. Cas. 265; 18 Lloyd, L. R. 
67, I. L.3 affg. S. C. sub nom. NORTH WESTERN 
CACHAR TEA Co., LTp. v. BRITISH & BENINGTONS, 
Lrp., BAINTGOORIE (DOOARS) TEA Co., Lrp. v. 
SAME, MAZDEHEE TEA Co., Lrp. v. Sams (1921), 
10 Tloyd, L. R. 381, C. A. 
Annotations :-—As to (1) Apld. Rose & Frank Co. v. Crompton, 
[1925] A. C. 445. Refd. Larrinaga v. Société Franco- 


Américaine des Phosphates de Medulla (1922), 27 Com. 
Cas. 160. 


SECT. 2.—DELIVERY- 
Sun-sEcT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 

Sce Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 29. 

1517. Necessity for delivery—Ship at sea.|— 
Assignment of a ship at sea for a valuable con- 
sideration may be good against assignees of bkpts., 
though no possession is taken thereof; but if of 
goods at land, otherwise.—BOURNE v. DoDSON 
aa 1 Atk. 154; Barn. Ch. 200; 26 E. R. 100, 

or 8. : 


Annotations :—Distd. Ryall v. Rolle (1749), 1 Atk. 165. 
Refd. Worseley v. Demattos & Slader (1758), 1 Burr. 467. 


1518. Goods on land.|—-BOURNE v. Dop- 
sON, No. 1517, ante. 

1519. Share of ship.]—-Sale of a share of a 
ship is good without actual delivery.—ApDDIS v. 
BAKER (1794), 1 Anst. 222 ; 145 KE. R. 854, 

1520. Action on guarantee to pay for goods. | 
—On. a guarantee to pay for goods sold & delivered 
to a third person, what such person has said 
respecting the goods sold to him, is not evidence to 











art PART VI. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 1. 


t. Necessity for delivery.) — Pitt. 
agreed with one M. for the purchase 
of a quantity of timber upon certain 
terms, but failed to pay the price 
agreed upon. M. afterwards re 
tho money, & sold & delivered the 
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charge the person giving the guarantee; the 
delivery of thee must be proved.—EVvANS v. 
Bratt (1803), 5 Esp. 26; 170 E. R. 726, N. P. 


Annotation :-—Mentd. Carmarthen & a Ry. v. 
Manohester & Milford Ry. (1873), L. R. 8 O. P. 685. 


1521. Action on price.]—Deft. cannot be 
held to special bail on an affidavit stating him to 
be indebted to pltf., in so much for goods bargained 
& sold, without also saying delivered.—HoPkKINS 
v. THORNE (1810), 12 East, 398; 104 H. R. 156. 


Annotations :—Apld. Lascar v. Morioseph (1823), 1 pine. 
357. Mentd. Hargreave v. Hayes (1855), 24 L. J. Q. B. 


281 
——.]—Deft. cannot be held to 





1522. 
special bail on an affidavit, stating him to be 
indebted to pltf. in a certain sum, for goods sold, 
unless it be also stated that they were delivered.— 
LASCAR v. MORIOSEPH (1823), 1 Bing. 357; 2 
L. J. O. S. C. P. 143; 180 E. R. 1443; sub nom. 
LOISADA v. MornyosrPH, 8 Moore, C. P. 366. 

An Eye Hargreaves v. Hayes (1855), 1 Jur. 


1523. —-— To complete contract.|—A. not 
knowing that B. was a horse dealer, made a verbal 
bargain with him on a Sunday for the purchase of a 
horse. The price, which was above £10, was then 
specified, & B. warranted the horse to be sound. 
It was not delivered, however, until the following 
Tuesday, when the money was paid :—Held: 
there was not any complete contract until the 
delivery of the horse, & consequently the contract 
was not void within Sunday Observance Act, 1677 
(c. 7), 8.2, but assuming it to be void, the purchaser 
having no knowledge of tue fact that the vendor 
was exercising his ordinary calling on the Sunday, 
had not been guilty of any breach of the law, & 
therefore was entitled to recover back the price 
of the horse.—-LLOXSOME v. WILLIAMS (1824), 3 
B. & C. 232; 5 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 82; 2L. 5.0.8. 
K. B. 224; 107 K. R. 720. 

Annotations :—Consd. Fennell v. Ridler (1826), 5 B. & C, 
406; Smith v. Sparrow (1827), 4 Bing. 84; Ae Mahmoud 
& Ispahani, [1921] 2 K. 8b. 716. Refd. Begbie v. Levi 
(1830), 1 Cr. & J. 180; Brightman v. Tate, [1919} 1 K. B. 
463; Elder v. Kelly (1919), 88. J. K. B. 1253; Witham 
& Butterworth v. Lindley (1920), 37 T. L. R. 75, F 
1524. - Trover.|—No doubt, in the case of 

a sale of goods, taking possession is not necessary, 

& the purchaser may maintain trover without 

delivery ; but suppose a father said to a’son, I 

give you this chair, & the son did not take it, 

could he maintain trover ? (KNIGHT-BRrucE, V.-C.). 

—Ie ACRAMAN, l’x p. CASTLE (1842), 3 Mont. 

D. & De G. 117; 12 L. J. Bey. 80; 7 Jur. 47, 

Ct. of R. 

1525. Distinction between ‘‘ to be delivered ’’ & 
“‘to be taken.’’|— NEILL v. WHITWORTH, No. 1599, 

ost. 

4 1526. Bankruptcy of seller before delivery— 

Contract of sale bond fide—-Buyer’s right to de- 

livery.|—B. & C. by verbal communing, agreed to 

make advances to A. on the security of a ship he 
had nearly completed building on his own account, 
provided A. entered into an absolute contract of 
sale of the vessel. An unqualified contract of sale 
was completed by which A. agreed to complete 

& deliver to B. & C. the vessel for a price to be 

paid in two instalments, with power to B. & C. 

in the event of A. failing to complete the contract 








timber to one ©. Upon replevin 
brought :—Held: no delivery having 
been made to pltf., he could not 
recover.—HENRY v. CooK (1858), 8 
C. P. 29.—CAN. 


PART VI. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 2.—A. 
a. Marking good by purchaser — 


stitute delive 


Catile.J—The marking & weighing of Oo 
cattle by a purchaser does not con- 1P.&B —OAN. 
under Sale of Goods 
Act, 1893.—BONNER 
(1905), 39 I. L. rT: 24.—- IR. 


b. Marking of 


; goods 
Notice of marking to eke in vlew 


of Goobs. 


to enter into possession of the vessel & complete it, 
or sell it. In a correspondence between A. & B. & 
C. & a shipbroker & others subsequent to the 
contract & for the purpose of getting a purchaser 
for the vessel, the ship was called A.’s ship; but 
no letters were written to any persons who were 
induced by their means to deal with the ship upon 
the footing of its being the property of A. From 
the date of the contract B. & C. gave, by cheques at 
various dates, advances to A., taking a receipt on 
account of the purchase of the ship; at the same 
time bills for like amounts were accepted by A. 
The advances equalled the full price of the ship. 
Before it was completed or delivered A.’s estate 
was sequestrated. The bills accepted by A. were 
paid by B. & C. In a question between A.’s 
trustee & B. & C.:—Held: where there was an 
absolute bond fide contract of sale of an article 
which was not delivered before the bkpcy. of the 
seller, the right of the buyer under the contract to 
have delivery could not be defeated by proof that 
the character of buyer had been conferred on him 
merely for the purpose of his having a security 
for money intended to be advanced to him.— 
M‘BAIN v. WALLACE & Co. (1881), 6 App. Cas. 
588; 45 L. T. 261; 30 W. R. 65, H. L. 

Alain :—Relfd. Seath v. Moore (1884), 11 App. Cas. 


Delivery without payment of purchase-money— 
Whether possession amounts to larceny.] — Sec 
CRIMINAL LAw, Vol. XV., pp. 873, 874, Nos. 
9591-9597. 


SuB-sEcT. 2.—WHAT CONSTITUTES DELIVERY. 
A. In General. 


1527. Payment of earnest—-Tender of balance.|— 
JAMES v. PRICE (1773), Lofft, 219; 98 BE. R. 619. 

1528. Marking of goods by _ purchaser-—On 
vendor’s premises.|—ANDERSON v. Scot (1806), 1 
Camp. 235, n.3; 170 Ih. R. 941, N. P. 

Annotitions :—N.F. Proctor v. Jones (1826), 2 0. & P. 532. 
Distd. Boulter v. Arnott (1833), 3 Tyr. 267. Consd. 
Saundcra v. Topp (1849), 4 Exch. 390. Reta. Marshall v. 
Green (1875), 45 L. J. Q. B. 153. 

1529. Delivery of key—Of vendor’s warehouse.| 
—HELiis v. HUNT, No. 2167, post. 

1530. Constructive delivery—Words forming part 
of parol contract.|—-It is no objection to a con- 
structive delivery of goods, that it is made by 
words, parcel of the parol contract of sale.— 
ELMORE v. STONE (1809), 1 Taunt. 458; 127 
BK. R. 912. 

Annotations :—Consd. Wright v. Percival (1839), 8L. J. Q. B. 
258. Refd. Edan v. Dudfield (1814), 1 Q. B. 302; Blonkin- 
rey v. Clayton (1817), 1 Moore, O. P. 328; Howe v. Palmer 

1829), 3 Lb. & Ald. 321; Carter v. Toussaint (1822), 5 

. & Ald. 855; Proctor v. Jones (1826), 2 0. & P. 582; 

Smith v. Surman (1829), 9 B. & C. 561; Beaumont v. 
Brengeri (1847), 5 ©. B. 301; Holmes v. LfYoskins ate 9 
Exch. 753; Marvin v. Wallis (1856), 6 K. & B. 720; 
Coombs v. Bristol & Exeter wk (1858), 3 H. & N. 510; 
Castle v. Swordor 500). 5 H. & N. 281; Martin v. Reid 
(1862), 11 C. B. N.S. 730; Langton v. Waring (1865), 81 
Hae = 316; Dublin City Distillery v. Doherty, [1914] 


1531. Goods not yet appropriated—Sub-sale by 
buyer—Order for delivery given by buyer to sub- 
purchaser.]—-A. having 40 tons of oil secured in the 
same cistern, sold 10 tons to B. & received the 
price, & B. sold the same to C. & took his accept- 
ance for the price at four months, & gave him a 


f poe Tee v. RUTLEDGE (1878), 
Cc. Actual delivery.) -— Where goods 


WHELAN are by the order for sale to be de- 
livered at a railway se ay at M., 
billed to the purchaser at S., & the 


seller— vendor subsequently sees some of the 


goods at S., & the purchaser knows 
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written order for delivery on A., who wrote & 
signed his acceptance upon the said order; but 
no actual delivery was made of the 10 tons which 
continued mixed with the rest in A.’s cistern: yet 
held, that this was a complete sale & delivery 
in law of the 10 tons by B. to C.; nothing remain- 
ing to be done on the part of the seller, though 
as between him & A., it remained to be measured 
off: & therefore, that the seller could not upon 
the bkpcy. of the buyer, before his acceptance 
became due, countermand the measuring off & 
delivery in fact of the 10 tons to the buyer: nor 
were the goods in transitu, 80 as to enable the seller 

to stop them.—WHITEHOUSE v. Frost (1810), 12 

Hast, 614; 104 EB. It. 239. 

Annotations :—Distd. .Wallace v. Breeds (1811), 13 Kast, 
522. Dbtd. White v. Wilks (1813), 5 Taunt. 176. Distd 
Busk v. Davis (1814), 2M. & S. 397. Consd. Dublin Cit 
Distillery v. Doherty, [1914] A. C. 823. Dbtd. Laurie 
Morewood v. Dudin, [1926] 1 K. B. 223; Refd. Austen 
vo. Craven (1812), 4 Taunt. 644; Shepley v. Davis (1814), 
1 Marsh. 252; Jones v. Moore (1841), 4 Y. & C. Ex. 351; 
Cowas-Jee_v. Thompson (1845), 5 Moo. P. GC. C. 165; 
Sterns v. Vickers, (1923) 1 K. LB. 78. 

1532. Goods on premises of third party—Third 
party ordered to permit removal.:—SaLTER v. 
Woo.LLams, No. 1648, post. 

1538. Handing over for experimental trip—Im- 
mediate return required.|—-BEALE v. MOULE (1843), 
2L. T. O. S. 227. 

1534. Shipment on purchaser’s ship.|—By A.’s 
order, goods were consigned to him from South 
America, & were shipped on board his own ship. 
Bills of lading were sent to A. & bills for the value 
of the goods were forwarded by the consignor to 
D. the same being drawn in ]).’s favour upon A. 
& professing to be on account of the goods con- 
signed. After the bills of lading arrived, but 
before the bills of exchange were accepted or the 
cargo reached Ingland, A. became bkpt. The 
assignees of A. took possession of the cargo; & 
D. petitioned to establish a specific lien upon the 
cargo in respect of the bills, but, two actions at 
luw having been previously tried between the 
parties, in both of which the assignees were 
successful, the ct. ordered the petition to stand 
over, petitioners being at liberty to institute pro- 
ceedings at law or in equity within six weeks, 
otherwise the petition to be dismissed. 

The shipment of the coffee ... was as com- 
pletely a delivery'to bkpts. as if it had been placed 
in their own hands. He could not hold that any 
contract of lien could be taken to have existed, 
or that if any such contract had been shown, the 
coffee could be held to be otherwise than in the 
reputed ownership of bkpts. Still there was 
enough to induce him to say that he would not 
preclude petitioners from attempting to establish 
their title at law or in equity (KNIQuT-BRUCE, 
V.-C.).—Re HIaGinson, La p. CARRUTHERS (1849), 
3 De G. & Sm.570; 13 L. T. 0.8.9; 13 Jur. 276 ; 
64 BE. R. 611. 

Annotation :-—Refd. Frith v. Forbes (1862), 31 L. J. Ch. 793. 
1535. Pretended sale—Possession subsequently 

obtained for another purpose.|—Where there is a 

pretended sale of goods between two persons, but 

a secret understandng between them that what 

appears on the instrument is not to operate as a 

sale, & the pretended vendee afterwards gets 

possession of the goods for another purpose, that 
is not a delivery in pursuance of the contract, & 
the property does not pass. 

A. being indebted, received an advance of money 


thoy are there, there is good delivery, 
even though the goods were sent from 
M. R. & reforwarded to S.—Joun- 
SON 0. CHOMYSZYN (1916), 34 W. L. @. 
389.—OCAN, 


PART VI. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 2.—B. 

ad. Pro forma delivery~— Actual de- 
livery only on payment of cash.}— 
SCOTTON v. BRIDGE & Co., Ltn. ye): 
19 N. S. « is-Rs . 8S. W. 
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from B. on the security of her goods. ‘To prevent 
the goods being seized by the landlord, A. signed 
a paper, which on the face of it was a sale to B. 
The goods were afterwards delivered to him to keep 
for A. B. sold them :—Held: he was liable to 
A. for their value in an action of trover.—Lorrt v. 
BootuH (1852), 19 L. T. O. 8. 203. 

1536. Delivery to person authorised by purchaser 
—Servant sent with cart.]--A. sends his servant 
with a horse & cart to B. to purchase coals for 
him, & to bring them back. The bare rah Cad 
the coals into the servant’s hands, as between 
& his master, gives him the exclusive possession of 
them ; but that exclusive possession is determined 
by his depositing them in his master’s cart. From 
that time the possession of them is in A.—R. v. 
REED (1854), Dears. C. C. 257; 20. L. RR. 807; 23 
lL. J. M. C. 25; 22 L. T. O. S. 263; 18 J. P. 71; 
18 Jur. 66; 2 W. R. 190; 6 Cox, C. C. 284; 169 
E. RK. 717, C. C. R. 


Annotations :—Apld. R. v. Mallison (1902), 66 J. P. 503. 
Mentd. Rt. v. Pratt (1854), 2 W. R. 497. 


1537. ——-—- At purchaser’s premises.|—-Where 
under a contract the seller is required deliver 
goods at the buyer’s premises, he fulfils his obliga- 
tion if he delivers them there to a person who 
apparently has authority to receive them, taking 
care to see that no unauthorised person recelves 
them. If, therefore, the goods are received by an 
apparently respectable person, who has obtained 
access to the buyer’s premises, & who signs for the 
goods in the buyer’s absence & misappropriates 
them, the loss must fall on the buyer & not on the 
carrier or seller.—GALBRAITH & GRANT, LYD. v. 
Buock, [1922] 2 K. B. 155; 91 L. J. K. B. 649; 
127 L. fT. 521; 38 T. L. Rt. 669; 66 Sol. Jo. 596, 
D.C. 

B. Delivery subject to Conditions. 

1538. Delivery subject to presentation of de- 
livery warrant — Meaning of presentation.|— 
BARTLETT v. HOLMES, No. 1642, post. 

1539. Delivery into purchaser’s receptacles— 
Pending arbitration—Purchaser refusing to submit 
to arbitration.|—Upon a dispute arising between 
pltfs. & doft. as to the terms upon which some 
wool had been sold by the latter to the former, 
deft., acting under the direction of a third person, 
who told him that pltfs. had consented to submit 
the dispute to arbn., packed the wool in pltfs.’ 
sheets, & loaded it upon a truck at a railway 
station, but subsequently, on learning that pltfs. 
refused to consent to the arbn., took it away 
again :—Held: the delivery was conditional 
merely, & was not sufficient to take the case out 
of Stat. Vrauds.—CAwTura v. BILLIAT (1863), 3 
i. & FF. 850. 

1540. Acceptance of bill by purchaser.]|—Saks 
v. TILLEY, No. 1040, ante. 


C. Goods Remaining on Vendor’s Premises. 

1541. Goods packed in purchaser’s receptacles— 
Deposit on seller’s premises—Goods not to be taken 
until paid for.|}—A. agrees to sell goods to B. who 
pays a certain sum of money as earnest ; the goods 
are packed in cloths furnished by B. & deposited 
in a building belonging to A. till B. shall send for 
them, but A. declares at the same time that they 
shall not be carried away till he is paid. This is 
not a delivery to B.—GooDALL v. SKELTON (1794), 


2 Hy. Bl. 316; 126 EB. R. 570. 
Aninatation :—Folld. Boulter v. Arnott (1833), 1 Cr. & M. 333. 


W. N. 27.—AUS. 

e. Payment before delivery.J-—LKE & 
RUTUERFORD v. CANADIAN PUGET 
SouND LUMB & Trrper Co., Lrn. 


KR 
70; 36 N (1924), 34 B. C. R. 557.—CAN. 
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1542. -\—Goods sold for ready 
money were packed up in boxes of the vendee for 
him & in his presence, but remained on the pre- 
mises of the vendor :—Held: goods sold & de- 
livered would not lie.—BOULTER v. ARNOTT (1833), 
1 Cr. & M. 333; 3 Tyr. 267; 2L. J. Ex. 97; 149 
E. R. 427. 

Annotation :—Refd. Colley v. Overseas Exporters, [1921] 3 

K. B. 302. 











1548. Goods remaining in vendor’s warehouse— 
Position of vendor altered.|—If after goods are sold 
they remain in the warehouse of the vendor, & he 
receives warehouse rent for them, this amounts 
to a delivery of the goods to the purchaser, so as 
to put an end to the vendor’s right of svopp ne 
them in uransut, —Hurny v. MANGLES (1808), 1 
Camp. 452; 170 E. R. 1018, N. P. 

Annotations :—Distd. Miles v. Gorton (1834), 2 Cr. ieee 504. 
Refd. Holderness v. Shackels (1828), 3 Man. & Ry. K. B. 
25; Dublin City Distillery v. Doherty, [1914] A. "S. 823. 
1544. .|—Deft., an innkeeper, ordered 

of the traveller of pltfs., who were wine & spirit 

merchants at Bristol, two puncheons of rum & 
one hogshead of brandy, at six months’ credit; 
they were to lie in bond in pltfs.’ warehouse till 
wanted. Pltfs. thereupon sent deft. an invoice, 
specifying particular casks of brandy & rum as 
sold to him, stating that they were free from warec- 
house rent for six months. Pltfs. kept a ware- 
house for their own & other people’s goods, & they 
transferred the particular casks to deft.’s name in 
their warehouse books, as sold to him. After that 
entry pltfs. could not get the casks out of the 
bonded cellar in which they were. Deft. did not 
pay the price when the credit had expired, but 
asked pltfs. to take the goods back or to sell them 
for him. This pltfs. refused to do. Deft. never 
fea the casks out of pltfs.’ cellar. In an action, 
wld ae for the price :—Held: there was some 
ence of a receipt & acceptance of the casks by 

deft. so as to satisfy Stat. Frauds, s. 17, for there 
was ground for saying that the character in which 
pltfs. held the casks had changed from that of 
mere vendors to that of warehousemecn & agents 

of deft.—CaAsSTLE v. SWORDER (1861), 6 H. & N. 

828; 30 L. J. Ex. 310; 4 L. T. 865; 8 Jur. N.S. 

233; 9 W.R. 697; 158 E. R. 341, ux. Ch. 


Annotations : :—Consd. Dublin City Distillery ». Doherty, 
{11914} A. C. 823. Refd. McClean v. Nicolle (1861), _ 
ae 863 ; Ie Roberts, Evans v. Roberts (1887), 36 Ch. D. 








1545. Marking of goods by purchaser.]—-ANDER- 
SON v. Scor (1806), 1 Camp. 235, n.; 170 KE. R. 
041, N. P 


Annotations :—N.F. Proctor v. Tonos (1826), 2 C, & P.532. 
Apld. Marshall v. Gren (1875), 45 L. J. Q. B. 153. Refd. 
Boulter v. Arnott (1833), 3 Tyr. 067 | Saunders v. Topp 


(1849), 4 Exch. 300. 


D. Goods on Purchaser’s Premises. 


1546. Vendor’s servant remaining in charge— 
Vendee not yet in possession of premises.]|—Qu. : 
whether a delivery of househod goods was com- 
plete the upholsterer still having a servant in the 
vendee’s house where the goods were, & the vendee 
not having yet taken any actual possession.— 
Hunt FA STEvENS (1810), 3 Taunt. 113; 128 
H.R. 46. 

Annotations :-—Mentd. Carr v. Roborts (1831), 2 B. & Ad. 


PART VI. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 2.—D. 


f. Oral transfer as payment of 
debt.J—RaLtpu v. LINK (1848), 5 
U. C. nN. 145.—CAN. 


PART VI. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 2.—E. 434. 
1553 i. Delivery order—Whether mere 


573.—CAN. 


giving of order is sufficient.}—PRouUD- 
FOOT v. ANDERSON (1850), 7 U. C. R. 


1553 ii. ——- ——.]—MITCHELL Co. 
v. SIMSON Co. (N. §.) 1007), 24H. L,. R. 
—CAN. 


&. —— With warehouse 


SALE OF GOODS. 


905; A.-G. v. Hope (1834), 1 Cr. M. & R. ee Bee ie 
Bouwens 1838), 4 M. & W. 171; A.-G. 

(1860), 8 H. L. Cas. 243; Re Rowe, Jacobs v. Peat LaBoe 
60 L. T. 596. 


E. Goods in Wharf or Warehouse. 


1547. Delivery order—Condition for weighing of 
goods—Condition not performed.|—Busk v. DAVIS, 


No. 1370, ante. 
.]—S., possessed of 30 tons 














1548, 
of hemp, at his wharfingers’, the cargo of a certain 
ship, sold 10 tons of it at £110 per ton, payable by 
the purchaser’s acceptance, & gave the wharfingers 
an order to weigh & deliver. The order was 
entered & goods transferred in the wharfingers’ 
books. Before the hemp was weighed off, or bill 
accepted or drawn, the purchaser stopped pay- 
ment :—Held: the weighing being a term pre- 
cedent to the delivery, the sale was incomplete, & 
the vendor might recover back the hemp.— 











SHEPLEY v. DAVIS ree), 5 Taunt. 617; 1 Marsh. 

252; 128 EF. BR. 832. 

Annotations :-—Distd. Swanwick v. Sothern re 9 Ad. & 
El. 895. Refd. Hawes v. Wale teseled y. & M. 6; 
Acraman v. Morrice (1849), 8 C. B. 449. 

1549. .|—If the vendor of tallows 


in the warehouses of the London Dock co. sell 
such tallows, & give an order addressed to the co., 
by which they are directed ‘‘ to weigh, deliver, 
transfer, or rehouse,’”’ the tallows to M. 
this order being received at the docks, & M. & B. 
having sold the tallows, & received the money 
for them, the original vendor cannot stop them in 
the hands of the co., though the tallows have not 
been weighed. It appearing that a weighing, if 
the sale takes place, as this did, soon after the 
importation, is not usually required; the weight 
on which the custom house duties were paid in 
such case being considered by the parties as 
correct & sufficient.—BARTON v. BODDINGTON 
(1824),1 C. & P. 207; 171 E. R. 1164, N. P. 
Annotation :—Refd. Gosling v. Birnie (1831), 7 Bing. 339. 
1550. Order only as to part of goods— 
Remainder marked by sub-purchaser.|—-DIXON v. 
YATES, No. 2063, post. 











1551. Unconditional acceptance by whar- 
. Lint, No. 1063, ante. 
1552. Whether vendor estopped from dis- 





puting operation of order as_ delivery.|—-Certain 
timber, which was deposited in the name of A., 
the importer, in the West India Docks, was sold 
by him to B. JB. afterwards contracted to sell the 
timber to C., who accepted a bill for the amount, 
B. giving him an invoice of the timber, & a 
delivery order. The dock co. refused to deliver 
the timber except upon an order from A. C. 
became bkpt. without having obtained such an 
order; & the bill was dishonoured :—Held: (1) 
there had been no constructive delivery to C., so 
as to put an end to B.’s lien on the timber for the 
price; (2) B. was not estopped, by having given 
a delivery order, from disputing the operation of 
such order as a constructive delivery of the timber. 
—LACKINGTON v. ATHERTON (1844), 7 Man. & G. 
3603; 8 Scott, N. R. 38; 13 L. J. OC. P. 140; 3 
L. T. O.8.57; 8 Jur. 407; 1385 E.R. 151. 

1553. —-—- Whether mere giving of order is 
sufficient.|—M‘Ewan v. SmrrH, No. 1367, ante. 

1554. ——— Wharfinger not acting as agent 
of purchaser.|—CGoprts v. Rose, No. 1076, ante. 





—The delivery of warehouse receipts 
for flour, & of the delivery orders 
therefor, is not a constructive delivery 
of possession of the flour.—DkEaADyY uv. 
See (1855), 5 C. P. 163.— 


receipts.] h. Condition of putting goods 


Part VI.—PERFORMANCE OF THE CONTRACT. 





1555. Order for ‘‘about’’ quantity re- 
quired—Trade usage.]—-Under a contract to sell & 
deliver goods in a warehouse in Liverpool, the 
giving a delivery order of ‘‘ about” the quantity 
is a sufficient delivery, evidence of a known usage 
of warehouse keepers not accepting delivery orders 
in any other form being admissible-—MOoRE v. 
CAMPBELL (1854), 10 Exch. 323; 20. L. R. 1084; 
23 eh Ex. ae 156 BK. R. 467. 

Annotations :—Refd. 2 5 g 

338, Mentd. Noblo- b Ward (18D, te ie 2 Lxch, 135 : 

Ogle v. Vane (1867), 7 B. & S. 855; Tyers v. Rosedale & 


Ferryhill Iron Co. (1873), L. R. 8 Exch. 305; Stewart v. 
Eddowes, Hudson v. Stewart (1874), L. lt. 9 C. P. 311. 


F'. Scaborne Goods. 


1556. Goods placed on lighter sent by purchasers. | 
If a cornfactor purchase a ship laden with corn, 
& send his lighter to fetch it from the ship to his 
wharf, a delivery of the corn on board the lighter 
puts it into the possession of the cornfactor 
although the lighterman never delivers it at the 
factor’s wharf.—R. v. Spears (1798), 2 Leach, 
825; 2 Kast, P. C. 568. 


Annotations :-— pid. R. v. Johnson & Wright (1851), 5 Cox, 
©. C. 372. Folld. R. v. Reed (1854), 23 L. J. M. C. 25. 
Mentd. It. v. Walsh (1812), 4 Taunt. 258. 


1557. Demand of freight on arrival—-No stipula- 
tion in contract.]|—-A. contracted to supply to B. 
1,000 tons of coals, delivered at Rangoon, at 45s. 
per ton, alongside craft, etc., as might be directed 
by B.; payment, one-half of invoice value by bill 
at three months, on handing bills of lading & 
policy of insurance to cover the amount, or in cash 
at 5 per cent. discount, at A.’s option, & the 
balance in cash on right delivery at Rangoon. <A. 
chartered a ship, & in pursuance of his contract 
shipped on board 1,166 tons of coals, & delivered 
to B. the bill of lading & a policy of insurance 
covering half the invoice price, & B. paid to A. 
the half invoice price. On the voyage the ship 
became disabled, & part of the coals were obliged 
to be thrown overboard; & the master chartered 
another vessel, & transhipped the residue, 850 
tons, on board of her, at 45s. per ton freight to 
Rangoon. On arrival at Rangoon the master of 
the lattcr vessel offered the coals to B.’s agent on 
payment of the 45s. per ton freight. This offer 
being refused, the master put up the coals for 
auction, & B.’s agent bond fide bought them at a 
price of £1 Ss. a ton :—Held: (1) the property in 
the coals passed to B. on A.’s shipping the coals 
on board & delivering to LB. the bills of lading & 
policy of insurance; & A. having done this was 
entitled to retain the half of the invoice price that 
had been paid to him; (2) A. was bound to have 
delivered to B. at Rangoon so much of the coals as 
had escaped the sca risk & arrived there ; (3) the 
offer of the coals at Rangoon on the terms of 
paying 45s. per ton freight was not a delivery by A. 
according to his contract, consequently A. was 
not entitled to demand from BR. any part of the 
residue of the invoice price; (4) semble, B. might 
sue A. for the non-delivery at Rangoon, & recover 
as damages the difference between £1 5s. per ton, 
which B. actually paid to get the coals, & the 
£1 2s. 6d. which B. was to have paid under the 
contract.—BriTIsH & INDIA STEAM NAVIGATION 
Co. v. DE MarTTros, De Marros v. Bririsn & 
INDIA STEAM NAVIGATION Co. (1864), 4 New Rep. 
67; 12 W. R. 560 3; sub nom. CALcuTTA & BURMAH 
SreEAM NAVIGATION Co. v. DE MArros, DE Marros 





Bailees 





into purchaser’s bags—Condition not k. 
performed.|—-BLACK Vv. INCORPORATION 
OF BAKERS, GLASGOW (1867), 6 Macph. 


(Ct. of Sess.) 136; 40 Se. Jur. 77.— Sess. — : 
eee ) ess.) 281.—SCOT 


J e —VOL. XXXIX e 


of goods servants 
of grantees of order.}——DOBELL, BECKETT 
& Co. v. NRILSON (1904), 7 F. (Ct. of — v. 


l. Warrant delivered to purchaser 
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v. CALCUTTA & BURMAH STEAM NAVIGATION Co., 
a oan Q. B. 214; 10 L. T. 246; 2 Mar. L. C. 11, 
ux. ° 


Annotations :-—As to (1) Refd. Dupont v. British South 
Africa Co. (1901), 18 '.. L. HR. 24. Generally, Refd. 
Houlder v. Public Works Comrs., Public Works Comrs. v, 
Houlder, [1908] A. ©. 276. Mentd. Pletts v. Boattio 
(1896), 65 L. J. M. C. 86. 


1558. Carriage by specified routes—Variation of 
routes—Validity of tender of goods—Effect of 
custom.]—By a contract dated Mar. 27, 1916, in 
the printed form of contract for cost, freight, & 
insurance issued by the Rubber Trade Assocn. of 
London, Apr. 1913, with the necessary additions 
thereto written in, applts. agreed to sell to resps. 
25 tons of plantation rubber, c.i.f., ‘‘ to be shipped 
during the months of Mar./Apr. 1916, by vessel 
or vessels, steam or motor, from the East to New 
York direct &/or indirect, with liberty to call 
&/or tranship at other ports’’; any question 
regarding quality to be settled by arbn., which 
was to be demanded & held within a certain time 
‘‘ after the arrival of the vessel ’’; samples to be 
taken in the presence of representatives of buyers 
S&esellers, & ‘failing sellers naming their repre- 
sentatives on or before arrival of vessel,’’ the 
buyers’ samples to be accepted ; & payment to be 
by ‘‘ cash against documents in London on or, at 
buyers’ option, before, arrival of vessel or vessels 
at port of discharge.’’ 

The sellers made a declaration under the con- 
tract of 15 tons as having been shipped per steam- 
ship via Seattle under a through bill of lading, 
which stated that the goods were shipped at 
Singapore for New York via Seattle, a port on 
the Pacific coast of the United States, whence 
they would be sent by rail to New York. 

The buyers objected to this declaration as 
irregular, upon the ground that the rubber was to 
be conveyed by sea to New York. The dispute 
was referred to arbn. under a clause in the con- 
tract, & the arbitrators found that after the 
outbreak of war great difficulty was experienced 
in obtaining space for shipments trom the Kast, 
& in consequence in Oct. 1915, shipments to the 
eastern States of the United States, which had 
before gone the whole distance to New York by 
water, began to be made by stcamer to a port on 
the western seaboard of the United States, whence 
they were transmitted by rail to destination ; 
that at the date of the cuntract this route from the 
East by sea & rail from the Pacific seaboard was 
well known to those engaged in the trade as one 
of the usual routes for rubber sold on contracts 
in the form of the one in question ; that there was, 
at the date of the contract, such a course of busi- 
ness established as would make it within the con- 
templation of the partics that the rubber might 
come by this route; & that goods forwarded by 
such a route would be a good tender under the 
coatract. They accordingly awarded that the 
tender was good, & that the buyers were bound 
to accept the same :—Held: the contract pro- 
vided for a sea carriage from the port of loading 
to New York; the usage, assuming it was a 
usage, found by the arbitrators was inconsistent 
with the terms of the contract, & therefore was 
not applicable thereto; & the tender was not a 
good tender & the buyers were not bound to accept 
the same.—Re Sutrro (L.) & Co. & HEILBUT, 
Symons & Co., [1917] 2 K. B. 348; sub nom. 
Sutno & Oo. v. Hriteutr, Symons & Co., 86 





—After endorsement with delivery order 
— Trade usage.J}—-BURNS, PHILP & Co. 
DINGLE & Co. (1923), 23 S. R. 
N. ae. 240; 40 N.S. W. WN. 26. 
—AUS. 


NN 
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Sect, 2.— Delivery: Sub-sect. 2, F. & G.; sub-sect. 3, 
A., B. & C.} 


L. J. K. B. 1226; 116 L. T. 545; 338 T. L. R. 
859; 14 Asp. M. L. C. 34; 23 Com. Cas. 21, C. A. 

1559. ‘‘ Direct or indirect.’’}— 
G. W. & co. sold to P. B. & co. in London a 
quantity of Coromandel nigerseed ‘‘ shipment 
from Bombay &/or a port or ports on the Coro- 
mandel coast during Feb. &/or Mar. 1925, by a 
steamer or steamers direct or indirect with or 
without transhipment via Suez Canal.’’ The 
steamer by which sellers intended to ship the seed 
was delayed, & in order to effect shipment within 
the contract period the sellers dispatched the seed 
on a steamer which was on an outward voyage 
from London to Calcutta & which would in due 
course return from Calcutta to London. The 
buyers refused to accept the seed when tendered, 
on the ground that shipment had not been made 
in accordance with the contract; & the dispute 
was referred to arbn. The Committee of Appeal 
of the Incorporated Oil Seed Assoc. now stated a 
case under s. 19, Arbitration Act, 1889 (c. 49), for 
the opinion of the ct. on the question whether fhe 
tender of the sellers was a good tender or not :— 
Held: the tender was a valid tender if in the 
opinion of the Committee of Appeal the steamer 
was on a voyage to London at the time when the 
seed was loaded on board.—WoOODROFFE (GORDON) 
& Co., Lrp. v. PRoDUCE BROKERS NEw Co. (1924), 
Lrp. (1925), 31 Com. Cas. 54, D. C. 


G. Delivery to Third Person. 

1560. By order of purciaser.]|—CGoods supplied 
to a third person by the desire of deft., may be 
recovered under a count for goods sold & delivered 
to deft.—HANbDFORD v. HANDFORD (1838), 1 Will. 
Woll. & H. 200. 

1561. —-—.|—-Declaration for goods sold & de- 
livered to deft., will be supported, at least after 
verdict, by proof of a sale of them to deft., & a 
delivery by his order to a third person. 

A sale to one person, & a delivery by his order 
to another, is a delivery to him (CoLERIDGR, J.).— 
HANCOCK v. HANCOCK (1838), 2 Jur. 419. 











SUB-SECT. 3.—PLACE OF DELIVERY. 
A. Ln General. 


See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), gs, 29 (1). 
1562. Condition to load f.0.b. at a certain port— 


SALE oF Goopd. 


Right of parties to walve.|—An English firm sold 
a quantity of wool to buyers in the United States 
by a written contract under which delivery was to 
be f.o.b. Liverpool. The buyers claimed to be 
entitled to waive the condition in the contract as 
to delivery & to take delivery of the wool before 

it was put on board ship:—Held: a term of a 

contract as to the mode of delivery is not a con- 

dition entirely for the benefit of either party to the 
contract, & neither party can waive such term 
without the consent of the other party, & therefore 
the buyers were not entitled to demand delivery 
of the wool otherwise than on board ship at Liver- 

ool.— MAINE SPINNING Co. v. SUTCLIFFE & Co. 

(1917), 87 L. J. K. B. 382; 118 L. T. 351; 34 

T. L. R. 154. 

1563. Direction to carrier to deliver at certain 
place-—Delivery at place agreed between carrier & 
consignee.|—Although the consignor of goods 
directs a carrier to deliver them to the consignee 
at a particular place, the carrier may deliver them 
wherever he & the consignee agree. 

Pitf. having sold corn by sample, to be delivered 
to the purchaser at his mill, at B., sent the corn by 
defts., railway carriers, paying the freight to B. 
station, & an extra sum for cartage from B. to the 
mill. In pursuance of general orders previously 
given by the consignee to defts., but not com- 
municated to pltf., defts. left the wheat at their 
station at B., & advised the consignee of its arrival, 
who examined it, but left it there for two months, 
& afterwards refused to take it. The wheat was 
deteriorated in quality during that time :—Held: 
defts. were not liable to an action by pitf. for not 
delivering at the mill, as the non-delivery there 
was pursuant to the orders of the consignee, & it 
made no difference in this respect that pltf. could 
not recover the price of the wheat from the pur- 
chaser in consequence of there being no acceptance 
of the wheat within the meaning of Stat. Frauds. 

Semble: the rights of pltf. & the purchaser were 
not affected by the non-delivery at the mill.— 
LONDON & Nontru WESTERN Ry. Co. v. BARTLETT 
(1861), 7 FL. & N. 400; 31 L. J. Ex. 92; 5 L. T. 
399; 26 J. P. 1607; 158 E. RK. 529; sub nom. 
BartLerr v. LonDOoN & NorrH WESTERN Ry. 
Co., 8 Jur. N.S. 58; 10 W. R. 109. 

Annotations :—Refd. McKean v. McIver (1870), 24 L. T. 
559; Metcalfe v. Britannia Ironworks Co. (1876), 1 Q. B. D. 
613; Bethell v. Clark (1887), 19 Q. B. D. 553. 

For purposes of jurisdiction of Mayor’s Court.) — 
Sce MAYOR’S Court, Vol. XXXIV., p. 531, No. 46. 


PART VI. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 2.—G. 


m. Assent of purchaser—Agent of 
seller taking possession & Pigg Poods 
for purchaser. )—CROOKSHANK v, WHITE 
(1841), 1 Kerr, 367.—CAN. 


n. After notice of delivery.) 
—The warehouseman of certain bales 
of wool, at the request of the sellers, 
sent to them a transfer return acknow- 
Jedging that he had received the wool 
specified in the return from such sellers 
on account of the purchasers. The 
terms of the transfer return were com- 
municated to & acted upon by the 
purchasera :—Held ; there had been 
a complete delivery of the wool to the 
Renee ae v. MOSENTHAL & 

. (18986), 18 S. C. 





C 127.—8. AF. 


PART VI. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT, 3,—A. 


o. Residence or place of business of 
manufaciurer.}—In the absence of a 
contract express or implied so to do, 
the maker of an article is not bound to 
deliver it to the person for whom it is 
made elsewhere than at the residence 
or place of business of the maker. 
order to entitle himself to recover the 


contract price of the article he need 
only notify the person for whom it has 
been made that it has been completod 
& is ready for delivery.—H&ERTLE v, 
JENNY (1915), 49 N.S. R. 6.—CAN. 


p. Sate of wheat by furmer.] 
—Where no place for delivery is 
specified in a wheat cement, the 

roper place for delivery is the grower’s 
arm.—CALGARY GRAIN Co. v. NORD- 
NESS (Alta.), [1917] 2 W. W. R. 713; 
35 D. L. ht. 794.—CAN, 


q. Place of goods at time of sale-— Or 
place of production.J—In the absonce 
of any agreement as to delivery, goods, 
agreed to be sold are to be delivered at 
the place at which they are at the time 
of ement for sale, or, if not then in 
existence, at the place at which they 
are to be produced.— DADABHAI NARSI 
Me een Dassi (1868), 5 Bom. A. C. 








r. .}/—In the case of a 
sale of specific goods, in the absence of 
agreement as to the place of delivery, 
they must be delivered at the place 
where they were at the time of sale. 
If the goods were ordered to be manu- 
factured they must in the absence of 





agreement, be delivered at the place of 
manufacture.—GOLDBLATY v. MERWE 
(1902), 19 S. C. 373.—S. AF. 


t. --—In the absence of agree- 
ment or clear proof of custom to the 
contrary, the delivery of goods sold 
should be made at the place where they 
were when sold.—QGILSON wv. PAYN 
(1899), 16 5. C. 286.—S. AF. 


a. Goods sold f.o.b. a particular 
place.}—-BURTON BEIDLER & PILurs 
Co. v. LONDON STREET Ry. Co. (1904), 
240. L. T. 337; 70. L. R717; 3 
O. Ww, ht. 666.—CAN., 


b. .}—In absence of evidence 
showing a different intention, goods 
sold f.o.b. any particular place must 
arrive at that place before delivery is 
complete.—STEPHENS BROTHERS v. 
Burcy (1909), 2 Alta. L. R. 68,.—CAN. 


c. Notification of delivery — Where 
delivery not made personally to pur- 
chaser.|—Where by an agreement pitt. 
is to deliver not personally to defts., 
but on certain parts of a road, a certain 
quantity of timber to build certain 
bridges, he must notify dcfts. of the 
delivery before he can sue for the 








Part VI.—PERFORMANCE OF THE ConrTRACT. 


B. Place Uncertain. 
Sce Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 29 (1). 
1564. Duty of seller to request buyer to name 
place.|—-When no place is fixed for the delivery of 
goods to pltf., deft., who pleads a tender, must 
show that he first applied to him to appoint the 
lace.—HARVEY v. JACKSON (1676), 1 Freem. 
ik. B. 433; 3 Keb. 673; 84 KE. R. 945. 
1565. Duty of buyer to name ship.]—-WACKER- 
BARTH v. MASSON, No. 1631, post. 


1566. ———.]—-ARMITAGE v. INSOLE, No. 1499, 
anle. 
1567. -|—Assumpsit on a contract for the 





sale of 50 tons of bicarbonate of soda at ‘‘ £11 
per ton in 1 cwt. keys; or, if taken in 10 cwt. 
casks, the price to be 10s. less per ton; free on 
board, to be delivered in equal monthly quantities 
during Apr., May & June 1865.’ Averment, that 
defts. duly delivered divers portions of the goods 
according to agreement, & that pltf. was not 
required by defts. to accept delivery of the residue. 
Breach, non-delivery of the residue. Plea, that 
defts. were ready & willing to deliver the said 
residue according to the agreement, whereof pltf. 
had notice, & that pltf. was not ready & willing 
to accept, & would not accept, & did not require 
delivery of the same :—Held: before defts. were 
bound to deliver the goods, pltf. was bound to 
name the ship or the place where he desired the 
goods to be delivered, & a tender of the goods by 
defts. was not a condition precedent to their 
delivery, or to the ship or place being named by 
pltf.—-SUTHERLAND v. ALLHUSEN (1866), 14 L. T. 
666; 2 Mar. L. C. 319. 

1568. ------.]—Pltfs. agreed to construct & 
deliver f.o.b., at the port of London, for defts. a 
steam Jaunch by a fixed date. The launch was not 
in fact ready to be delivered until three months 
after the agreed date, but defts. did not during 
that time notify to pltfs. that there was any vessel 
at the port of London on board of which they 
required the launch to be delivered :—Held: as 
defts. were not ready & willing to take delivery 
before pltfs. were ready & willing to deliver, defts. 
were not entitled to deduct from the price the 
agreed damages for delay in delivery. 

Before they [defts.] can claim these damages 
they must show that they were ready & willing 
to take delivery, & that they gave notice to pltfs. 
of the name of the vessel (WILLIAMS, L.J.).—For- 
RESTT & SON, Lip. v. ARAMAYO (1900), 83 L. T. 
335; 9 Asp. M. L. C. 134, C. A. 

1569. .|—Unascertained goods were sold 
f.o.b. The seller sent them to the port of shipment, 
but, owing to the failure of the buyer to name an 
effective ship, he was prevented from putting 
them on board :~—Held: this default of the buyer 
did not have the etfect of placing the seller in the 
same position as if he had put the goods on 
board, & in the absence of an agreement that the 
price should be payable on a day certain irre- 
spective of delivery he could not suc for the price. 
—COLLEY v. OVERSEAS EXporTERs, [1921] 3 Ix. B. 
302; 90 L. J. K. B. 18013 126 L. T. 583 37 
TT. L. 1. 797; 26 Com. Cas. 325. 





C. Shipment to Named Port. 

1570. Delivery refused at named port— Ship pro- 
ceeding to another port—cConditions providing for 
carriage beyond destination—Vessel touching at 
named port.|—Pltfs. bought from defts. under ac.i.f. 


rice. WATSON v. GORREN (1850), 6 
. C. RR. 542.—CAN, 


d. Agreement to deliver “‘ at’’ shed— 
Whether delivery within eighty feet of 


shed siufficient.)——- GODERICH TOWN ». 
HOLMES (1902), 32 8. C. RK. 211.—CAN, 


PART VI. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 3.—B. 
e. Right of buyer to name pori— 
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contract, for delivery in London, 100 tons of block 
gambier, which defts. declared per their steamship 
Selandia sailing from Singapore. The block gam- 
bier had been shipped under a bill of lading making 
it deliverable in Copenhagen. On the arrival of the 
vessel in London defts., not having received the 
bill of lading, gave pltfs. delivery orders against 
payment, but when these were presented delivery 
was refused, & the vessel took the goods on to 
Copenhagen. More than a month later the goods 
were delivered to pltfs. in London. Meanwhile, 
pltis. had suffered loss by a fall in the market. 
Pitfs. also bought under a c.if. contract, for 
delivery in London, a parcel of pepper from G. M. 
é& co., who had bought it from defts. & who 
declared it: per the same vessel sailing on the same 
voyage. The bill of lading provided for delivery 
at Copenhagen, & it was indorsed by defts. ‘‘ To 
be delivered in London ’”’ & was then handed to 
pitis. against payment. Delivery in London was 
refused, & the pepper was carried on to Copen- 
hagen & thence back to London. Meantime, there 
had been a fall in the market, with a resulting loss 
to pltfs. The conditions in both bills of lading 
provided that the ship might carry the goods 
beyond their destination, & that the shipowners 
were not to be responsible for loss arising from late 
or wrong delivery or overcarriage. In an action 
by pltfs. to recover from defts. the amount of the 
loss :—Held: as in the case of the block gambier 
defts. did not deliver a bill of lading answering 
the requirements of the contract they could not 
in that case rely upon the conditions in the bill 
of lading, & as in the case of both the block gambier 
& the pepper the conditions did not apply where 
the vessel had actually been in the port of destina- 
tion of the goods for the purpose of delivering 
cargo, defts. were liable for the loss.~-SARGANT & 
Sons v. Kast AsIATIC Co., Lip. (1915), 85 L. J. 
K.B. 277; 32 T. L. RR. 11953 21 Com. Cas. 344. 
Annotations :—Distd. Broken Hill Proprictary Co. v. Penin- 
sulur & Oriental Steam Navigation Co., [1917] 1 K. B. 688. 


Reid. Monte Video Gas & Dry Dock Co. v. Clan Line 
Steamers (1921), 37 T. L. KR. 866. 


1571. War declared by country in which port 
lies—-Port not yet in hands of enemy.| —By a con- 
tract of sale made in June, 1914, the sellers sold to 
the buyers about 10,000 cases of bean oil shipped 
afloat from an Oriental port by steamer or 
steamers, direct or induect, & with or without 
transhipment, at the price therein named, cost, 
freight, & insurance to Antwerp. The buyers 
were to pay the full amount of provisional invoice 
made out on net shipping weights by cash without 
discount against shipping documents on or before 
arrival of steamer or steamers in Antwerp or three 
months after notice of arrival of documents in 
London, whichever might happen first. In July, 
1914, the sellers declared to the buyers in part 
fulfilment of the contract 3,000 cases of bean oil 
which had been shipped on the Glenearn, a British 
vessel, for Antwerp, & rendered to the buyers pro- 
Visional invuices showing the amount due com- 
puted in accordance with the contract. Early on 
Aug. 4, 1914, war broke out between Belgium & 
Germany, & the following midnight between 
Great Britain & Germany. On Aug. 5, 1914, the 
sellers notified the buyers in writing that the 
documents relating to the 3,000 cases had arrived 
in London & asked for payment on Aug. 27 in 
accordance with the contract. On Aug. 18, 1914, 
the sellers tendered the shipping documents to the 


Shipment “‘ to a direct port”? of country 
of delivery—-Port to be named on sign- 
ing bill of lading.|}—KNOX v. MAYNE 
(1873), I. R. 7 CO. L. 557.—IR. 
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buyers. At that date Antwerp was still in pos- 
session of the Belgians. The ship had since war 
broke out been seized by the Germans & detained 
at Hamburg. The buyers did not take up the 
documents & contended that they were discharged 
from their obligation to do so by reason of the 
seizure of the ship by the Germans :—Held: as 
between the buyers & sellers there was no illegality 
in tendering documents calling for delivery at 
Antwerp, which at the time had not fallen. Nor 
was there any illegality in calling upon the ship- 
owner to deliver at Antwerp, for if he could have 
got his ship there it would have been perfectly 
legal to do so, & the fact that it had become im- 
possible did not prevent the tender of the docu- 
ments from being valid: therefore, the buyers 
were not discharged from their obligations to 
take up the documents.—Re WEIs & Co., Lrp. & 
CREDIT COLONIAL ET COMMERCIAL, ANTWERP, 
[1916] 1 K. B. 3463; sub nom. Wetss (C.) & Co., 
Lrp. v. CREDIT COLONIAL ET COMMERCIAL, 
ANTWERP, 85 L. J. K. B. 5383; 114 L. T. 168; 
13 Asp. M. L. C. 242 ; 21 Com. Cas. 186. 
Annotation :—-Refd. Manbre Saccharine Co. v. Corn Products 

Co., [1919] 1 K. B. 198. 

Bills of lading.;—See SHIPPING. 

Charterparties.|—-See SHIPPING. 


D. Licence to Enter on Vendor’s Premises to Take 
Goods. 


1572. Whether licence implied.] — When the 
lessor excepted the trees. & afterwards had an 
intention of selling them, tue law gave him & them 
who would buy power as incident to the exception 
to enter & show the trees to those who would have 
them.—Lironrpb’s CASE (1614), 11 Co. Rep. 46 b; 
77 Vs. R. 1206 3; sub nom. STAMPE v. CLINTON (alias 


Lirorp), 1 Roll. Rep. 95. 

Annotations :- Apld. Hewitt v. Isham (1851), 7 Exch. 77. 
Consd. Kursel) v. Timber Opcrators & Contractors (1926), 
95 L. J. K. B. 569. Refd, Legh v. Heald (1830), 1B. & Ad. 
622; Bailey v. Stephens (1862), 12 C. B. N.S. 913 Ze 
Londesborough, Spicer v. Londesborough, [1923] 1 Ch. 
500. Mentd. Russel v. Gulwel (1599), Cro. Eliz. 657; 
Pembroke v. Syms (1600), Cro, Kliz. 781; Bowles’s Case 
(1615), 11 Co. Rep. 79 b; Magdalen College, Cambridge, 
Case (1616), 11 Co. Rep. 66 b; Smith v. Bole (1618), Cro. 
Jac. 458; Whistler v. Paslow (1619), Cro. Jac. 487; 
Berry v. Teard (1631), Cro. Car. 242; Jemmot v. Cooly 
(1667), 2 Keb. 270; I. vo. Rochester (Bp.) & Clark (1675), 
2 Mod. Rep. 1; St. David’s (Bp.) v. Lucy (1699), 1 Id. 
Raym. 539; Varker v. Kett (1701), 12 Mod. Rep. 466; 
RNosewell v. Prior (1701), 1 Ld. Raym. 713; Mitchel v. 
kteynolds (1711), 1 P. Wms. 181; ‘T’urner v. Cordwell 
(1735), Cunn. 129; Wallis v. Pain (1739), 2 Com. 633; 
Bradly v. Strachy (1740), Barn. Ch. 399; Walton v. Tryon 
(1751), Amb. 130; A.-G. v. Duplessis (1752), Park. 144 ; 
Paul v. Paul (1760), 1 Wm. BI. 255 ; Jefferson v. Durham 
(Bp.) (1797), 1 Bos. & P. 105; Ford v. Racster (1815), 4 
M. & S.130; Herring v. St. Paul (Dean & Chapter) (1819), 
3 Swan. 492; Ilace v. Fagg (1829), 4 Man. & Ry. K. B. 
277; Garland  .Carlisle (1837), 11 Bli. N. S. 421; Hey 
». Moorhouse (1939), 6 Bing. N. C. 52; Elliott v. Bishop 
(1854), 10 Exch. 496; Barnett v. Guildford (1855, 11 
Exch. 19; Mather v. Frascr (1856), 2 K. & J. 536; 
Walmsley v. Milne (1859), 7 C. B. N.S. 115; Delacherois 
v. Delacherois (1864), 4 New Rep. 501: Sumner v. 
Bromilow (1865), 11 Jur. N. S. 481; Jee Thomas, Wz p. 
Willoughby D’Eresby (1881), 44 L. T. 781; Goodhart v. 
Hyett (1883), 25 Ch. D. 182; Eastern Construction Co. 
® National Trust Co. & Schmidt, [1914] A. C. 197; 
Pwllbach Colliery Co. vt. Woodman, [1915] A. C. 634. 


1573. .|—A licence is not implied by law 
to the purchaser of goods, though sold under an 
execution or distress, to enter upon the premises 
of the former owner & take them away, although 
they have remained there with his assent. To 
support a plea of leave & licence to an action of 
trespass for taking away goods under such cir- 
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f. Express agreement—For removal o 
timber—Right to remove by most direct 





Af Taam 


available route—Though full enjoyment 


SALE OF GOODS. 


cumstances, there must be proof of an express 
agreement that the purchaser should enter on the 
premises & take the goods.—WILLIAMSs v. MORRIS 
(1841), 8 M. & W. 488; 11 L. J. Ex. 126; 161 
EK. R. 11381. 

1574. ——.]—I do not... mean to say that 
supposing A. had a right to grant B. permission to 
dig & carry away cinders from the cinder tip 
anything beyond a licence to enter upon the land 
for the purpose of taking away the cinders would 
be conferred by the agreement (WILLIAMS, J.).— 
SmantT v. JONES (1864), 15 C. B. N.S. 7173 3 
New Rep. 648; 33 L. J.C. P. 154; 10 L. T. 271; 
10 Jur. N. 8. 678; 12 W. R. 4380; 143 E.R. 966. 

1575. -|—Where an auctioneer sells by 
auction standing corn with the straw, for an un- 
named principal, the price to be paid at once, & 
the crop to be removed immediately after it has 
arrived at maturity at the purchascr’s expense, 
there is a contract by the auctioneer to gve the 
purchaser all proper authority to enter upon the 
land, & to cut & carry away the corn & straw, but 

here is no actual warranty of the validity of the 
itle of his principal to sell—-Woop v. BAXTER 
(1883), 49 L. T. 45, D. C. 


Annotations :—Apld, Payne v. Elsden (1900), 17 T. L. R. 
161; Benton v. Campbell, Parker, [1925] 2 K. B. 410. 


1576. Express agreement—Not in writing— 
Whether valid as licence.|—To trespass for seizing 
& impounding pltf.’s horse & cart, deft. pleaded 
that they were encumbcring & doing damage to 
his close & grass. Pltf. replied, that deft. agreed to 
sell, & sold to pltf., & pltf. agreed to buy, & then 
bought of deft. the grass in the said close, with 
liberty to enter with his horse & cart & to take 
away the same :—Held: (1) pltf. was bound to 
prove a valid contract binding in law; & as the 
contract in question was not in writing, it was not 
available in support of the replication; (2) this 
contract might have been pleaded as a licence.— 
CARRINGTON v. Roots (1837), 2 M. & W. 248; 
Murp. & H.14; 61. J. Ex. 95; 1 Jur. 85; 150 
K. R. 748. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Refd. Reade v. Lamb (1851), 6 

Hxch. 130; Leroux v. Brown (1852), 12 CC. B. 801; 

Williams v. Lake (1859), 6 Jur. N. 8. 45°: Williams v. 


Wheeler (1860), 8 C. B. N.S, 299; Britein v. Rossiter 
(1879), 11 Q@. B.D, 123. 

1577. Revocability.|,Goods which were upon 
pltf.’s land were sold to deft. ; by the conditions 
of sale, to which pltf. was a party, the buyer was 
to be allowed to enter & take the goods :—Held : 
after the sale pltf. could not countermand the 
licence.—Woop v. MANLEY (1889), 11 Ad. & El. 
343; 3 Per. & Dav. 5; 9 L. J. Q. B. 273; 3 Jur. 
1028; 1138 BE. R. 325. 

Annotations :—Distd. Williams v. Morris (1841), 8 M. & W. 
488. Consd. Wood v. Leadbitter (1845), 13 M. & W. 838; 
Taplin v. Florence (1851), 10 C. B. 744; Cornish v. Stubbs 
(1870), L. R.5C. P. 334. Refd. Salter v. Woollams (1841), 
2 Man. & G. 650; Mellor v. Watkins (1874), L. R. 9 Q. B, 
400; Jones v. Tankerville, [1909] 2 Ch. 440. Mentd. 
Vaughan v. Hampson (1875), 33 L. T. 15. 


1578. .|—JONES (JAMES) & Sons, LTD. v. 
TANKERVILLE (EARL), No. 2657, post. 








EH. Delivery of Samples for Adulteration Tests. 


See Foop & Druas, Vol. XXV., pp. 72, 99, 
Nos. 16-22, 225-227. 


SuUB-sEcT. 4.—TIME OF DELIVERY. 
A. In General. 


See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), 5. 29 (2), (4). 
1579. Arrival on or before particular date—Con- 
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g. Extension of time—By purchaser 
for oun benejfit—Necessity for 


Part VI.—PERFORMANCE OF THE CONTRACT. 


tract to be void on non-arrival—Whether non- 
arrival amounts to breach of contract.|—Contract 
in London for the sale of tallow: from a particular 
ship, on arrival, to be taken from the King’s landing 
scale; if it should not arrive on or before a given 
day, the bargain to be void. 

The ship was wrecked off the coast of Scotland, 
but the cargo was saved, & might have been 
forwarded to the port of London by the given 
day: the vendors resold the tallow in Scotland ; 
the purchasers did not offer them any indemnity 
if they would bring the tallow to London :—Held: 
under these circumstances, the vendors were not 
answerable for the non-delivery of the tallow.— 
IDLE v. THORNTON (1812),3 Camp.274; 170 E.R. 
1380, N. P. 

Annotations :—Distd. Thornton v. Jones (1816), 2 Marsh. 

287. Refd. Barnett v. Javeri, [1916] 2 K. B. 390. 

1580. Extension of time-—-New agreement.]— 
The declaration alleged that pltf. was lawfully 
possessed of a house for the residue of a term of six 
years, & of certain goods, furniture, etc. therein, 
& that pltf. agreed to assign the lease of the house 
to deft. at a certain price, & the furniture, etc. at 
a valuation, possession to be delivered on a certain 
day; & averred that she was, from the time of 
making the agreement, ready & willing to assign 
her interest in the house, & to deliver up possession 
of the goods at a fair appraiscment. Deft. pleaded 
pleas traversing the readiness & willingness to 
assign the interest in the house, & to deliver up 
the furniture. It was proved at the trial that the 
greater part of the house & furniture were destroyed 
by fire shortly after the agreement, & before the 
time for its completion. The agreement provided 
that either party making default should pay to the 
other £500 as liquidated damages. After the 
making of the agreement, but before the day for 
its completion arrived, the parties agreed, by an 
indorsement on the former agreement, to cnlarge 
the time for its performance for a few days :— 
Held: this amounted to a fresh agreement.— 
BACON v. SIMPSON (1837), 3 M. & W. 78; Murp. & 
H. 309; 71. J. Ex. 34; 150 FE. R. 1064. 
Annotations :—Refd. Gwynne 1. Davy (1840), 1 Man. & G. 

857. Mentd. Tharpe v. Stallwood (1843), 7 J. P. 400. 

1581. Implied from subsequent 
events.|—-On June 15, 1874, deft. bought of pltfs. 
100 tons of pig iron, to be delivered, ‘‘ 25 tons at 
once, & 75 tons in July next.” By the end of 
July, 75 tons in all had been delivered. There 
was no evidence of any request by deft. to pltfs. 
before the end of July to delay the delivery of the 
last 25 tons; but it was proved that in Oct. deft. 
verbally requested pltfs.’ manager to deliver 
them, in consequence of which they were forwarded 
in the course of the same month to deft., but he 
declined to receive them. In an action against 
deft. for refusing to accept the 25 tons, deft. 
pleaded, amongst other pleas, that pltfs. were not 
ready & willing to deliver the iron according to 
the contract :—Held: inasmuch as the vendors 
were not shown to have withheld the delivery 
of the 25 tons in consequence of a request by the 
vendee before the expiration of the agreed time, 
viz., in July, the action was not maintainable upon 
the original contract; & that the subsequent 
conversation with the vendors’ manager could not 
be relied upon either as a new contract or as an 
arrangement for an altered time of delivery.— 
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of seller.}—A promisee is not entitled 
for his own purposes & without the 
consent of the promisor to extend 
the time for performance which had 
been agreed to by the parties to the 
contract.—MUTTHAYA NIAGARAN , 


LEKKU REDDIAR (1914), I. L. RR. 37 
Mad. 412.—IND. 


h. Waiver of delivery within time 
fixed— After expiry of 
ance of goods—Righ 
non-delivery at agreed date.|—S 
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PLEVINS v. DOWNING (1876), 1 C. P. D. 220; 45 
L. J. Q. B. 695; 35 L. T. 263; 40 3. P. 791. 


Annotations :—Apld. Hartley v. Hymans, [1920] 3 K. B. 
47 a Digte, Shou Mohammad Habib UNah v. Bird (1921), 
37 T. L. RR. 405. 


1582. ——— Implied from conduct of buyer.|— 
On Apr. 27, A., who sold flour on commission for 
deft., a miller, verbally contracted to scll pltf. 
150 sacks at 29s. per sack, no time being named for 
delivery. Deft. repudiating A.’s authority, on the 
ground that his instructions to him limited him to 
30s. per sack, disputes arose between the parties ; 
& eventually, on June 8, deft. agreed to deliver 
the flour, which he accordingly did, & sued for 
& recovered the price. Pltf. then commenced 
an action against deft. in the county ct. to recover 
the difference between the contract price & the 
price at which he had been obliged to purchase 
other flour, on deft.’s default. The judge found 
that the flour had not been delivered within a 
reasonable time; but he held that either pltf. 
must be considered to have allowed deft. an 
extension of time for the performance of the 
original contract, or that the delivery of the flour 
had relation to a new contract taking etfect from 
the time when deft. signified his intention to 
execute the order; & that deft. was entitled to 
judgment :—Held: the decision of the county ct. 
judge was correct.— WILLIAMS v. WHEELER (1860), 
8C. B. N.S. 299; 141 E.R. 1181. 


anna On -—Refd. Gibson v. Holland (1865), Har. & 
WT e e 
1583. ——— -—-— After expiry of time fixed for 


delivery.|—Under a contract for the sale of goods 
to be delivered within a certain period of time the 
‘buyer’s right to require delivery within that period 
may be waived even after that period has expired ; 
but it would seem that, where the contract is 
within Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), 8. 4, the 
waiver must be evidenced by writing. Where. 
after the expiration of the period of delivery fixed 
by a contract for the sale of goods, the buyer by 
his letters & conduct leads the seller to entertain 
the belief that the contract still subsists & to act 
upon that belief at serious expense to himself, 
a new agreement may be implied that the period 
for delivery is extended & that delivery may take 
place within a reasonable time of which notice Is 
to be given by the buyer to the seller. By a con- 
tract coming within Sale of Goods Act, 1893 
(c. 71), s. 4, & duly made in writing, pltf. agreed to 
sell to deft. 11,000 Ib. of cotton yarn, delivery to 
begin in Sept. 1918, & to be at the rate of 1,100 Ib. 
per week, failure to deliver within the stipulated 
time to render the contract liable to cancellation 
by deft., & incomplete deliveries not to be taken 
into account. Delivery should have been com- 
pleted by Nov. 15, 1918. Pltf. delivered no yarn 
till Oct. 26, 1918, when he delivered 550 Ib., & 
thereafter on various dates from the end of Nov. 
1918, to the end of Feb. 1919, he delivered seven 
further quantities averaging upward of 500 Ib. 
each. During all this period & the early part of 
Mar. 1919, deft. by his letters complained of the 
delay & asked for better deliveries, but thereby 
led pltf. to entertain the belief that the contract 
still subsisted, & to act upon that belief at expense 
to himself. On Mar. 13, 1919, deft., having given 
no previous notice requiring delivery in any 
reasonable time, wrote to pltf. cancelling the order, 
& he thereupon refused to take any further quantity 


LAND v. MONTROSE SHIPBUILDING Co. 
(1860), 22 eon bes of Sess.) 665; 32 


Se. Jur. 262.—S 
pone iy accept- ts 
in damages for k. Where condition for re- 
UTHER- tension of goods to avotd all warranties. } 
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Sect. 2.— Delivery: Sub-sect. 4, A., B., C. & D.) 


ae ee re ee eee ay 
of the yarn. Pitf. brought an action against deft. 
for damages for refusing to take the remainder of 
the yarn:—Held: although time was of the 
essence of the contract with respect to delivery 
which should, primd facie, have been completed 
by Nov. 15, 1918, yet deft. by his letters, though 
written after that date, had waived his right to 
insist that the period for delivery terminated on 
that date; deft. was also thereby estopped from 
alleging that that period terminated on that date ; 
the letters between the parties implied a new 
agreement that delivery might be made within an 
extended & reasonable period, of which notice was 
to be given by deft. to pltf., & as deft. had given 
no such notice, no period had been fixed within 
which pltf. should make delivery; & in these 
circumstances deft. had no right to cancel on 
Mar. 13, 1919, & pltf. was entitled to damages to 
be assessed as at that datc.—LIARTLEY v. HyMANS, 
[192013 K. B. 475; 90 L. J. K. B.14; 124 L. T. 
31; 36 T. L. R. 805; 25 Com. Cas. 365. 

Annotation :—Consd. Levey v. Goldberg, [1922] 1 K. B. 688. 

1584. Express agreement.]-—A collicry co. 
agreed by contract in writing to deliver 25,000 
tons of coal in equal monthly instalments of from 
1,000 to 2,000 tons to be shipped into collier 
vessels, the time for loading as per colliery 
guarantee ; provided that if from stoppage of 
their works through strikes the colliery co. should 
be prevented from delivering the full quantities, 
the. purchasers should have the option of can- 
celling the contract so far as related to coals to be 
delivered during the stoppage. The colliery 
guarantee provided that the vessel in this case 
should be loaded in sixtcen day:, demurrage to be 
at the rate of £13 per day. The sixtcen days 
expired on Mar. 31, 1898; on Apr. 9 a strike 
occurred at the colliery & on May 24 the colliery 
co. wrote to say they could not load the vessel : 
—-Held: there had been a breach of contract on 
May 24 & not before; & the purchasers were not 
bound to exercise their option for the benefit of the 
vendors.— UNION S.S. Co., Lrp. v. Davis & Sons, 
Lrp. (1899), 81 L. T. 246, 249; 157. L. R. 477; 
8 Asp. M. L. 0. 574; 4 Com. Cas. 2098, C. A. 

1585. ~-— Failure to deliver within ex- 
tended time.|—-Where, in a contract for the sale of 
goods which are to be delivered bya specific date, 
time is of the essence of the contract, & the vendor 
fails to deliver by that date, & the purchaser after 
such failure elects not to avoid the contract but 
agrees with the vendor to substitute a later date, 
the failure to deliver by such later date constitutes 
a breach of the contract. If the purchaser, having 
already resold the goods before delivery to himself, 
has to fulfil such contract of resale by means of 
other goods, & thereby makes a greater profit than 
if there had been no breach, this fact does not 
reduce the damages which he is entitled to recover 
from his vendor.—-MoHamMapD Hapisp Unnalit 
(SHEIK) v. Brrp & Co. (1921), 37 T. L. R. 405, P. C. 
.|—See, further, CONTRACT, Vol. XII., pp. 
356, 857, Nos. 2962~—2970. 

1586. Delivery to be made at reasonable hour.}— 
STARTUP v. MACDONALD, No. 1891, post. 

1587. Waiver of delivery within time ‘fixed— 
After expiry of period.]|—-Harriry v. Hymans, No. 
1583, ante. 

1588. Contract for delivery within reasonable 
time—After future date—-Whether contract for 











-~—BERLIN MACHINE WoRKS, LTD. v. 

RaNnvDoLtpn & BaKeR, LTp. (1917), 45 
N. B. R. 201.—CAN. 

Held: 

]. Delivery on Sunday.)]) — Where 


deft. was sued for damages for non- 
delivery of goods & contended that he 
was not bound to deliver on Sunday :— 
delivery on Sunday was not 
unlawful, &, in the absence of custom 


SALE OF ({OODS. 


delivery at fixed time—-Within Sale of Goods Act, 
1893 (c. 71), s. 51.;—Above sect., sub-sect. 8, pro- 
vides that ‘‘ where there is an available market 
for the goods in question the measure of damages ”’ 
(for non-delivery) ‘is primd facie to be ascer- 
tained by the difference between the contract price 
& the market or current price of the goods at the 
time or times when they ought to have been 
delivered, or, if no time was fixed, then at the time 
of the refusal to deliver ’’ :—-Held: the rule in 
sub-sect. 3 that, if no time was fixed for delivery, 
the measure of damages was to be ascertained by 
the difference between the contract price & the 
market or current price of the goods at the time 
of the refusal to deliver, did not apply where the 
breach is an anticipatory breach. Qu.: whether 
a contract for delivery within a reasonable time 
is a contract for delivery at a ‘‘ fixed time ”’ within 
sub-sect. 3.—MILLETT v. VAN HEEK & Co., [1921] 
2K. B. 369; 90 L. J. K. B. 671; 125 L. T. 51 ; 
37 T. L. R. 4115 65 Sol. Jo. 356, C. A. 

Anaton meld. Rilis’ Trustee v. Dixon-Johnson, [1924 } 


Reasonable time.}]—See Nos. 1596-1599, post. 


B. Whether Time Essence of Contract. 
See Part ITI., Sect. 2, sub-sect. 4, ante. 


C. What Amounts to Performance Within Time. 

1589. Sending off on day fixed.]—Contract to 
deliver pheasants on Oct. 1. It is sufficient if they 
be sent off on that day, though they do not arrive 
til] afterwards.—lIONEYWOOD v. STONE (1814), 2 
Chit. 142. 

1590. Allowance of time for unloading——‘‘ In all 
April or sooner ’’—Delivery late in month.|— 
Where a quantity of barley was sold upon a con- 
tract to ‘‘ deliver alongside a sloop or warehouse at 
G. or Il., at the buyer’s option, in all Apr. or 
sooner,” & the barley was brought into dock at G. 
on Apr. 29:—Held: the contract was broken, 
inasmuch as it would then have taken four days 
to unload the vessel & deliver the cargo into the 
buyer’s possession.-—Cox v. Topp (1825), 7 Dow. 
& Ry. K.B.131; 41. 7.0.8. K. 3B. 34. 

1591. —~- - Within last fourteen days of March— 
Delivery late on last day-—Time for completion 
before midnight.;—STARTuP v. MACDONALD, No. 
1891, post. 

1592. Time at seller’s option—Exercise of option 
—Whether seller bound.]—-Gati v. LEES (1865), 3 
H. & C. 558; 159 E. R. 650. 
anroudion :—Distd. Borrowman v. Free (1878), 4 Q. B. D. 

500. 


1593. Seaborne goods—-Delay through loss or 
stranding of vessel— Ultimate delivery.|—Pltfs. 
effected an insurance on profit on a cargo per 
the Giovanni Albanese. The policy had a Pees 
clause attached, which, as it stood originally, ran 
as follows: ‘‘ Warranted free from all average & 
without benefit of salvage; but to pay aloss on such 
portion as does not reach its destination in the said 
ship,” but that latter words, viz. ‘‘in the said ship,”’ 
had been deleted. The cargo was bought under a 
contract which stated that it was ‘‘ expected to 
arrive per sailer from Fray Bentos & to discharge 
at Ayr as per charterparty, Aug., Sept., Oct. 1905, 
shipment.’’ The contract also contained the 
following clause: ‘‘In case of non-arrival, this 
contract to be void, & should the vessel from any 


to the contrary, deft. was bound to 
deliver the goods on that day if they 
had not ready been delivered.— 
LALCHAND BALKISSAN v. KERSTEN 
(1890), I. L. R. 15 Bom. 338.—IND. 
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unforeseen circumstances be prevented from 
delivering the whole of the cargo originally shipped 
this contract to be void as regards the undelivered 
portion. : The cargo was loaded in the Giovanni 
Albanese in Sept. 1905, but in the course of the 
voyage the vessel became a total loss, & the sellers 
gave pltfs. notice that the cargo would not come 
forward as it has been abandoned to the under- 
writers. Part of the cargo was, however, 
reshipped, brought by another vessel to this 
country, where it arrived in Mar. 1906, but pltfs. 
declined to accept it. In an action on the policy : 
—feld: (1) the parties had elected to choose one 
of the two forms in which an insurance on profits 
is effected, the form chosen did not require that the 
goods should be brought to their destination in the 
ship in which they were loaded, & consequently 
there had been no loss of that portion of the cargo 
which was tendered to pltfs., as it had arrived at 
its destination within the attached clause, although 
it did not arrive in the original ship; (2) further, 
the delay that occurred in not delivering the cargo 
till Mar. 1906, was not such a delay as frustrated 
the adventure.—-WYLLIE v. Povar (1907), 23 
T. L. R. 687 ; 12 Com. Cas. 317. 

1594, ——- —--- ——_-.|—Re Carver & Co. & 
Sassoon & Co., No. 1896, post. 

1595. ———- Loading of further cargo.] — Re 
CARVER & Co. & SASSOON & Co., No. 1896, post. 
Conditions as to time of shipment.| —See 
Part III., Sect. 2, sub-sect. 3, ante. 





D. Where Time Not Fixed. 


See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 29 (2). 
1596. General rule-—Delivery must be within 


reasonable time./—-A., the proprietor of a lead. 


mine, called the Bog Mine, situate near Shrews- 
bury, sold to B., a lead merchant in London, by a 
written contract, ‘‘ 200 tons of Bog Mine lead, at 
£22 per ton, deliverable in the river Thames.” 
The broker who made the contract stated at the 
time, in answer to a question by B., that the lead 
was ready for shipment. <A few days afterwards 
B. applied to the broker to know whether A. 
would agree to allow the freight or insurance from 
Gloucester or Liverpool, to which A. agreed, but 
B. subsequently required the lead to be delivered 
in London. It appeared that Gloucester & 
Liverpool were the usual ports of shipment for 
London; but the Bog Mine Icad was first brought 
by barges down the Severn from Shrewsbury to 
Gloucester. The lead was delayed a considerable 
time in this part of its transit by the lowness of 
the water, & when it arrived in London, B. refused 
to receive it, the price having fallen considerably. 
In an action by A. against B. for not accepting the 
lead, B. pleaded that pltf. was not ready to 
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deliver it within a reasonable time, on which issue 
was joined. The broker stated, in addition to the 
above facts, that he had understood from A. that 
the lead was at Shrewsbury. The judge stated 
to the jury that it might be taken for granted that 
the understanding of the parties was, that the 
lead was ready for shipment at Gloucester or 
Liverpool; that this was confirmed by deft.’s 
application as to the freight & insurance; & if 
they thought it ought to have arrived in a shorter 
time, if ready for shipment at Gloucester or Liver- 
pool, deft. was entitled to a verdict :—Held: 
(1) the parol representation of the broker, that the 
lead was ready for shipment, was admissible in 
evidence, not to vary the written contract, but 
as one of the data from which the reasonableness 
of the time was to be determined ; (2) the direction 
of the judge was warranted by the evidence.— 
ELLIS v. THOMPSON (1838), 3 M. & W. 445; 1 
oo & H. 131; 7. J. Ex. 185; 150 EH. R. 
1219. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Refd. Lockett 0. Nicklin (1848), 2 

Exch. 93; Duncan v. Topham (1849), 8 C. B. 225; Hurst 

v. Usborne (1856), 18 C. T3. 144. 

1597, ——— ~—-—.]-—A sale of 12 puncheons of 
spirits distilled from molasses was bargained for, 
& 4 puncheons delivered. The buyer continued 
urging the delivery of the remainder, but the 
sellers delayed, until after an Act of Parliament 
was passed on Dec. 18, 1795, prohibiting distillation 
of spirits from molasses, & annulling all bargains 
or contracts for the delivery of such. The sellers 
refused to furnish the spirits, &, in action, stated 
this defence, that having had three months to 
deliver, & the Act of Parliament having been passed 
in the interval, they were not bound :—Held: 
from the correspondence adduced, the sellers 
were bound to deliver the remaining puncheons 
within reasonable time, & therefore before Dec. 18, 
1795, the date of the passing of the Act.—-PHILIPS 
v. BLATR & MARTIN (1801), 4 Pat. App. 256, H. LL. 

1598. ----— -—-—.|— BUDDLE v. GREEN, No. 1635, 
posi. 

1599. —-- —-—-.]—Defts. contracted to sell to 
pitfs. cotton to arrive at 1. per ship from C. to be 
of a certain quality, with this stipulation: ‘ the 
cotton to be taken from the quay.’ Defts. on 
its arrival warchoused the cotton, & sent pltfs. 
a delivery order. They refused to accept :—Held : 
this was a stipulation introduced in favour of the 
seller, & not a condition precedent, upon the 
performance of which the vendee could insist ; 
& the contract amounted to a contract to deliver 
at a reasonable time & circumstances, the article 
to be at the buyer’s charge from the time of its 
landing on the quay.—NEILL v. WHITWORTH 
(1866), lL. R. 1 C. P. 684; Har. & Ruth. 832; 
35 L. J. GC. P. 804; 12 Jur. N.S. 761; 14 W. R. 


1596 vii. ~,}—Where no time 
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1596i. General rule—Delivery must be 
within reasonable  time.j--PIESSE  v. 
TASMANIAN ORCHARDISTS & [PRO- 
DUCERS CO-OPERATIVE ASSOCN., LTD. 
(1919), 15 Tas. L. R. 67.—AUS. 


159641. ——— ———. ]}-— LUXFER PRISON 
Co. v. McLrop (1908), 8 W. L. kt. 627; 
1 Sask. L. RK. 75.—CAN. 


1596 lii, —-—- ———.]—-HEINTZMAN & 
Co. ve. RUNDLE (1912), 20 W. L. Rf. 
202; 5 Sask. L. R. 121; 4 DL. R. 
688.—CAN. 

1596 iv. .}—In an action for 
damages for breach of contract :— 
ifeld : no time being fixed for payment 
or delivery by a contract for the pur- 
chase & sale of certain goods, the con- 
struction of law is, the seller will 
deliver on payment of the price, & the 
buyer will pay the price on receivi 
the goods, & either party is competent 








to call upon the othor within a reason- 
able time, to fulfil his part of the agree- 
ment, if ready to fulfil his own.— 
tae v. Beck (1870), 2 N. W. 


1596 v, ——.}—Where a contract 
for sale & delivery ‘“‘ as required ”’ of 
goods is silent ag to time, the law will 
imply that the specification requiring 
delivery must be made within a reason- 
able time after the contract; also 
that tho contract must be completed 
within a reasonable time after specifica: 
tion, & such reasonable time for de- 
livery may be explained; & controlled 
by a trade eusveny “a usage.—- ORs 
BROTHERS, ram v. Saw & Co., [1917] 





21. R. 367.— 


1596 vi. 
Bopy Co., Lrp. v. 
(DunDux), Lrp., [19 
SCOT. eS 





.}—BRITISH MOTOR 
THOMsas SHAW 
14) S. 0, 922.— 





for delivery is mentioned in the contract 
of sale, & the vendor fails to deliver 
within a reasonable time, the purchaser 
is entitled to wait till the goods are 
tendered & then repudiate the agree- 
ment, & is not bound to make any 
demand for delivery.—FEDERAL To- 
BACCO WORKS v. BARRON & Co., [1904] 
Ts Ss. 483.—S. AF. 

1596 viii. ——— ——.]-—-GRAF & Co. 
v. BASSA (1925), 46 N. L. R. 1.—S AF. 

m. Written contract—Shipment within 
reasonable time sufficient.) — Where 
a written order for the purchase of 
‘oods makes no mention as to tht 
fime for delivery, the stipment of mae 
goods within a reasonable time is 
sufficient.—Moork v. CANADIAN Farr- 
RANKS Co. ata) 14D. L. R. 493 41 
N. B. R. 486; 18 BE. L. R. 517.—GAN. 
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844; sub nom. NIELLv. WHITWORTH, 14 L. T. 670 5 
2 Mar. L. C. 352, Ex. Ch. 

1600. Duty to find purchaser—On arrival at 
named port.|-—-ATKINSON v. BUCKLE (1615), Jenk. 
824; 8 Bulst. 152; 145 E. R. 236. 

1601. Written contract—Parol evidence—Adding 
condition as to time.]—(1) If a written_contract 
for the sale of goods specifics no time for delivering 
them, in an action for not delivering them, it is 
not competent for deft. to give parol evidence that 
it was a condition of sale that the goods should be 
taken away immediately, or that by the usage of 
trade where goods are sold to be delivered at a 
distant day, the time is always mentioned in the 
written contract. 

(2) Although the purchaser of goods neglects, 
after notice, to carry them away, the seller has no 
right on that account to resell them.—GREAVES v. 
ASHLIN (1813), 3 Camp. 426; 170 KE. R. 14388, 
N. P. 

Annotations :-—As to (1) Apld, Ford v. Yates (1841), 2 Man. & 
. G,. 649. Refd. Startup v. Macdonald (1841), 2 Man. & G. 

395; Spartali v. Benecke (1850), 10 C. B. 212; 

v. Groves (1855), 3 W. R. 168. 

Purcell, [1926] 1 K. B. 446. 

1602. Representation that goods were 
ready for shipment—Data determining reasonable- 
ness of time.|—ELLIs v. THOMPSON, No. 1596, ante. 


Harnor 
Gencrally, Mentd. Rye v. 








E. Delay Caused by Vendor. 


16038. Timber prevented from being felled within 
tinre—Performance not enforced after time.]-— 
In a contract for the purchase of timber, time is of 
the, essence of the contract; & if, by difficultics 
improperly raised by the venior, the timber is 
prevented from beirig felled & curried away at the 
time limited by the agrecment, the ct. will not 
afterwards enforce the performance of the contract. 
—-ARKWRIGHT v. STOVELD (1824), Coop. Pr. Cas. 
499; 3L.J.0.8. Ch. 49; 47 E. R. 618. 

1604. Misquotation in  invoice.] — Deft., a 
Liverpool cotton merchant, on Apr. 2, 1872, 
authorised pltfs., merchants at iverpool & 
Bombay, to purchase 100 bales Salem’s cotton at 
8d. per lb., to be shipped by sailing vessel, & to 
draw for invoice amount at six months’ sight ; 
which drafts deft. engaged to accept, with shipping 
documents attached, & to pay same. On Apr. 22, 
pitfs. wrote from Bombay that the Salem’s cotton 
would be shipped as soon as it arrived there. On 
June 14, pltfs. wrote again from Bombay, inclosing 
invoice of 100 bales Salem’s cotton, at 83d. per Ib., 
& informing deft. that they had drawn upon him 
at six months’ sight for the amount. On July 2, 
before receiving pltfs.’ letter & invoice of June 14, 
deft. wrote to pltfs.’ Liverpool house that he had 
waited more than a reasonable time, & that he 
declined to have anything more to do with the 
cotton. On July 10, deft. received pltfs.’ letter 
& invoice of June 14, & wrote again to pltfs.’ 
Liverpool house, calling attention to the price 
charged in the invoice, & refusing acceptance of 
their draft. The following day pltfs. apologised 
for what they called the clerical error in the price, 
said they were prepared to rectify the mistake, 
& also tendered other cotton shipped at the time 
deft. wished. Deft. refused to have anything 
more to do with the matter. In an action for 
payment for this cotton:—Held: under the 
circumstances pltfs. could not recover.—JEFFER: 
SON v. QUERNER (1874), 30 L. T. 867. 

LYON v. CREATI (1892), 18 V. L. R. 
629.—AUS. 


0. ———.]— The reasonableness of 
time cannot depend upon circumstances 


7.—S. AF. 


unknown to the buyer, & which were 
undisclosed to him by the seller.— 
ADLER ue WAAL (1887), 8 N. L. R 
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F. Delay Caused by Purchaser. 

1605. Failure to supply plans as ear FP 
On Nov. 28, 1844, deft. contracted to supply plté. 
with 150 tons of cast iron girders, according to 
drawings to be provided by pltf.’s architect, 50 
tons to be delivered on or before Dec. 31, 1844 ; 
50 tons, on or before Jan. 28, 1845; & 50 tons, 
on or before Mar. 31, 1845, provided the drawings 
for the first 50 tons were delivered within three 
days, & the drawings for the remainder, within 
three weeks. Some plans were sent to deft. on 
Dec. 5, & on Dec. 16, an order was given to him 
for girders, amounting to about 14 tons. On 
Mar. 18, after deft. had declined to perform the 
contract, by reason of the delay, further plans were 
furnished, & a further order given for girders, 
amounting to about 50 tons, & the girders ordered 
on Dec. 16 were demanded. The jury found that 
the drawings were not delivered within q reason- 
able time :—Held : the contract was entire; & as 
pltf. had failed to furnish drawings for the whole 
150 tons, within a reasonable time, he could not 
maintain an action for any non-delivery of girders. 
—Kincpom v. Cox (1848), 5 C. B. 522; 171. J. 
OC. P. 155; 10 L. T. O. S. 828; 12 Jur. 386; 136 
i. R. 982. 

1606. Ships sent out by purchaser—One ship not 
having sufficient capacity.|—In assumpsit by the 
sellers against the buyers for the breach of two 
contracts for the shipment, at a forcign port, of 
two several quantities of rye meal, the declaration 
stated, that, ‘‘ after the makiny of the contracts, 
& before the performance of them, or of any part 
thereof it was agreed between pltfs. & defts. that 
the two contracts should be deemed & taken to be, 
& to operate as, one contract & should be per- 
formed as if same had been one contract for the 
amount of the two quantities of meal ’’:—Held: 
this allegation was not sustained by proof that the 
buyers had sent out three vessels to receive the 
meal, the first of which was not of capacity sufficient 
to take on board the quantity mentioned in the 
first contract. & they had reccived a separate bill 
of lading of the cargo brought home by that vessel, 
& accepted a bill drawn on them for the stipulated 
proportion of that particular cargo. By two 
contracts, entered into at different times, defts. 
engaged to ship at: Cronstadt, for pltfs., 250 tons 
& 350 tons respectively of rye meal—cach contract 
stipulating that the shipment should be made at 
the first open water, allowing a fair & reasonable 
time for the arrival out of the vessel & getting the 
goods down to Cronstadt; that payment should 
be made one-third at three months from the date of 
bill of lading; but that, should the vessel not 
arrive in time for the goods to be shipped before 
June 30, or the sellers not be able to procure a 
ship by that date, the sellers should draw for the 
remainder as specified. In an action by the buyers 
against the sellers for the breach of these two 
contracts, defts. pleaded, amongst other pleas, 
that pltfs. were not, at & after the arrival of the 
vessels at Cronstadt, & from thence at & until a 
fair & reasonable time had elapsed for getting the 
goods down to Cronstadt, ready & willing to buy 
& accept & pay for the meal, in manner & form as 
alleged; & that pltfs. had not performed the 
contracts & promises in al] things on their part to 
be performed, in manner & form as alleged :— 
Held: the circumstance of the buyers having 
sent out three vessels, neither of which was of 
capacity sufficient to take on board the quantity 


p. Hatension of time without time 
jixred— Delivery within reasonable time. 
—CuRRAN v. O'LEARY (1907), 5 

IH, Ys, BR, 80,—-CAN, 
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mentioned in either contract, & which arrived at 
the por of loading at different times, did not 
entitle defts. to a verdict upon these two issues ; 
but the buyers were entitled to maintain an action 
against the sellers, although they had not sent out 
one vessel to receive the quantity mentioned in 

each contract.—MENIAEFF v. READE, READE v. 

MENIAEFF (1849), 7 C. B. 189; 181. 5.C. P. 145; 

12 L. T. O. S. 376; 187 EB. R. 57. 

1607. Order for goods ‘‘ as required ’’—Failure 
to give notice of requirements.|—-A contract under 
seal recited that defts., a railway co., were 
‘‘ desirous of being supplied with 350,000 sleepers 
of Dantzic or Memel timber.’ This contract 
was based upon a specification, prepared by the 
co., In which it was stated, that, ‘‘ the number of 
sleepers required under this specification is 350,000; 
one-half will have to be delivered in 1847, & the 
remainder by Midsummer, 1848 ’’; that, ‘‘ the 
deliveries are to be made either by stacking the 
sleepers upon a wharf, or properly loading them 
into a boat or barge, or other vessel, as may be 
directed by the resident engineer”’; & that the 
payments were to be made upon the engineer 
certifying the due delivery of each cargo. By 
the contract, pltfs. covenanted to supply the co. 
with 350,000 sleepers of the quality & description 
mentioned, & to deliver them within the times 
mentioned in the spccification, ‘‘ as & when, & 
in such quantities, & in such manner, as the 
engineer of the co. should, by order or requisition 
in writing, from time to time, within the period 
limited by the specification, direct or require.”’ 
The engineer was to be at liberty, at any time before 
the complete execution of the contract ‘ by the 
delivery of the whole number of 350,000 sleepers,”’ 
to alter their size, form, or construction, or to vary 
the times of delivery ‘‘ of any of the sleepers which 
should not then have been declivered.’’? Defts., 
in consideration of the premises, covenanted to 
pay to pltfs., ‘for or in respect of the sleepers 
hereinbefore contracted to be supplied,” a certain 
price, upon their cnginecr certifying the due 
delivery of each cargo. It was further agreed that 
£2,000 of the price should be retained by the co. 
until two months after their engineer should have 
certified that. “ the whole of the 350,000 sleepers 
hercinbefore agreed to be supplied by the con- 
tractors, shall have been supplied ”’ :—Held: 
this was a positive contract by pltfs. to supply, & 
by defts. to take & to pay for, the whole number 
of 350,000 sleepers ; & pltfs. were entitled to notice 
of the times when the sleepers would be required. 

The third plea traversed an averment in the 
declaration that defts. had notice that pltfs. were 
ready & willing to supply the sleepers, & alleged 
that defts. had no notice of any sleepers being 
ready for them at the port of delivery :—Held : 
the allegation of readiness & willingness was 
unnecessary, for, pltfs. were not bound to deliver 
until they received the orders or directions of the 
co.’s engineer.—-GREAT NORTHERN Ry. Co. v. 
TTARRISON (1852), 12 C. B. 576; 22 I. J. CO. P. 
49+ 19L. T. O. S. 259; 16 Jur. 565; 138 E. R. 
1032, Ex. Ch. 

Annotations :—Refd. Glenn v. Leith (1853), 1 C. L. R. 569; 
M‘Intyre v. Belcher (1863), 14 C. B. N. S. 654; Clarke v. 
Watson (1865), 18 C. B. N. S. 278 
1608. Request for postponement of shipment.] 

Count on a contract by pltf. to deliver to deft. at 

C. a cargo in Mar. Breach, that deft. would not 
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1607i. Order for goods “ as required ”’ 
—Failure to give notice of requirements. } 
——NICKERSON v, CIARDNER (1853), 12 


U. C. R. 219.—CAN. 

1607 ii. ———_ ———-.] — SANSCHAGRIN ¥. 
Ecua FLouR MILLs 
3 W. W. R. 694; 70 
Man. JL. R. at p. 255.—CAN. 
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accept, or pay for, the goods. Pleas: (a) Non 
assumpsit ; (b) That pltf. was not ready or willing 
to deliver at C. in Mar. Issue thereon. At the 
trial, it appeared that deft. had by letter requested 
pltf. to postpone the shipment for deft.’s con- 
venience; that the ship arrived in C. on the evening 
of Mar. 31, & consequently that the cargo was not 
ready for delivery till Apr. The judge, on pitf.’s 
application, amended the count by inserting an 
averment that, at deft.’s request, pltf. delayed the 
shipment, & deft. promised to accept a delivery 
of that shipment with reasonable speed, & 
exonerated pltf. from delivering in Mar. Deft. 
objected to the amendment being made, & 
requested a postponement of the trial, which the 
judge refused. ‘Thereupon deft. refused to alter 
his plea, or appear further; & the jury, under the 
judge’s direction, assessed the damages. On a 
motion for a new trial :—Held : whether the discre- 
tion of a judge at nisi prius in making an amend- 
ment to raise the real point in controversy, & in 
imposing terms, be reviewable in bang or not, it 
was in this case properly exercised ; no injustice 
being suggested to have been sustained by deft. 
in consequence of the refusal to postpone the trial, 
the discretion of the judge in that respect ought 
not to be reversed.— TENNYSON v. O’BRIEN (1855), 
5B. & B. 497; 26L. T. 0.8.59; 119 BE. R. 565. 
Annotation :—Refd. Savago v. Canning (1867), 16 W. R. 


1609. Demand for inspection—-No expert sent 
to inspect goods.]—Ricsps. sold to applts. a 
quantity of iron. Before delivery was completed 
applts. informed resps. that they would require 
inspection before accepting delivery of the iron 
which was still undelivered ; & it was agreed that 
applts. should send an expert to inspect the iron at 
the works of the manufacturer. Applts., though 
repeatedly requested by resps. to do so, failed to 
send an inspector as arranged, & the iron remained 
undelivered. Ultimately applt. repudiated the 
contract on the ground of delay & claimed damages 
for failure to deliver. ‘The judge before whom 
the claim was tried, gave judgment for applts. 
On appeal, judgment was reversed & judgment 
was entered for resps., & applts. now appealed 
to the House of Lords:—Held: whether the 
contract was originally a contract to deliver within 
a fixed time or to deliver within a reasonable time, 
resps.’ obligation to have the iron dispatched 
from the works was suspended until applts. had 
seut their inspector, an event which never 
happened; & by demanding inspection applts. 
had extended the time allowed for delivery, & 
such extended time had not expired when applts. 
repudiated the contract.—PotTts (W.) & Co., Lrp. 
v. Brown, MACFARLANE & Co., Ltp. (1924), 30 
Com. Cas. 64, II. J.. 

Duty of purchaser to name ship.|—-See Nos. 
1565-1569, ante. 


G. Particular Terms. 

1610. ‘‘ When requested.’’]|—-BOWDELL v. PaAR- 
sons, No. 1506, ante. 

1611. ‘‘ Directly.’’]|—A contract to be performed 
‘« directly,’ means, to be performed, not ‘“ within 
a reasonable time,’’ but ‘ speedily,” or, at least, 
‘* as soon as practicable.” 

On Feb. 18, pltf. wrote to deft., offering to supply 
him with linseed cake at £10 15s. per ton; on 
Feb. 19, deft. replied, ‘‘ I can take 5 tons at £10 10s., 


q. Failure to remove goods within 
reasonable time.J—DOUAN v. BAKER 
Sa 10 O. L. R. 259; 3 O. W. RK. 

33 


a teat ey. : 5 0. W. R. 229.-——CAN. 


. R. 380; 32 
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but it must be put on board directly’; & on 

Feb. 22, pltf. again wrote: ‘‘I shall ship you 5 

tons best cakes to-morrow ”’ :—Held: this corre- 

spondence did not prove a contract on the part of 

deft. to accept cake ‘‘to be delivered within a 

reasonable time.’’—IJUNCAN v. TOPHAM (1849), 

8 C. B. 225; 18 L. J. Cc. P. 310; 18 L. T. O.S. 

304; 137 FE. R. 495. 

Annotations :—Refd. British & American Telegraph Co. v. 
Colson eit) L. R. 6 Exch. 108; Taylor v. Jones (1875), 
1C.P. D. 87. Mentd. zte Imperial Land Co. of Marseilles, 
Harris’ Case (1872), 7 Ch. App. 587; Evans v. Nicholsen 
ney 32 L. T. 778; Household Firo Insce. v. Grant 
1879), 4 Ex. D. 216; Grundy v. Townsend (1888), 36 
W. I. $31. : 
1612. ‘* As required.’’|—-Great NoRTHERN Ry. 

Co. v. HARRISON, No. 1607, ante. 

1613. ——-.|—To an action for not delivering 
iron sold by deft. to pltf. under a contract ‘‘ to be 
delivered as required,’’ deft. pleaded, that plté. 
did not, within a reasonable time, request deft. 
to deliver the iron. Replication, that pltf., so 
soon as the iron was required by him, requested 
deft. to deliver it. On demurrer to the replication : 
—-Held: the plea was bad, since deft. was bound 
to inquire of nee whether he would have the iron, 
before he could rescind the contract on the ground 
that he was not, within a reasonable time, required 
to deliver it.—JONES v. GIBBONS (1853), 8 Exch. 
920; 10. 1. R. 461; 22 L. J. ix. 847; 1 W. R. 
438; 155 E.R. 1626. 

Annotations :-—Expld. Pearl Mill Co. v. Ivy Tannery Co., 
{1919} 1 K. B. 78 Refd. Hartley v. Hymans, [1920] 
3.K. B. 475. Mentd. Kensington & Knightsbridge 
Electric Lighting Co. v. Notting Hil' Electric Lighting Co. 
(1918), 87 L. J. K. B. 565. 

1614. -.]|—PEARL MILL Co. v. Ivy TANNERY 
Co., No. 2547, post. 

1615. ‘* As soon as possible.’’]-—A contract by a 
manufacturer to furnish certain specified goods 
‘as soon as possible,’’ means, within a reasonable 
time, regard being had to the manufacturer’s 
ability to produce them, & the orders he may 
already have in hand.-—ATTWwoop v. EMERY (1856), 
1C.B.N.S.110; 261. J.C. P.73; 5 W. R.19; 
140 E. R. 45; sub nom. ATWoop v. EMERY, 28 
L. T. O. S. 85. 

Annotations :-—Distd. Bergheim v. Blacnavon Iron & Steel 
Co. (1875), 32 L. T. 451. Expld. Hydraulic Engineering 
Co. v. McHaffie (1878), 4 Q. B. D. 670. 

1616. — --.]—Pltfs., in July, 1877, contracted 
with J. to make for him a machine, to be delivered 
at the end of Aug. Defts. contracted with pltfs. 
to make “‘ as soon as possible ’’ part of the machine 
called a ‘‘ gun.”’ Defts. were aware that the 
machine was wanted by J. at the end of Aug,, 
but they did not finish the ‘‘ gun ”’ until the latter 
part of Sept. J. then refused to accept the 
machine from pltfs. The delay on the part of 
defts. was owing to the circumstance that at the 
time of undertaking to manufacture the “‘ gun ”’ 
they had not a foreman competent to prepare 
certain patterns, without which it could not be 
made :—Held: defts. had committed a breach of 
their contract, & pltfs. were entitled to recover 
damages for the loss of profit upon the contract 
with J., & for the expenditure usclessly incurred 
by them in making other parts of the machine.— 


PART VI. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 4.—G. 
1615 i. ‘‘ As soon as nossible.”’j— 
RBONNER-WORTH CO. v. GEDDES 
BROTHERS (1921), 64 D. L. R. 257; 50 
O. L. R. 196.—CAN. 
r. “On or about.’"|—LOOKHART v. 
WILKIN (circa 1862), Mac. 120.—N.Z. 
» t. Shipment at seller’s option during 


Sept.,’’ 


August—Sentemher.|—The terms, “‘ ship- 
ment at selier’s option during Aug.— 
» in a contract, 
that the seller has an optional period 
of two separate months in which he 
can deliver, but they refer merely tu 
the character of the delivery.—Mao- 
KERTICH Vv. NOBO COOMAR RAY oe b. Delivery to purser of steamer— 
I. Lu. R. 30 Cale. 477; 7 C, ~ N, 
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HYDRAULIC ENGINEERING Co. v. 

(1878), 4 Q. B. D. 670 ; 27 W. R. 221, C. A. 
Annotations :—Consd. Hammond »v. Bussey (1887), 20 
Q. B. D. 79. Refd. Verlest’s Administratrix v. Motor 
Union Inece., [1995] 2 K. B. 137; Fe Hall & Pim (Junior) 

(1927), 137 L. T. 585. 

1617. ‘* Not ron to sail.’’]—-In a contract for 
the sale of flour free on board the first class 
steamer T., from S. to C., it was stipulated that 
the vessel was ‘“ to sail from L. to S., on or before 
Dec. 1, 1855, accidents excepted; if such should 
happen; & the vessel not be ready to sail on 
Dec. 4, buyers to have the option of cancelling 
the contract.’’ The vessel was prevented from 
sailing from L. on Dec. 1, by an accident, & she 
was not ready to sail until six o’clock in the evening 
of Dec. 4, when she was prevented by stress of 
weather, & did not sail till the following day :— 
Held: the meaning of the contract was, that if 
she were prevented sailing by an accident on Dec. 1, 
the buyers should not have the power to cancel 
the contract if she were ‘‘ ready to sail ’’ on Dec. 4, 
although she did not actually sail until after that 
day.—SMyYTH v. SCHILIZZI (1856), 4 W. R. 460. 

1618. ‘‘ During the season.’’|—Sale of coal, 
‘“cost, freight, and insurance to Cronstadt, 
including craft risk to St. Petersburg town... 
shipment to be made during the season ”’ :—Held: 
‘* during the season ”’ referred not to the average 
or ordinary time during which the river was closed 
by ice, but to the actual time at which in that 
particular year it was closed.— LESSING v. HORSLEY 
(1891), 7 T. L. R. 352, ©. A. 

1619. ‘* Expected ready to load.’’|—-A clause in 
a contract that a ship is ‘“‘ expected ready to load ”’ 
at a given date does not mean that the ship must 
be in such a position, whether that position be 
known to the parties or not, that she will, accord- 
ing to all probable reckoning, be able to load by 
the date indicated It means that there must be 
an honest belief, founded on reasonable grounds, 
in the minds of the sellers making the representa- 
tion that she will be able to load at that date. 
Where such a representation was made, & there were 
no reasonable grounds for making it, & the ship 
was not ready to load until a long time afterwards, 
there was a breach of condition entitling the buyers 
to avoid the contract.—SANDAY & Co. v. KEIGHLEY, 
MAXTED & Co. (1922), 91 L. J. K. B. 6245 127 
L. T. 327; 38 'T. L. R. 561; 66 Sol. Jo. 4373; 15 
Asp. M. L. C. 596; 27 Com. Cas. 296, C. A. 


SUB-8EcT 5.—PROOF OF DELIVERY. 


1620. Entries in books—By servants in usual 
course of business—Entry by deceased servant.]— 
If a tradesman uniformly obliges his servants to 
subscribe in his books an account of the goods 
they deliver, proof of the subscription of a servant 
who is dead is evidence of the delivery of the goods 
contained in the account subscribed.—PRICE v. 
TORRINGTON (EARL) (1703), Holt, K. B. 300; 2 
Ld. Raym. 873; 1 Salk. 285; 90 E. R. 1065. 


Annotations :—Apld. Doe d. Patteshall v. Turford (1832), 
3B. & Ad. 890. Consd. Brain v. Preece (1843),11 M. & W. 
773. Apld. Rawlins v. Rickards (1860), 28 Beav. 370 ; 

Mellor v. Walmesley. [1905] 2. Ch. 164. Consd. Mercer v. 

Denne, [1905] 2 Ch. 5388. efd. Chambers v. Bernascone 

(1834), 1 Cr. M. & Rt. 347; Poole v. Dicas (1835), 70. & P. 


431.—IND. 


a. * Arrive.’’] — MONTGOMERY 0. 
MIDDLETON (1862), 13 I. C. L. R. 178; 
14 Ir. Jur. 370.—IR. 
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79; Doe d. Padwick v. Skinner (1848), 3 Exch. 84; 

Doe d. Kinglake v. Beviss (1849), 7 CO. B. 456; Turner v. 

Hutchinson (1861), 25 J. P. 149; Smith v, Blakey (1887), 

L. R. 2 Q. B. 326; The Henry Coxon (1878), 3 P. D. 

156; Sturla ». Freccia (1880), 5 App. Cas. 623; Haines 

”. Guthrie (1884), 13 H B. D. 818; Lyell v. Kenned 
olsey v. 


(1887), 56 L. 'T. 647; 7 Pethick (1908), 1 B. W. 
©. C. 411; Mills v. Mills (1920), 36 T. L. it 172 ; Young 
a) fAartarann OldAhawm 11004\ 1 R. P, Cc. 548; Jones Vv. 
1621. —- Witness having no clear recol- 





lection of actual event.|—-When a boy went to 
pltf. i) warehouse with a cart, & delivered a letter, 
containing an order for some wine, & a clerk 
swore that he had removed on the day in question 
from his master’s cellar some wine corresponding 
in quantity & quality with that mentioned in the 
order, that he had made an entry of this in the 
day-book according to the usual course of the 
business, that he himself had superintended the 
packing of the wine, & that the word ‘ nil’? would 
have been entered in the day-book, if it had not 
been sent according to the order :—Held: 
sufficient evidence of a delivery to the boy, 
although the witness had no recollection of seeing 
the wine given to the boy, or put into the cart.— 

SHEPPARD v. RADFORD (1839), 3 J. P. 770. 

1622. By person other than witness.]— 
To prove the delivery of goods in the shop of a 
trader, an entry made in his books, though not 
by the witness, under what circumstances it may 
be evidence.—DIGBY v. STEDMAN (1795), 1 Esp. 
328; 170 EB. R. 373, N. P. 

1623. —-—-- Accounts of stock in excise books.]|— 
Qu: whether accounts of stock kept in the excise 
books are evidence between third partics, as to the 
delivery of goods ? 

Copies of such accounts may be given in 
evidence. Semble, on the ground that the originals 
are public books, but in such case, the copies 
produced must be proved by a witness, who has 
examined them with the originals, & can swear 
to their accuracy.— DUNBAR v. HARVIE (1820), 2 
Bi. 851; 4 E.R. 356, HW. LL. 

1624. Sub-sale by purchaser-—Removal of goods 
by sub-purchaser.]—After a bargain & sale of a 
stack of hay between the parties on the spot, 
evidence that the vendee actually sold part of it 
to another person, by whom, though against the 
vendee’sapprobation, it wastaken away, is sufficient 
to warrant the jury in finding a delivery to & 
acceptance by the vendee, thereby taking the case 
out of Stat. Frauds.—CHAPLIN v. ROGERS (1801), 
1 Kast, 192 ; 102 E.R. 75. 

Annotations :-—Distd. Blonkinsop v. Clayton (1817), 7 Taunt. 
597; Howe v. Palmer (1820), 3 B. & Ald. 321. Consd. 
Maberley v. Sheppard (1833), 10 Bing. 99; Morton v. 
Tibbett (1850), 15 Q. B. 428. Aplid. Marshall v. Green 
(1875), 1 ©. P. D. 355 Rawlinson v. Mort (1905), 93 4. T. 
555. Refd. Smith o Surman (1829), 9 B. & C. 561: 


Kdar v. Duafield (1841), 6 Jur. 317; Hilton v. Tucker 
(1888), 57 L. J. Ch. 973. 


1625. Hearsay evidence—Reference to evidence 
of another.|—If a person says, I will pay you 
money, if A. says it is due, & A. being applied 
to, says it. is due, but is dead at the time of the 
action brought, what he had said respecting the 
debt, is evidence. —DANIEL v. PirT (1806), 1 Camp. 
366, n.3; 6 Esp. 743; Peake, Add. Cas. 238; 170 
HK. R. 988, N. P. 


Annotations :—Retd. Sybray v. White (1836), 1 M. & W. 
435. Mentd. R. v. Mallory (1881), 13 Q. B. D. 33. 


1626. Goods sent abroad on agent’s order— 








on wharf at destination o hogs }—PETER 


ve. LARA (1914), 48 N hk. 202; 20 fact which reqv 


error in ates 
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Received & used abroad by purchaser.|—Proof 
that pltf. sent goods to deft., resident in a foreign 
country, upon the order of merchants residing in 
London, & that deft. received & used the goods, 
is prima facie evidence of goods sold & delivered 
to deft.—-BENNETT v. HENDERSON (1819), 2 Stark. 
550. 

1627. Copies of accounts in excise books.|]— 
DUNBAR v. HARVIE, No. 1623, ante. 

1628. Accounts specifying goods supplied— 
Passed by managing committee of company— 
Evidence of amount supplied.|—Pltf. brought his 
action for goods supplied in 1866 to a mining co. 
conducted on the cost-book principle, of which co. 
deft. was a shareholder. The last change of 
partners was in Dec. 1865. To prove his claim, 
pitf. proved an order by the purser to supply 
goods, gave general evidence of supply, & put in 
evidence accounts specifying the amount supplied, 
submitted by the purser to & passed by the 
Managing committee of the co. It appeared also 
that payments had been made in 1866, which 
pltf. had appropriated to a debt incurred before 
Dec. 1865 :—Held: (1) there was evidence of the 
amount supplied; (2) pltf. was justified in his 
appropriation.—GEAKE v. JACKSON (1867), 36 
L. J.C. P.108; 15 L. T. 509; 15 W. R. 338. 


SusB-srecr. 6.—Goops IN POSSESSION OF 
THIRD PERSON. 
A, In General. 

See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 29 (8). 

1629. Position of third person—Agent of pur- 
chaser.|—-WoopD v. TASSELL, No. 1634, post. 

1630. Delivery directed to named _ person— 
Forged order—tLiability of bailee.|—-A. directs the 
London Dock co. to deliver a quantity of hides 
belonging to him in their custody to B., supposing 
that B. has purchased them from him, the dock co. 
delivers them upon an order purporting to be the 
order of B., but which is a mere forgery; B. in 
fact not having purchased the goods. The dock 
co. are liable to A., although he neglected to apply 
to B. till four months afterwards, when the 
supposed time of credit expired. & although A. 
might, after discovering the fraud, have recovered 
possession of his hides from another person.— 
LUBBOCK v. INGLIS (1815), 1 Stark. 104. 

Stoppage in transitu—-Possession of carriers, 
wharfingers or other bailees.]| See Part VII., sect. 
4, sub-sect. 3, C., post. 


B. Duties of Seller and Buyer. 


1631. Duties of seller—-To secure delivery to 
purchaser—Warehoused goods—Transfer of name.| 
—Where, in a contract for the sale of sugar, there 
is the following term: ‘‘ free on board a foreign 
ship,’’ the seller is not bound to deliver it into the 
hands of the purchaser, or to transfer it into his 
name in the books of the warehouse where it lies, 
but only to put it on board a foreign ship, which it 
is the duty of the purchaser to name.—WACKER- 
BARTH v. MASSON (1812), 3 Camp. 270; 170 BE. R. 
1378, N. P. 


Annotation :—Apld. Maine Spinning Co. v. Sutcliffe (1918), 
87 L. J. K. B. 382. 


the delivery as a D. I. R. 1123; [1927] 3 W. W. R. 
es explanation & 574.—CAN. 


D. L. R. 786.—CAN. throws the burden on deft,—JOHNSON 
0. Burden of proof.}—Where the ¥v. DURANT (1905), 37 N. 8. R. 471.-- PART VI. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 6.—B. 
delivery of goods after a sale is as con- CAN. e. Duties of seller—To secure de- 





siatent with deft.’s account of the d 
transaction, delivery on approval, as 
It is with pltf.’s, the trial judge is in Co., 


i Where buyer’s 
of delivery discredited.}—WESTERN OIL 
LTp. v. SMITH (Sask.), [1927] 4 


livery to purchaser—Usage of trade to 
contrary. |—RANKIN v. GODDARD (1858), 
4 All. 155.—CAN. 


admiasion 
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Sect. 2.—Delivery: Sub-sect. 6, B. & C.; sub-sect. 
T, A. (a), (dB), (c) & (d).] 
1682. S. P. WETHERELL ¥v. COAPE 


merit 272, n.; 170 B. R. 1379. 
1683. ———- ———.]—SmiTH v. CHANCE, No. 1471, 


(1812), 3 


ante, 

1634. —— By giving delivery order.|— 
Pitf. bought of deft., & paid for, hops which lay 
at the- warehouse of F., having becn placed there 
by a party who had sold them to deft. After the 
sale, pltf. was informed that the hops were at F.’s, 
had them weighed there, & took away part. Some 
days after, he applied for the residue ; but they had 
been taken away in the meantime by a creditor 
of the first seller. Deft. had not given pltf. a 
delivery order, nor had he demanded one :— 
Held: F. had the residue of the hops in his pos- 
session as agent to pltf., & deft. was not liable to 
pltf. for the non-delivery of them; therefore, 
pitf£. having brought assumpsit for the non-delivery, 
& deft. having pleaded that he did deliver: a 
misdirection to leave it to the jury whether deft. 
ought to have given pltf. a delivery order.—WoopD 
v. TASSELL (1844), 6 Q. B. 234; 115 E.R. 90. 

1635. Within reasonable time.]|— 
Where there is a contract for the sale of goods, 
although described as lying in the possession of 
whartfingers, carriers, etc., subject to their lien for 
charges, yet there is an implied undertaking on 
the part of the seller that they shall be delivered 
to the purchaser, on his application, within a 
reasonable time, & readiness to pay the charges 
thereon ; & if, upon such application, the delivery 
dis refused, the seller will be liable for damages 
to the purchaser.—-BUDDLE v. GREEN (1857), 27 
L. J. Ex. 38. 

1636. ——— To secure responsibility of third 
ber for goods.|—CLARKE v. HuTcHINS, No. 1795, 


post. 

1637. —— Procuring goods to be booked.| 
—-A delivery of goods at a wharf is not sufficient 
to charge the purchaser, unless the seller procures 
them to be booked, or takes a reccipt for them, or 
delivers them in such a manner as to furnish a 
remedy over against the wharfinger. 

A delivery of goods to a carrier or wharfinger 
with duc care & diligence is sufficient to charge the 
purchaser ; but he has a right to require, that in 
making this delivery due care & diligence shall be 
exercised by the seller (LORD ELLENBOROUGH, 
C.J.).— BUCKMAN v. LEVI (1813), 3 Camp. 414 ; 
170 E. R. 1429, N. P. 























1638. : Taking receipt.|-BUCKMAN uv. 
LeEvi, No. 1637, ante. 
639. To pay charges.|—-BUDDLE  v. 





GREEN, No. 1635, ante. 

1640. To sign delivery order—Regulation 
of dock company.|—-Wine was entered in the books 
of the London Dock co. in the name of S., who was 
clerk to pltfs., a firm of wine merchants. The 
bills of lading for the same wine were in the hands 
of H., who was consignee of the wine from Spain. 
A request by H. for the return of part of the wine 
to him was refused by pltfs. until H. returned to 
pitfs. an acceptance of theirs which had been 
given for part of the wine in question. H then 
exhibited the bills of lading to the dock co., & the 
solrs. of the latter wrote to pltf.’s solrs., intimating 
that they must deliver the wine to H., although 
entered in the name of S., unless an order were 





f. By finding limits of 
permita for cutting on sale of growing 
timber.J]—Where pltfs. were to supply 
ties, but defts. were to obtain permits 
for the cutting of such ties, the burden 








be obtained is on 


of finding limits where such tios can 


CLOSE v. NEPIGON CONSTRUCTION Co. 
(1912), 23 O. W. KR. 298; . W.N, 
279; 8 D. L. R. 116.—CAN, 


SALE OF GOODS. 


obtained by pltis. restraining such delivery. By 
the printed regulations of the dock co. it is pro- 
vided that orders for delivery cannot be acted 
upon unless signed by the party in whose name the 
goods stand in the co.’s books. Pltfs. filed a 
bill for an injunction against the co. & H.; 
praying for costs against both defts. An injunc- 
tion was granted; & afterwards by arrangement, 
upon the bill of exchange being returned, the wine 
was ordered to be delivered up to deft.—WRrRIGHT 
v. LONDON Dock Co. (1858), 32 L. T. O. S. 117; 
4 Jur. N.S. 11343 on appeal (1859), 32 L. T. O.S. 
364, L. JJ. 

1641. Duties of buyer—To pay duties.]|—-WINKS 
v. HASSALL, No. 2062, post. 

1642. To present warrant—Meaning of 
** presentation.’’|—-A. contracted to sell 1,000 tons 
of iron to B., & indorsed & delivered to him a 
document in the following form, addressed to A., 
é& signed by certain ironmasters: ‘‘ We hold at 
your disposal 1,000 tons of grey forge pig iron, of 
2,240 lb. to the ton, which we engage to deliver 
to your order, free of all charge, into boats, on the 
presentation of this document, duly indorsed by 
you” :—Held: ‘ presentation’? meant “ deliver- 
ing up’? the document to the ironmasters; & 
consequently, that a plea that deft. could not & 
did not procure the iron according to the tenor & 
effect thereof, was not sustained by proof that the 
document had been shown to the ironmastcrs, & 
they refused to deliver the iron unless the docu- 
ment was previously left with them.—BARTLETT 
v. Hormrs (1853), 138 C. B. 630; 1C. L. R. 159: 
22 L. J. C. P. 182; 21 7. T. O. 8S. 1043 17 Jur. 
858; 1 W. R. 334; 188 E.R. 1347. 





C. Attornment by Third Person. 


See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 29 (3). 

1643. Position pending attornment.] —- Goods 
were shipped by pltf. from abroad to this country, 
on the verbal order of deft., at a price exceeding 
£10. They were sent to a shipping agent of pltf.’s 
in London, who received them & warchoused 
them with a wharfinger, informing deft. of their 
arrival. The wharfinger handed to the shipping 
agent a delivery warrant, whereby the goods 
were made deliverable to him or his assignees by 
indorsement, on payment of rent & charges. The 
agent indorsed & delivered this warrant to deft., 
who kept it for several months, &, notwithstanding 
repeated applications, did not pay the price of or 
charges upon the goods, nor return the warrant, but 
said he had sent it to his solr., & that he intended 
to resist payment, for that he had never ordered 
the goods; & that they would remain for the 
present in bond :—Held: there was no such 
delivery to & acceptance by deft. of the goods, as 
to satisfy Stat. Frauds, s. 17. 

This warrant is no more than an engagement by 
the wharfinger to deliver to the consignee, or any- 
one he may appoint; & the wharfinger holds the 
goods as the agent of the consignor, who is the 
vendor’s agent, & his possession is that of the 
consignee, until an assignment has taken placc, 
& the wharfinger has attorned, so to speak, to the 
assignee, & agreed with him to hold for him. Then, 
& not till then, the wharfinger is the agent or 
bailee of the assignee, & his possession that of the 
assignee, & then only is there a constructive 
delivery to him (PARKE, B.).—FARINA v. HOME 
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g. wiht adel for atiornment.] —- 
CHECKIK v. PRICE (Man.) (1911), 18 
W. L. R. 253.—CAN. 


defts.—-K ELLY & 
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(1846), 16M. & W.119; 16L. J. Ex. 73 » § i. T. 

O. 8. 277; 153 B. R. 1124. 

...--. ~Apld. Saun , . ixch. 

390 ; Meredith : ei T ciebs) 2 ea i HbA Consa. 

reer ie ae ; a fe & N. 828; Dublin City 

Wiffen (1870), Lt) 5 @. B-6600 etd. Knights v. 

1644. -|—Goprs v. Rose, No. 1076, ante. 

1645. Position after attornment.]—Fanina v. 
Homes, No. 1643, ante. 

1646. How effected.]—-PouLTON & SON v. ANGLO- 
AMERICAN OIL Co., Lirp., No. 2077, post. 

1647. Refusal to acknowledge purchaser’s title -— 
Allegation of usage of trade—Property not passing 
until remeasurement of goods.]—A warehouseman 
who, on receiving an order from the seller of malt 
to hold it on account of the purchaser, gives a 
written acknowledgment that he so holds it, 
cannot set up as a defence for not delivering it 
to the purchaser, that by the usage of trade the 
property in malt sold is not transferred till it is 
remeasured, & that before the malt in question 
was remeasured the seller became bkpt. — 
STONARD v. DUNKIN (1809), 2 Camp. 344; 170 
E. R. 1178, N. P. 

Annotations :—Consd. Hawes rv. Watson (1824), 2 B. & C. 
540. Apld. Gosling v. Birnie (1831), 7 Bing. 339; Holl 
v Griffin (1833), 10 Bing. 246; Woodley v. Coventry 
(1863), 2 New Rep, 35. Distd. Biddle v. Bond (1865), 6 
B. & S. 225. Ap d. Knights ». Wiffen (1870), L. R. 5 
Q. B. 660; Henderson v. Williams, [1895] 1 Q. B. 521. 
Consd. Laurie & Morewood v. Dudin, [1925] 2 K. B. 383. 
1648. Order by seller to third party to 

permit removal.|—A. sells to L. a rick of hay, 

standing on land in the occupation of C., at an 
entire price, undertaking to deliver it to B. before 

a certain day, upon request, B. engaging to take 

it away on or before that day; C. having 

previously acknowledged the hay to be the 
property of A., & consented that it should rernain 
on the premises until that day. A. gives an order 

to C. to permit B. to remove the hay, which C. 

refuses to do :—Held: a sufficient delivery of the 

hay, as between A. & B.—SALTER v. WOOLLAMS 

(1841), 2 Man. & G. 650; Drinkwater, 146; 3 

Scott, N. Rh. 59; 10 L. J.C. P. 145; 1383 KF. R. 

906. 

Annotations :-—Refd. Taplin v. Florence (1851), 15 Jur. 402 ; 
Wood v. Baxter (1883), 49 L. T. 45. 

1649. Refusal to attorn—Liability in trover.]— 
Where pltfs. sold goods to T., who paid for them, 
& was to take them away, but deft. becoming 
possessed of the place in which the goods were 
deposited, pltts.’ attorney, accompanied by T., 
demanded them of deft., telling him that they 
belonged to pltfs., & that they had sold them to 
T.; to which deft. answered that he would not 
deliver them to any person whatsoever, & after- 
wards pltfs. repaid the money to T. & brought 
trover against dcft.:—--Held: this demand & 
refusal were sufficient evidence of a conversion 
to support the action, & a new demand by pltfs. 
after they had repaid the money to T. was not 
necessary.—-PATTISON v. ROBINSON (1816), 5 M. 
& S. 105; 105 i. IR. 990. 

Whether third person can dispute bailor’s title 
generally.|—See BAILMENT, Vol. III., pp. 100, 101, 
Nos. 281-285. 





h. ——-.]}—-RUBBI v. HARVEY (1908), 
258.C. 312; 18C. 'T. R. 296.— 8S. AF. 
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A. (a). 


k. Change of place of dclivery at piece to direct 
request of buyer—Liability for extra  eith 

Jreight. }-SYMMERS v. LIVINGSTONE 
(18 5), 10 A. sae 355.—CAN, 


1. Option of buyer to increase or 


reduce distance of delivery—Correspond- 
ing increase or reduction of freight— 
Usage of trude.|—It is the usage of the 
trade, if oats are to be delivered at a 
certain point on the railway, 
certain price, with an option to the 
delivery at points 
er this side or beyond the place of 
delivery, that the freight should be 
either addcd or deducted as tho caso 


might be.—SUMNER 
(1899), 31 N. S. Rk. 481.—CAN. 
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SUB-SECT. 7.—EXPENSES IN CONNECTION WITH 
DELIVERY. 


A. Particular Expenses. 
(a) Freight. 
See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 29 (5); 
&, generally, SHIPPING. 


(b) Demurrage. 
See Sale of Gouds Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 29 (5); 
SHIPPING. 


(c) Liability for Extraordinary Traffic. 

See WUWighways & Locomotives (Amendment) 
Act, 1878 (c. 77), 8. 23; Locomotives Act, 1898 
(c. 29), s. 12 (1) (ec); &, generally, HIGHWAYS, 
Vol. XXVI., pp. 467-470, Nos. 1808-1828. 


(ad) Other Expenses. 

See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 29 (5). 

1650. Expenses borne by both parties—-Cus- 
tomary commission of agent—Sale of colonial 
produce.|—Where colonial produce is sold, through 
the intervention of a broker; by the usage of trade 
in London, which was held to be valid, he is 
entitled in all instances, if there be no express 
stipulation to the contrary, to 4 per cent. com- 
mission from the purchaser as well as from the 
seller.—EICKE v. MEYER (1813),3 Camp. 412; 170 
E. BR. 1429, N. P. 

1651. Expenses borne by purchaser— River dues 
—Ship provided by purchaser.]-—A special Act 
imposes certain river dues in respect of goods 
carried on the river Ribble, for every time of 
passing certain lines, without saying by whom they 
are to be paid. Harbours, Docks & Piers Clauses 
Act, 1847 (c. 27), which is incorporated with the 
special Act, provides, by sect. 42, that rates in 
respect of goods shipped or unshpped within the 
limits of the harbour, dock or pier shall be paid, 
in case the goods are to be shipped, before ship- 
ment, or in case they are to be unshipped, before 
removal from the premises of the undertakers. 
In the case of coals which A. had sold to B. & 
contracted to deliver on board a ship to be provided 
by B.:—Held: even if sect. 42 of the general 
Act be applicable to dues under sect. 71 of the 
special Act, A. was not liable to the co. for such 
dues; & A. was not the shipper of coals so as to 
be ** owner ”’ within the interpretation clause of the 
general Act.—Ripste NAVIGATION Co. v. HAR- 
GREAVES (1856), 17 ©. B. 385; 25 L. J. C. P. 973 
26], T.O.S. 259; 1389 H.R. 1122. 

4652. —-—— Cost of dredging—To enable ship to 
come alongside wharf.|—-Applts. purchased from 
resps. a cargo of oil in bulk to be shipped by a 
named steamer & to be delivered by the steamer 
into buyers’ storage tanks, & the buyers undertook 
4o receive the oil from the steamer through their 
pipe lines at the discharging berth. Bya contract 
between the buyers & a dock co. the preferential 
use of a certain wharf in the Thames was granted 
to the buyers, & facilitics for pipe lines to_the 
storage tanks were also given to them, & the dock 
co. agreed to clear out a berth to enable a steamer 


PART VI. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 7.—- 
A. (d). 


m,. Jirpenses borne by purchaser— 
Customs duty.}-—Pitfs. bought from. 
deft. certain coal, shipped to deft. at 
Toronto from a foreign port, & then 
lying on board the vessel in the Welland 
Canal. A sale note was given, stating 
only the 5 easiean & & price, & the time 
by which it was to be taken out of the 
vessel :—Held: deft. was not obliged 
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Sect. 2.— Delivery : Sub-sect. 7, A. (d). B. (a), (b) & 
(c); sub-sect. 8, A.] : 


350 teet long to lie safely alongside, but the pur- 
chasers had no right as between themselves & 
the dock co. to have vessels of greater length than 
350 feet at the wharf. The sellers knew that the 
buyers’ pipe lines were at that wharf, & they 
contracted with reference to that place of discharge. 
The steamer named in the contract of sale was 471 
feet long & could not, therefore. lie at the berth. 
Dredging operations had accordingly to be under- 
taken, & then the steamer came alongside & 
delivered her cargo. The sellers did not know 
that the berth was too short for the steamer, & 
the buyers did not know the length of the steamer, 
though both parties might by inquiry have ascer- 
tained these facts:—Held: on the true con- 
struction of the contract the buyers ‘undertook to 
procure for the sellers the right to have the steamer 
at the berth for the purpose of discharging there, 
& if the dredging operations were necessary in 
order to get the consent of the dock co. to the 
steamer coming alongside, the expenses of dredging 
must be borne by the buyers as being an expense 
necessary to enable them to perform their con- 
tract.—Re SHELL TRANSPORT & TRADING Co. & 
CONSOLIDATED PETROLEUM Co. (1904), 20 T. L. R. 
517; 48 Sol. Jo. 509. 

1653. Cost of stevedoring.]—-Where the 
consignees of two cargoes of coal sold them to the 
Govt. on c.i.f. terms, the lattcr guaranteeing their 
discharge, ‘‘ cost of stevedoring to be paid by the 
Govt.,”” & it appeared that the consignces had 
previously to the knowledge of the purchasers 
agreed with the shipowncrs to effect the discharge, 
‘steamer paying 1s. per to towards cost of 
same ’’ :—Held: the finding of the cts. below that 
the purchasers’ contract had been fulfilled by pay- 
ment of the said cost less the stipulated contribu- 
tion by the shipowners would not be disturbed.— 
WUITE v. WILLIAMS, [1912] A. C. 814; 82 L. J. 
Pp. C. 11; 107 L. T. 99; 28 T. L. R. 521; 12 
Asp. M. L. C. 208; 17 Com. Cas. 309, P. ©. 

1654. Storage—Consignee not ready to take 
delivery.|—Goods were shipped at Antwerp for 
delivery at Southampton under a bill of lading 
by which freight was payable before delivery. 
The bill of lading also contained the following 
clause: ‘‘ The goods to be taken from alongside 
by the consignees as soon as the vessel is ready to 
discharge & to receive the same as fast as the 
steamer can deliver . .. or otherwise they may 
be landed, put into lighters, or stored by the 
steamer’s agents ...in either case at the 
expense of the consignecs.”” At Southampton the 
consignees were not ready to take delivery when 
the steamer discharged, nor did they then pay the 
freight, whereupon the shipowners stored the goods 
in a warchouse, giving the warehousemen notice 
that the goods were landed for ship’s purposes, 
were to be held for the shipowners, & were not to 
be delivered without their, the shipowners’, 
instructions accompanied by their release for the 
freight. No amount of freight was mentioned in 
the notice so given to the warehousemen :—Held : 
the storage of the goods in the warehouse by the 
shipowners was not a warehousing of them under 








to pay the import duties.— Brown v. 
FC (1851), 9 U. CG RR. 312.— 





n. Cost of rafting timber.J— 
JACKSON v. EVANS (1870), 21 CGC. P. 
33.—CAN. 
SPEIZMAN (1921), 61 O. L. R. 386; 67 
0. Expenses borne by  seller—Cost > } , 
of capturing & poundage of horses D. L. R. 365,—CAN, 


escaped after sale but before delivery.}— 1659 ii, 


Cross v. MOHR & SA 


VER (Sask.) (1921), 
62 D. L. R. 707.—CAN. 


1859 i. General rule.) ——PULLAN v. 


~.+—-In a contract for sale 


SALE OF GOODS. 


M. S. Act, 1894 (c. 60), so as to entitle the con- 
signees to obtain delivery by depositing under 
sect. 495, sub-sect. 2, of the Act the amount of the 
freight with the warehousemen.—DENNIS & SONS, 
Lp. v. CorK 8.S. Co., Lrp., [1913] 2 K. B. 393 ; 
82 L. J. K. B. 660; 108 L. T. 726; 29 T. L. R. 
489; 12 Asp. M. L. C. 8837; 18 Com. Cas. 177. 


B. Particular Contracts. 
(a) C.i.f. Contracts. 
See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 29 (5). 
1655. Expenses borne by seller——Expenses in- 
cluded in price—Buyer may take credit.|— 


IRELAND v. LIVINGSTON, No. 1677, post. 











1656. ——.|—WANCKE v. WINGREN, 
No. 1431, ante. 
1657. London charges.|—(1) Goods were 


sold ‘‘ cost, freight, & insurance to Buyers’ Wharf, 
Victoria Docks, London.’’ The goods were dis- 
charged in London elsewhere than at Buyers’ 
Wharf, & under the ‘‘ London Clause ”’ in the bill 
of lading certain charges were paid :—Held: 
these London charges fell upon the seller, & not 
upon the buyer. 

(2) Where goods are sold at a price to cover 
freight & insurance to London or any named port, 
payment by acceptance on receiving shipping 
documents, the seller fulfils his contract when he 
puts the goods on board ship & hands to the con- 
signee shipping documents & policy of insurance 
in conformity with the contract, & in such a case 
the consignee would be liable to pay any charges 
in the nature of wharfage charges on the goods. 

Even if the goods do not come forward to their 
destination under the ordinary c.f.i. contract, 
the consignee, having received the shipping docu- 
ments & the policy of insurance, has his remedy 
either against the ship or on the policy (BRUCE, J.). 
—ACME Woop FLOORING Co. v. SUTHERLAND 
INNES Co. (1904), 9 Com. Cas. 170. 

1658. Expenses borne by buyer—-Wharfage dues 
—After shipment & delivery of documents by 
seller.|.—ACME Woop FLOORING Co. v. SUTHER- 
LAND INNES Co., No. 1657, ante. 

Incidence of risk.]—See Part IV., Sect. 1, sub- 
sect. 10, ante. 


(b) F.o.b. Contracts. 

See Sale of Goods Act, 18098 (c. 71), 8. 29 (5). 

1659. General rule.|—(1) Goods contracted to 
be sold & delivered ‘‘ free on board,”’ to be paid for 
by cash or bills, at the option of the purchascrs, 
were delivered on board, & receipts taken from the 
mate by the lighterman, employed by the sellers, 
who handed the same over to them. ‘The sellers 
apprised the purchasers of the delivery, who elected 
to pay for the goods by a bill, which the sellers 
having drawn, was duly accepted by the pur- 
chasers. The sellers retained the mate’s receipts 
for the goods, but the master signed the bill of 
lading in the purchasers’ names, who, while the bill 
they accepted was running, became insolvent :-— 
Held: trover would not lie for the goods, for on 
their delivery on board the vessel, they were no 
longer in transitu, so as to be stopped by the sellers ; 
& the retention of the receipts by the sellers was 
immaterial, as after their clection to be paid by a 


& delivery of goods f.o.b. it is the duty 
of the purchaser to provide freight or 
ships for the carriage of the goods.— 
Burcn & Co., Lib. ve. CorrRY & Co., 
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p. Liability of purchaser for ware- 
house charges: while awaiting shipment.] 
—HOoOWLAND v. BRowN (1855), 13 
U~. Cc. hi. 199,—CAN. 

q. Where buyer charterer of vessel 
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bill, the receipts of the mate were not essential 
to the transaction between the seller & purchaser. 

(2) It is proved beyond all doubt, indeed it is 
not denied, that when goods are sold in London 
‘free on board,” the cost of shipping them falls 
on the seller, but the buyer is considered as the 
shipper (LORD BROUGHAM). — CowAs-JEE v. 
THOMPSON (18465), 3 Moo. Ind. App. 422 ; 5 Moo. 
P. C. C. 165; 18 B. R. 560. 


Annotations :—As to (1) Distd. Berndtaon v. Strang (1867), 
L. R. 4 Eq. 481. Apld. Schotsmansv. L. & Y. Ry. (1867), 
2Ch. App. 332; Refd. Meyor v. Dresser (1864), 16 C. B. 








N. 8. 646. 
H. & N. $22." to (2) Folld. Browne v. Hare (1859), 4 
1650, .|—Delivery ‘‘ free on board ”’ only 


means “‘ the price shall be that which we stipulate 
for, & you shall not have to pay for the waygons 
or carts necessary to carry the clay from the place 
where it is dug; we will bear all those charges & 
put it free on board the ship, the name of which 
you are to furnish”? (BAcOoN, C.J.).—Re Cock, 

Hx p. ROSEVEAR CHINA CLAY Co. (1879), 11 Ch. D. 

560 ; 40 L. T. 730; 4 Asp. M. L. C. 144; on appeal, 

11 Ch. D. 565, C. A. 

Annotations :—Refd. Kendal v. Marshall, Stevens (1883), 11 
. B. D. 356; Bethell v. Clark (1887), 19 Q. B. D. 553; 
obson v. Eppenheim (1905), 2 T. L. BR. 468; Kemp v. 

Istnay, Imrie (1909), 100 L. T. 996. 

1661. .|—If the goods dealt with by the 
contract were specific goods, it is not denied but 
that the words ‘‘ free on Board,”’ according to the 
general understanding of merchants, would mean 
more than merely that the shipper was to put them 
on board at his expense; they would mean that 
he was to put them on board at his expense on 
account of the person for whom they were shipped ; 
& in that case the goods so put on board under 
such a contract would be at the risk of the buyer 
whether they were lust or not on the voyage 
(Bretr, M.R.).—Srock v. Inanis (1881), 12 
Q. B. D. 564; 583 L. J. Q. B. 356; 51 L. I. 449 ; 
5 Asp. M. L. ©. 294, C. A.3; on appeal, sub nom. 
INGLIS v. Srock (1885), 10 App. Cas. 263, LI. L. 








Annotations :—Apld. Wimble v. Rosenberg, [1913] 3 K. B. 
743. Consd. Healy v. Howlett, [1917] 1 K. B. 337. | Refd. 
ones v. Overseas Exporters, [1921] 3 K. B. 302. Mentd. 
Fe ondon County Commercial Reinsurance Office, 


[1922] 2 Ch. 67; Sterns v. Vickers, [1923] 1 K. B. 78; 
ite Wait, [1927] Ll Ch. 606. 


Incidence of risk.|—Sce Part IV., Sect. 1, sub- 
sect. 10, B. (c), ante. 


(c) Other Contracts. 

1662. ‘‘ Net proceeds ’’ payable to vendor.j/— 
Where by a bill of lading, goods were to be delivered 
‘‘to defts., net proceeds paid to pltf., or to his 
assigns, he or they paying freight for the said goods 
as per charterparty ’’:—JIeld: the freight was 
to be paid by deft., & the net proceeds to be paid 
pitf. were what remained after such freight & 
other charges had been satisfied.—THOMSON v. 
ADAM (1821), 5 Moore, C. P. 280 ; 2 Brod. & Bing. 
450; 129 i. R. 1040. 

1663. Sale ‘‘ from the deck.’’|—A cargo of ice 
was consigned to pltf., & before the ship came into 


—Liability for loading charyes.]—By 
universal usage, the duty & cxpense of 
pubuing goods on board a ship lies on 


he ship, & that a contract to deliver 7 "p 165.-_GAN 
.O 
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1664 i. Whether buyer need accept. |—- 
McPHAIL v. CLEMENTS (1884), 1 Man. 
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harbour defts. purchased the cargo, with a con- 
dition that the ice was to be taken from the ship’s 
deck by them :—Held: the contract ‘‘ from the 
deck ’? meant that the vendor should pay all that 
was necessary in order to enable the purchaser to 
remove the cargo from the deck & harbour dues 
charged to be paid before goods could be removed 
were payable by the vendor.—PLAYFORD v. 
MERCER (1870), 22 L. T. 41; 3 Mar. L. C. 335. 


SuB-SEcT. 8.—DELIVERY OF WRONG QUANTITY 
OR OF MIXED Goobs. 


A. Delivery of Lesser Quantity. 
See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), 8. 30 (1). 


1664. Whether buyer need accept.|—-LEvVyY v. 
GREEN, No. 1727, post. 

1665. -|—Moraan v. Gatu, No. 1865, post. 

1666. Contracts for two  quantities—Second 
quantity residue after delivery of first—Short de- 
livery in both quantities.| —Pltfs., who expected 
to receive 576 bales of cotton from Madras, con- 
tracted to sell 202 bales thereof to C., then 128 to 
defts., then again 154 to defts., & then 97 to G. 
By these contracts the buyers were to take what 
arrived deliverable. Only 275 bales arrived 
deliverable. Pltfs. delivered 60 to C., 30 to G., 
& 33 to defts. under their first contract ; they then 
tendered the remaining 152 to defts., in fulfilment 
of their second contract, which defts. refused to 
accept. In an action on the second contract with 
defts. :—Held: such contract meant that pltfs. 
were to deliver & defts. to accept the residue, up 
to 154, beyond 123; & though pltfs. had broken 
their first contract with defts., they had fulfilled 
their second, & were entitled to succeed.— 
ARBUTHNOT v. SYRECKEISEN (1866), 35 L. J. C. P. 
305. 

1667. Whether pro tanto execution of contract.] 
—(1) In a contract for the sale & delivery of un- 
ascertained goods c.if. the shipment of a quantity 
of such goods substantially less than the quantity 
contracted to be sold is not a substantial or 
pro tanto execution of the contract. Qu. : whether 
in such a contract the shipment of the full quantity 
would be, in the absence of any agreement to the 
contrary, a sufficient appropriation of the goods 
to vest the property in such goods in the purchaser. 

(2) Where such goods are insured by the vendor 
in his own name at their invoice price, together 
with an addition for ‘“ profit’? & are lost during 
the voyage, the purchaser is not entitled to recover 
from the vendor the sum paid to him by the 
underwriters under this ‘“ profit’’ insurance.— 
HLIARLAND & WoLFF, LYTp. v. BURSTALL (J.) & Co. 
(1901), 8f L. T. 824; 17 T. L. R. 338; 9 Asp. 
M. L. C. 184; 6 Com. Cas. 118. 


-Annotutions :—-.18 to (1) Consd. Shipton, Anderson v. Weil, 
(1912) 1K. B. 574. efd. Williams v. Manissalian (1923), 
29 Com. Cas. 42. 





dclivery by reason of the tender of a 
less quantity than that stipulated for 
in the contract.—DPIESSE v. TASMANIAN 
ORCHARDISTS & PRODUCERS CO-OPKRA- 


goods wb. cannot be construed as : TIve Assoon., LTD. (1919), 15 Tas. 
relieving a charterer of that burden 1664ii. ——.]— RICHARDSON v. ROs- — , R. 67.—AUS. 
when he happens to be the buyer of tho COE & luGe@ (1837), 15 Sh. (Ct. of Sess.) 

oods.—CLENQARNOCK JRON & Sree, 952.—SCOT. 1667 i. Whether pro tanto exccution of 


o., LTD. v. Cooper & Co. (1895), 22 
R, (Ct. of Seas.) 672; 32 8c. L. lt. 546 ; 
3 Ss. L. nl bP 36.—SCOT. 


xr. Export duty—Liability of seller.j\— 
BOWHILL CoAaL Co. v. TOBIAS (1902), 
5 F. (Ct. of Sess.) 262; 40 Sa L. Kh. 
234; 108. L. T. 510.—SCOT. 





loss was due to a 


t. Under 
Shortage due to loss 
tion of parties—TDeril 
Under a c.i.f. contract the possibility 
of loss of the goods is within the con- 
templation of the partics & where a sl 
eri] of the sea, the 


buyer is not entitled to refuse to accept 


contract./—Where the seller has ten- 
dered a quantity substantially less 
than he contracted to sell, the buyer 
may reject the whole; & it is only 
when the excess or deficiency is so 
ht as to be negligible that the ct. 
wi apply the maxim De minimis non 
curat lex.—FARLEY & FarRLeY vt, 


cif. contract — 
within contempla- 
of the sea.}— 
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Sect. 2.—Delivery: Sub-sect. 8, A. & B.] 


1668. Effect of acceptance of goods—Liability 
eee retained.]|—BRAGG v. Cote, No. 1741, 
post. 

1669. ——— .—A. contracted to sell & 
deliver to B. alarge quantity of bark He delivered 
a small part only, & failed to complete his contract. 
B. never returned the part delivered :—Held: 
A. was entitled to set off the value of that part 
against B.’s demand.—SuIPTON v. CASSON (1826), 
5 B. & C. 378; 8 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 180; 41. J. 
Oo. S. K. B. 199; 108 EB. R. 141. 

1670. —— ———..]—_MorGAN v. GATH, No. 1865, 

ost. 

. 1671. Acquiescence in incomplete performance— 
What amounts to.]—A written contract was 
entered into for the purchase of ‘‘ 200 or 300 ” 
tons of coals, to be sent by the ‘‘ Navigator or 
other vessel.’? The vendor, residing at Stockton- 
on-Tees, on Dec. ‘31, 1838, shipped 127 tons of 
coals by the George & Henry, & on that day wrote 
to the vendee at Southampton, to state what he 
had done, & that he should draw on him for the 
amount. The George & Henry was sunk at sea 
on Jan. 6, 1839, which fact the vendor, on Jan. 10, 
communicated to the vendee. The vendor’s bill 
was not presented to the vendee untu after he 
knew of the loss, & he then refused to accept it, 
but he did not by any other act repudiate the con- 
tract as performed by the vendor :—Held: his 
silence, after recciving the vendor’s statement of 
the mode in which he had performed the contract, 
operated either as an admission by him that the 
contract was duly performed, or as evidence of 
acceptance of the substituted performance for that 
originally contracted for.—F.cHARDSON v. DUNN 
(1841), 2 Q. B. 218; 1 Gal. & Dav. 417; 10 L. J. 
Q. B. 282; 6Jur.126; 114 1. R. 85. 


Annotations :—Refd. Brown v. Hare (1858), 27 L. J. Ex. 372. 
Mant, Sooereye v. Union Marine Insce. (1866), L. hR. 1 





1672. Trade custom-—Short delivery made good.] 
— THE MARY & ELLEN, LIVINGSTON v. RALLI (1856), 
GOL. T. 661. 

1673. ‘* Bales.’’]|—Pltfs. contracted with 
defts. for 1,170 bales of gambier, ‘‘ now on passage 
from Singapore, & expected to arrive at London, 
viz. per ft. 805 bales, per L.A.D. 365” :-—Held: 
this was a warranty that such goods were on board ; 
& the ships having arrived with 1,170 packages of 
smaller size than bales, pltfs. were entitled to 
maintain an action against defts., evidence was 
admissible to show what the word ‘‘ bales ’? meant 
by the custom of the trade.—-GORRISSEN v. PERRIN 
(1857), 2 ©. B. N.S. 681; 27L. J. C. P. 29; 3 
Jur. N. S. 867; 5 W. R. 709; 140 E. R. 583 ; 
sub nom. GORISSEN Vv. PERRIN, 29 L. T. O. 8S. 227. 
Annotation :—-Consd. Corkling v. Massey (1873), L. RK. 

8 C. P. 395 

1674. ‘Garden weight.’’] — LisTER & 
Bieas v. BARRY & Co. (1886), 3 T. L. R. 99. 

1675. Order for goods of specified quality—-What 
amounts to performance by seller—Full amount 
not obtainable.|—-Pltf. wrote to deft., ‘“I have 
bought 100 cheese, 30 of which are very fine, 
80 lbs. a cheese. ‘The remainder are not so large. 
On receipt of your order I will forward sample.” 
Deft. replied, ‘‘ You may send me 6 cheddar cheese 
us a sample.” Pltf. sent 6 with a letter, saying, 
‘‘ I was obliged to change one of the cheese, fearing 











LOUGHMAN, [1917] N. Z. L. R. 588.—  v. Woops (1908), 39 N. B. R. 111.— 
N.Z. CAN. 


With knowledge of shortage.) 
—VicroR MANUFACTURING Co. »v. 
REGINA TRADING Co, (1913), 26 W. L. 





1668 i. Effect of acceptance of goods 
—Liability for part retained, -—HMa0ck 


SALE OF GOODS. 


it would not bear carriage.’”’ Deft. afterwards 
wrote, ‘‘ If remainder are as good as sample, you 
may send me 30 more. You may also send sample 
of the smaller ones, & say the lowest price for 
cash.’’ Pltf. replied, ‘‘ Your favour to hand. I 
will send the cheese to-morrow. I could not say 
less than 78s., they ought to be 80s.’’ Plt. then 
forwarded to deft. 12 larger cheeses, & 6 smaller 
ones, which deft. refused to accept, as he said, 
on account of badness of quality :—Held: he 
was bound to accept the 12 ; aan ones, but not 
the 6 smaller ones, as the contract for the larger 
ones did not mean 30 absolutely, but as many of 
the lot of 30 as were of the same quality as the 
samples previously sent, & as the 6 smaller ones 
were sent as samples merely, which deft. was not 
Poune to keep.—SyYMEs v. JIUTLEY (1860), 2 L. T. 
a ° 

1676. —_— —_— —__.]—-Deft., who resided at 
Liverpool, gave to pltfs., who carricd on business 
at Pernambuco, an order to purchase 100 bales 
of cotton of a specified quality, in the following 
terms: ‘‘ 1 beg to confirm my letter of Feb. 23, 
& hope you will have executed fully all the cotton 
ordered, & consider still in force. If executed, 
please regard this as a new order for 100 more.’’ 
Pitfs., acting on this order, purchased in the 
market, & paid for, 94 bales of the specified cotton. 
No direct evidence was given as to the then state 
of the Pernambuco market ; but the circumstances 
of the case rendered it reasonable to infer that 
pltfs., in purchasing 94 bales, had done all that 
was practicable. Deft. declined to pay for these 
bales on the ground that his order had been 
inadequately performed :—Held: the order must 
be construed with reference to the state of market 
for which it had been given, & it had been sub- 
stantially complied with.— JOHNSTON v. KERSHAW 
(1867), L. R. 2 Exch. 82; 36 L. J. Ex. 44; 15 
L. T. 485; 15 W. R. 354. 


Annotation :—Consd. Ircland v. Livingston (1872), L. R. 
oH. L. 395. ( 


1677. Order to purchase at certain price—Sellers 
unable to obtain amount demanded at named price. | 
—(1) L. wrote to J. & co. at Mauritius, desiring 
them to ship him 500 tons of sugar at 26s. 9d., to 
cover freight & insurance: adding, ‘‘ 50 tons more 
or less of no moment, if it enables you to get a 
suitable vessel. I should prefer the option of 
sending vessel to London, Liverpool, or the Clyde ; 
but if that is not compassable, you may ship to 
either Liverpool or London.” I. & co. could only 
procure, at the price mentioned, nearly 400 tons, 
which they purchased from several different 
persons, & shipped in one vessel to Liverpool. L. 
refused the cargo, & wrote to cancel the order so 
as to prevent any further shipment :—Held: 
under the circumstances L. was bound to accept 
the cargo. 

(2) The terms at a price, ‘‘ to cover cost, freight 
& insurance, payment by acceptance on receiving 
shipping documents,’’ are very usual, & are per- 
fectly well understood in practice. The invoice 
is made out debiting the consignee with the agreed 
price, or the actual cost & commission, with the 
premiums of insurance, & the freight, as the case 
may be, & giving him credit for the amount of 
the freight which he will have to pay to the ship- 
owner on actual delivery, & for the balance a draft 
is drawn on the consignee which he is bound to 
accept, if the shipment be in conformity with his 


R. 157; 14 D. L. R. 801; 6 A 
L. R. 362.—CAN, ar 
b. Shorlage arising from ult 
N estimate of purchaser. ee e 
WHITE (1879), 3 8. C. R. 309.—CAN. 
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contract, on having handed to him the charter- 
party, bill of lading, & policy of insurance (BLACK- 
BURN, J.).—IRELAND v. LIVINGSTON (1872), L. R. 
5 H. L. 8905; 41 L. J. Q. B. 201; 27 L. T. 79; 
1 Asp. M. L. C. 389, H. L. 3 revsg. (1870), L. RB. 5 
mE B. 516, Ex. Ch.; & restg. (1866), L. R. 2 Q. B. 
Annotations :—As to (1) Refd. Johnston v. Kershaw (1867), 
L. R. 2 Hxch. 82. As to (2) Consd. Biddoll v. E. Clemens 
Horst Co., [1911] 1 K. B. 934; Arnhold Karberg v. 
Blythe, Green, Jourdain, Theodor Schneider v. Burgett 
& Newsam, [1916] 1 K. B. 495; Johnson v. Taylor, 
{1920} A C. 144. Refd. Dufourcet v. Bishop (1886), 18 
Q. B. D. 373 ; Dupont v. British South Africa Co. (1901), 
18 T. L. R. 24; Stréms Bruks Aktie Bolag v. Hutchison, 
[1905] A. C. 515; Landauer v. Craven & Speeding, [1912] 
2K. B. 94; Groom v. Barber, [1915] 1 K. B. 316; Manbre 
Saccharine Co. v. Corn Products Co., [1919] 1 K. B. 198; 
Wilson, Holgate v. Belgian Grain & Produce Co., (1920) 
2K. B. 1; Diamond Alkali Export Corpn. v. Bourgeois, 
(1921) 3 K. B. 443. Generally, Mentd. Imperial Ottoman 
Bank v. Cowan (1874), 31 L. T. 336; Jefferson v. Querner 
(1874), 30 L. 'T.. 867 ; Re Tappenbeck, Hx p. Banner (1876), 
24 W. It. 476; Cassaboglou v. Gibb (1883), 11 Q. B. D. 
797; Lindsay, Gracie v. Barter (1885), 2 T. Ll. R. 4; 
Loring v. Davis (1886), 32 Ch. D. 625; Bank of Ingland 
v. Vagifano, [1891] A. C. 107; Swan v. Mellen (No. 2) 
(1892), 36 Sol. Jo. 668; Furness, Withy v. White, [1894] 
1 Q. B. 483; Scholfield ». Londesborough, {1896} A. C. 
514; Miles v. Hasichurst (1906), 23 T. L. hk. 142; Houlder 
v. Public Works Comr., Public Works Comr. v. Houlder, 
[1908] A. C. 276; Kepitizalla Rubber [states v. National 
Bank of India, [1909] 2 K. B. 1010; The Kronprinzessin 
Cecilie (1915), 32 T. L. R. 139; Weigall v. Runciman 
1916), 85 L. J. K. B. 1187; Macmillan v. London Joint 
Stock Bank, [1917] 2 K. B. 439; Gould v. 8. Kk. & C. Ry., 
[1920] 2 K. B. 186; Weiss, Biheller & Krooks v. Farmer, 
[1923]1 K. B. 226; Finn v. Shelton Iron, Steel & Coal Co. 
(1924), 131 L. T. 213; Westminster Bank v. Hilton (1926), 
136 I. T. 3153; Sassoon v. International Banking Corpn., 
[1927] A.C. 711. 


1678. General contract for supply for certain 
period—Failure to supply amount called for— 
Such amount not unreasonable or impossible.|]— 
Under a general contract to supply oil at certain 
prices for a certain period the vendors were held 
liable for breach of contract in failing to supply 
oil in amounts called for, such amounts having been 
held not unreasonable & not impossible to supply. 
—WINTER v. STANDARD OIL Co. OF NEW YORK, 
[1920] 3 W. W. R. 271, P. C. 

Whether amounting to cheating or obtaining on 
false pretences.|——See CRIMINAL LAW, Vol. XV., 
pp. 977-979, 987, Nos. 10,933, 10,951—10,954, 
10,965, 10,968, 11,055. 





B. Delivery of Greater Quantity. 

See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 30 (2). 

1679. General rule—Buyer need not accept.| 
LOVAT v. PARSONS (1774), 1 Cowp. 61; 98 E. R. 
967. 

1680. —---..]-—The declaration stated that 
deft., carrying on business at Liverpool, sent & 
dclivered to pltfs., carrying on business at New 
Orleans, an order to purchase cotton for deft., 
viz. if they, pltfs., could purchase cotton at such 
price as to stand in, laid down in Liverpool, all 
charges included, Liverpool fair 9}d. per lb., good 
fair 10d. per Ib., then pltfs. were to purchase 
cotton to the extent of 200 bales, & if at 4d. per 
lb. under those prices, 300 bales; if a $d. per lb. 
under those prices, 400 bales; & to draw bills of 








PART VI. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 8.—-B. 


1679 i. General rule—Buyer need not 
accept.|}—SHANNON v. BARLOW (1864), 
151.¢C. L. R. 478.—IR. 


c. Effect of acceptance of goods— 

hether agreement to purchase excess 
implied.}—Where goods are delivered 
in excess of the quantity pureneree 
an agreement to purchase the excess 
will not be inferred unless the conduct 
of the purchaser in retaining the goods 
amounts to an acceptance thereof.— 
DONALDSON v. Morris, (1912) C. P. D. 
339.—S. AF. 


J.—VOL. XXXIX. 


—Defts., with 
the 


five cases gent. 


16841. Waiver of objection to delivery.| 
the knowledge that a 
consignment of goods was in excess of 
uantity ordered by them, made 
no objection on that ground, though 
negotiations took place for a reduction 
in price, on account of delay, etc., but 
took into stock fifteen out of twenty- 
The other ten cases 
remained in bond till they were sold 
to pay duties :—Held : 
evidence on which a waiver of any 
objection as to the excess was properly 
found.—GOoDYKAR RUBBER Co. »v, 
Foster (1882), 1 O. R. 242.—CAN. 
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exchange on deft. for the amount of the price. 
The declaration then averred that pltfs. accepted 
the order, & promised to perform all things therein 
contained to be by them performed, & in con- 
sideration of the premises deft. promised to accept 
& receive the cotton to be purchased by pltfs. in 
ursuance of the order, & to accept any bill drawn 
by Itfs. on deft. for the price of the cotton. The 
declaration then averred that pltfs. did purchase 
a large quantity, to wit 206 bales of Liverpool 
fair cotton, at such a price as to stand in 9}d. 
per lb. laid down in Liverpool, all charges included : 
it then stated the shipping of the cotton, that pltfs. 
drew a bill for the amount, that afterwards, to 
wit. on etc., the said cotton arrived in Liverpool, 
& then was ready to be delivered to deft., of all 
which he had notice; & pltfs. afterwards, to wit, 
on etc., requested deft. to accept the said cotton, 
& to accept the said bill of exchange, which was 
then presented to deft. for acceptance. Breach, 
that deft. did not nor would accept the cotton so 
purchased, or any part of it, & did not nor would 
accept the bill, or pay or satisfy pltfs. for the said 
cotton :—Held: the declaration was ill, as it did 
not sufficiently show that pltfs. were ready & 
willing to deliver the 200 bales only.—DIxon v., 
FLETCHER (1837), 3 M. & W. 146; Murp. & H. 
342; 150 HK. R. 1092. 
Annotation :—Reifd. Levy v. Grecn (1859), 1 E. & E. 969. 

1681. Effect of acceptance of goods—Buyer liable 
only for part retained.|— Deft. ordered of pltf. two 
dozen of port & two dozen of sherry, with the 
understanding that, if it were not approved, he 
should return it. Pitf. sent him four dozen of port: 
& four dozen of sherry. Deft. was not satisfied 
with its quality, & returned the whole, except one 
bottle of the port & one dozen of the sherry, with 
a letter to plitf., in which he stated that his order 
was for two dozen of each kind of wine; that he 
should not have refused to keep the four dozen if 
the quality had suited him, but that, as it did not, 
he returned the four dozen of port, minus one 
bottle, which he had tasted, & three dozen of the 
sherry :—Held: deft. was liable only for the price 
of the wine he actually kept.-—LIART v. MILLS 
(1846), 15M. &W.85; 15 L. J. Ex. 200; 153 0. R. 
771. 

Annotation :—Refd. Levy v. Green (1857), 8 E. & B. 575. 

1682. Amounts to new contract.|—-CUNLIFFE v. 
HIARRISON, No. 1111, ante. 

1683. Selection from larger quantity—-To meet 
requirements of eeipelehtiy et contract for the sale 
of cotton of a given quality is not performed on the 
part of the seller, by a tender of a larger quantity, 
out of which the buyer is required to select those 
bales which answer the description of the cotton 
contracted for.—RYLANDS v. KREITMAN (1865), 19 
C. B. N.S. 351; 144 16. R. 823. 

1684. Waiver of objection to  delivery.| —- 
FRANGOPULO & Co. v. LomAS & Co. (1902), 18 
T. L. BR. 461, C. A. 

1685. Excess unimportant—-Whether buyer may 
reject whole.|—-SHIPTON, ANDERSON & Co. v. WEII. 
BROTHERS & Co., No. 1703, post. 





d. Effect of retention of bill of 
lading after rejection of goods.}|—When 
the buyer of goods exercises his right, 
under Sale of Goods Act, R. S. M. 1902, 
c. 152, 8. 30, to reject the goods because 
the seller delivered a quantity larger 
than that contracted for & also de- 
livered goods contracted for mixed 
with goods of a different description 
not included in the contracts, the 
retention Dy the buyer of the bill of 
lading creates no Hability on his part. 
—SCHWEIGER v. VINEBERG (1910), 19 
Man. L. R. 328.—CAN. 


there was 
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Sect. 2.—Delivery: Sub-sect. 8, C.} 
C. Latitude Allowed as to Quantity. 


See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 30. 

1686. Use of ‘‘ about’? & ‘‘ more or less ’’-— 
Seller may not go outside margin.]—-Cross v. 
Ean, No. 1700, post. 

1687. ——~ Unless qualifying provisions.]}— 
REUTER v. SALA, No. 1827, post. 

1688. -|—By a contract for the sale 
of 4,000 tons of meal the sellers were allowed to 
tender for delivery within ‘‘2 per cent., more or 
less.’’ The sellers considerably exceeded that 
allowance & the buyers refused to take delivery : 
—Held: the ct. would not make further variation; 
& the buyers were entitled to refuse to take 
delivery, since where there is a limited variation 
in the amount to be delivered expressed between 
the parties to a contract it should be adhered to, 
unless it be no more than a matter of a few pounds 
or ounces in the case of tons or hundredweights.— 
PAYNE & RovutuH v. Linzico & Sons (1920), 36 


T. L. R. 569. 

1689. Right of seller to keep within 
margin.|—Re THORNETT & FEHR & YUILLS, LTD., 
No. 2551, post. 

1690. Words of estimate.|-—A club estab- 
lished for the supply of coal to its members, by 
their rules, duly certified, appointed a secretary 
& treasurer. The duty of the secretary was, 
amongst other things, to receive the members’ 
subscriptions, & pay them to the treasurer, &, 
when necessary, to write to such merchant as the 
members might select for tenders for coals, to be 
‘delivered at the members’ houses, & when the 
tender was accepted by th club, to draw up an 
agreement for the merchant to sign. The duty 
of the treasurer was, amongst other things, to pay 
the coal merchant as soon after every delivery 
as he should receive an order, signed by the 
secretary & chairman, & such order was to be 
given on the next Thursday night after each de- 
livery. Pltf. having made a tender, which was 
accepted, to supply coals to the club, entered into 
a written agreement, signed by himself & the 
secretary, to supply 100 tons, ‘‘ more or less,”’ 
to be delivered at the members’ residences, & he 
delivered 127 tons according tothe directions given 
by the secretary. When the time for payment 
arrived there was only sufficent money in the 
hands of the treasurer, owing to the default of 
the secretary, to satisfy a portion of pltf.’s claim : 
that amount was paid to him, & he sued deft., a 
member of the club, for the residue :—Held: 
(1) deft. was liable. (2) the delivery of 127 tons 
was according to the contract, which specified 
‘“100 tons, more or _less.’”’—-COCKERELL vv. 
AUCOMPTE (1857), 2 C. B. N.S. 440; 26 L. J.C. P. 
194; 3 Jur. N.S. 844; 5 W. 2. 633; 140 BE. R. 
489. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Refd. Dean v. aes 863) a 
B.N.S.1 ‘Li. 


9; De Vries v. Corner (1863), 1 
Royal Albert Hall Corpn. v. Winchilsea (gon), ‘i T. on 7 


1691. .|--Deft., a wool buyer, pur- 
chased. of ‘pltts., sheep farmers, a quantity of wool, 
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1690 i. Use of “ about”? & *‘ more or 
lesa ’'—-Words of estimate.}—JONES v. 
New ZEALAND TRUST & LOAN Co., 


re (1900), 19 N. Z. L. R. 449.— mention of 3 


1690 ii. teel co. 





certain prices ‘* the estimated quantity 
of steel to be 30,000 tons, 
less ’? :—-Held : under the contract the 
contractors were bound to take the 
whole steel ae wired for the Bridge, the 
,000 tons being merely a 
by way . estimate. —TANCRED, ARROL 


Co. ST 
(1890), 17 R. (Ct. of Sess.) (H. L.) 31; 


SALE OF GOODS. 


described in the written contract sim sp ar as ‘* your 
wool.’’ A previous conversation had taken place 
between the parties, in which pltfs. had stated that, 
besides their own clip of wool, they had purchased 
the clips of four or five neighbouring farmers, whose 
names were specified, & that altogether the 
quantity amounted to ‘‘ 2,300 stones, a hundred 
stones more or leas ”’ :—Held : (1) in an action 
against the defts. for not accepting the wool, 
that evidence of this conversation was admissible 
to explain what was meant by the term ‘your 
wool ”’ ; (2) this conversation was not thereby made 
part of ‘the contract, so that the quantity specified 
became an ingredient in the contract, & the 
contract was performed by pltfs. sending all the 
wool which they then had, amounting to 2, saa 
stones.—MACDONALD wv. LONGBOTTOM (1860), 1 


EK. & HE. 987; 29 L. J. Q. B. 256; 2 L. T. 606; 
ee N.S. 724; 8 W. R. 614; 120 E. R. 1181, 
ux. Ch. 


Annotations :—As to (1) Consd. Mumford v. Gething (1859), 
7C. B. N.S. 305. Apld. Newell v. Radford ees L. R. 
3 C0. P. 52. Consd. Buxton v. Rust (1872), L. R. 7 Exch. 
279; Bank of New Zealand v. ars ae aa iavoy i‘ C. 182. 

Refd. Cullen v. O’Meara (1867), 15 4; Crane v. 

on ene 17 W. R. 161; Hetfield v. endows (1869), 

L. FR. C. P. 595 5 Roden v. London Small Arms Co, 
(1876), 46 lL. a Q). B. 213; Cunningham v. Dunn Kye! 
83 C. P. D. 443; McCollin v. Gilpin (1881), 6 Q. B. D. 516; 
Plant .  Hourte vagal 76 L. T. 820; Krell v. Henry, 
[1903] 2 K. B. 740; G. W. Ry. & Mid. Ly. v. Bristol 
Corpn, (1918), 87 L. J. Ch. 414. 

1692. ~-,|—--A. M., on behalf of the firm 
of M. & co., merchants in Q., of which he was a 
member, entered into the following contract with 
It. M. :—-‘‘ R. M. sells, & Messrs. M. & co. buy all 
of the spars manufactured by Rh. M., say about 600 
red pine spars, averaging by culler’s measurement 
in Q. 16 inches, at thé sum of, ctc., delivered free 
of charge in Q. The above spars will be out of 
the lot manufactured by J. B., the lengths of which, 
according to his specification, I am satisfied with.” 
The lot manufactured by J. B. was found to con- 
sist of 603 spars, of which only 496 averaged 16 
inches :—IDHeld: M. & co. were bound to accept 
the 496 spars at the rate agreed on, the words 
‘say about 600 red pine spars’’ being words of 
expectation & estimate only, & not amounting to 
a warranty.—McCoNNEL v. MurpHy (1873), L. R. 
5 P. ©. 208; 28 L. T. 71383; 21 W. RR. 609, 
P. C, 

1693. 











—-~~.|—Pltfs., having been informed 
by S., a commission agent, that defts. had a 
quantity of old iron in their yard for sale, ‘‘ about 
150 tons,’’ wrote to defts., “* we are buyers of good 
wrought scrap iron, free of light & burnt iron, for 
our American house, & understand from S. that 
you have for sale about 150 tons. We can offer 
you 80s. per ton.”’ There were three intermediate 
letters relating to the place of delivery & expense 
of carting, & then defts. wrote, ‘‘ we accept your 
offer of the 14th & 19th inst. for old iron, viz., 
80s. per ton. We delivering alongside vessel in 
one of the London docks. Please let us know 
when you can send a man here to sce it weighed, & 
also inform us where to send it.’’ Before S. saw 
pltfs. he had seen a heap of iron in the yard of 
defts., who were builders, & said, ‘‘ you seem to 


208.—-S. AF. 
more or 


e. —— Words of WSWE T jJ— 
STOKES v. HAnr (1887), : a a 


(hey) 447; 4 N, a 





a eee fad oad allowed. ] 


—CANADA Law Book Co. v. BOSTON 

EEL CO. OF SCOTLAND Boog Co. (1922), 0D. Ty. RR. 209.— 
Pe 

.J—Where a vendor 


entered into a written contract with 97 &&, ZL, 
the contractors for the Forth Bridge to 
supply ‘‘ the whole of the steel required 1690 iii. 
for the Bridge except 12,000 tons ”’ at 


R. 463.-—SCOT. 


vt. NIQHOLLAS & Co. (1907), 24 S 








soll “about 500 bags of wheat ’’ :—- 


-J—DE 
a Held: he bound himself to deliver 500 


Mais 
Cc. 
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have about 150 tons there.’? The reply was, 

Yes, or more.”’ Defts. only delivered forty-four 
tons, that being the quantity of the heap in the 
yard, & pltfs. recovered £50 damages in an action 
for short delivery :—Held: (1) the words “ about 
150 tons’’ were merely words of estimate & 
expectation & there was no warranty as _ to 
ae & therefore defts. were not bound to 

eliver 150 tons; (2) the subject-matter of the 
contract was not 150 tons of iron, but the iron 
which S. had seen in defts.’ yard.—McLay & Co. 
v. PERRY & Co. (1881), 44 L. T. 152. 


Annotations :—As to (1) Distd.. Tebbitts v. Smith (1917), 


33 T. L. R. 260. As to (2) Apld, Re Harri 917 
Lambert. (0171 Lic eg oe SKE, 


1694. -|—Buyers verbally agreed with 
a seller to purchase the remander of a cargo of 
wheat ex Clodmore which the seller estimated at 
5,400 quarters. At the same time of the verbal 
agreement the buyers stipulated that they should 
have the whole of the remainder of the cargo. On 
the same day the seller sent to the buyers a contract. 
in writing by which he sold to the buyers ‘‘ the 
remainder ”’ 








of the cargo ‘‘ more or less about 
5,400 quarters Manitoba wheat ... at Hull ex 
Clodmore.”’ The buyers accepted delivery of 


about 5,400 quarters. The sellers had, in fact, 
made a miscalculation, & at the time of the sale 
he had 574 quarters more than 5,400 quarters in 
hand. Rules & conditions were indorsed on the 
written contract, of which condition 3 was as 
follows: ‘‘ The word ‘about’ when used in re- 
ference to quantity shall mean within 5 per cent. 
over or under the quantity stated.’’ The buyers 
contended that, having regard to the conditions, 
the most they could be compelled to accept was 
5,400 quarters, plus 270 quarters, i.e. plus 5 per 
cent. on the 5,400 quarters :—IHeld: the words 
‘‘ more or less about 5,400 quarters ’’ were merely 
words of estimate; the subject-matter of the 
contract was a sale of the whole of the remainder 
of the cargo, the governing words being 
“remainder ’’; & the buyers must accept the 
remainder, although it amounted to more than 
5,400 quarters with a margin of 5 per cent.—Re 
HARRISON & Micks, LAMBERT & Co., [1917] 1 
K.B.755 ; sub nom. HARRISON v. MICKS, LAMBERT 
& Co., 86 L. J. K. B. 573 ; 116 L. T. 606; 337. I. 
R. 221; 14 Asp. M. L. C. 76; 22 Com. Cas. 273, 
ID. C. 

en ‘—Folld. Tebbitts v. Smith (1917), 33 T. L. R. 

tv) ° 


1695. ——— _ Evidence to explain—Mercantile 
usage.|—-Cross v. Earn, No. 1700, post. 

1696 .|—Pltfs. sold to defts. 
upon the terms of the conditions & rules of the 
London Dried Fruit Assocn., ‘‘ about 4,000 ”’ cases 
of currants, to be shipped per steamer to London. 
By one of the rules of the Assocn. ‘‘ about ’’ in 
reference to quantity of packages meant not more 
than 5 per cent. more or less :—Held:; a tender of 
bills of lading for 4,202 cases was not a good tender. 
—Lomas & Co. v. Barrr, Lrp., FRANGoPULO & 
Co. v. Lomas & Co. (1901), 17 T. L. R. 4873 on 
appeal, sub nom. FRANGOPULO & Co. v. LOMAS & 
Co. (1902), 18 T. L. R. 461, C. A. 

1697. ——- ——— .]——-Defts. sold to pltfs. 
‘“ about’’ 18,500 tons of Northumberland coal 
under two contracts, deliveries to be in as nearly 
equal monthly instalments as possible over a given 
period. Defts. having so far made the deliveries 














bags with a reasonable allowance for 
short declivery.—JOUBERT BROTHERS 


v., ABRAHAMSON, [1920] C. P. D. 103. head cows.’’—Y 
—S§. AF. 


h. Two margins allowed — Delivery 467. 
of one above minimum.}—A delivery of 


201 head was held to satisfy a contract 
to sell ‘“‘ between two to three hundred 


EAST vw. KN 
Watson (Alta.), [1919] 2 W. W. R. 
k. ** Estimated at’’-—- Whether de- 
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in approximately equal quantities, delivered as 
their last monthly instalment a shipment of 455 
tons short. In an action by the purchasers for 
damages for short delivery :—Held: there is a 
custom of the Newcastle coal trade that the word 
‘‘ about ”? gives to the vendors an option up to 
5 per cent. in cither direction, & the custom being 
proved, defts. had made no default in fulfilling 
their contracts, inasmuch as the word ‘‘ about’ 
referred to the total amounts to be delivered under 
each contract respectively, & not merely to 
the ‘last instalment.’”? —Socitr& ANONYME 
L/ INDUSTRIELLE Russo-BELGE v. SCHOLEFIELD & 
Son (1902), 7 Com. Cas. 114, C. A. 

1698. Local trade custom.|—Resps. 
agreed to supply to applts. ‘ the whole of the steel 
required by you,’’ for certain works then in course 
of construction. The contract was made subject 
to certain gencral terms & conditions, which 
contained the clause “ The estimated quantity of 
steel we understood to be 30,000 tons more or 
less.’?:—HTeld : (1) resps. were entitled to supply 
all the steel required in excess of the estimated 
quantity of 30,000 tons, & the contract was 
not qualified or affected by the clause stating 
that the estimated quantity was ‘‘ 30,000 tons more 
or less’’; (2) & evidence of an alleged custom in 
the Glasgow stecl trade, as to the interpretation 
of contracts containing such a clause, was not 
admissible.—-TANcCRED, Arron & Co. v. STEEL Co. 
OF SCOTLAND (1890), 15 App. Cas. 125; 62 L. T. 
738, H. L. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Refd. Kensington EHlectric Lighting 

Co. v. Notting Hill Electric Lighting Co. (1918), 82 J. P. 


197. Generally, Mentd. Caledonian Insce. v. Gilmour, 
{1893] A. C. 85; Bourne v. Keane, [1919] A, C. 815. 


1699. ——— Goods deliverable by instalments— 
Application to particular instalment.|—Socitrsé 
ANONYME L’INDUSTRIELLE RUSSO-BELGE  v, 
ScHOLEFIELD & Son, No. 1697, ante. 

1700. Considerable excess—-Duty of seller to show 
excess contemplated by buyer.|—Pltfs. agreed to 
purchase of defts. ‘‘ about 300 quarters, more or 
less,” of foreign rye, shipped on board the A. EF. 
at Hamburgh, at a certain price, subject to the 
vessel’s safe arrival with the goods on board, & 
being unsold at Hamburgh. The ship brought 
350 quarters, & defts. refused to deliver any part 
unless pltfs. would accept the whole. Pltfs. 
abandoned the contract, & brought an action to 
recover back a sum of money which they had paid 
for 300 quarters :--Held : by the words “ about,”’ 
& ‘‘ more or less,’’ the parties could not be taken 
to have contemplated so large an excess as fifty 
over 300 quarters; at all events it lay on defts. 
to show that such an excess above the quantity 
named was in contemplation; & if from the 
obscurity of the contract they were unable to do 
so, their defence failed; semble: evidence of 
merchantile men as to the effect of the words 
‘‘ about,’? & ‘more or less,’”’ in such a contract, 
was not admissible.—-Cross v. EGLin (1831), 
2B. & Ad. 106; 91. J.0.8. K.B. 145; 109 H.R. 
1083. 


Annotations : —Retd. Gwillim v. Daniell (1835), 1 Gale, 143. 
Mentd. Maxwell v. Deare (1854), 23 L. T. O. S. 1. 


1701. ‘* Not less than ’’—-Words of contract not 
expectation.] —- Assumpsit on the following con- 
tract. ‘‘ J. S.,’’ deft., ‘‘ sold to L. & co.,” pltfs., 
‘‘ what he may pull, up to Jan. 6, say not less than 
100 packs, of combing skin at 7 }d. per lb. delivered 








livery of more or less perme. 
SErvVL v Brown (1884), 5 N.S. : 
iaot é& lL. WR. (Law) 289; 1 N.S. W. W.N. 
19.— AUS. 
1. “| Approximately ’’-—-Slight & un- 
important excesses allowed.)——-BRITISH 
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Sect. 2.—Delivery : Sub-sect. 8, C., D. & E.] 


in M., allowing 3 months’ interest for cash, in 
clean & dry condition. B. Dec. 12/48.” Aver- 
ments that deft. was a puller or preparer for sale 
of combing skin, which is a kind of wool. Mutual 
promises. Breach, that deft. did not deliver 100 
packs. On demurrer :—Held: the words “ say 
not less than 100 packs ”’ were not mere words of 
expectation, showing what the parties supposed 
the quantity would prove to be, but amounted 
to a contract to deliver at least that quantity ; & 
the breach was well assigned.—LEEMING v. SNAITH 
(1851), 16 Q. B. 275; 20 L. J. Q. B. 164; 16 
L. T. O. S. 362; 15 Jur. 988; 117 EB. R. 884. 

Annotations :—-Consd. McConnel v. Murphy (1873), L. R. 5 

P.C. 203. Refd. Morris v. Levison (1876), 1 C. P. D. 155. 

1702. ‘* Any less number that may arrive.’’|— 
Defts. contracted to buy of pltf. ‘‘115 bales, 
containing 18,440, or any less number that may 
arrive, East India hides, shipped per ‘‘ Ontario, 
Calcutta to Hamburgh, & to be delivered in 
London, at 114d. per Ib. round, but the wrappers 
to be charged at 8d. per lb.’’ The ship having 
been compelled by stress of weather to put back to 
Calcutta, 18 of the bales were found to be damaged, 
& were sold. The remaining 97 bales arrived, 
but defts. refused to accept them :—Held: the 
words ‘‘or any less number that may arrive,”’ 
applied to the number of bales, & not merely to 
the number of hides, & consequently defts. were 
liable for not accepting the 97 bales.—BECKH v. 
PAGE (1860), 7 C. B. N. S. 861; 141 E. R. 1054, 
Ex. Ch. 

1703. Trifling excess—Disregarded.|—Under a 
contract for the sale of a car zo of wheat weighing 
10 per cent. more or lessthan 4,500 tons, the sellers 
tendered a cargo weighing 55 Ibs. more than the 
maximum quantity of 4,950 tons. The sum 

ayable for the 55 lbs. at the contract price would 

ave been about 4s., but the sellers never claimed 
payment thereof. The buyers rejected the whole 
cargo solely upon the ground that the quantity 
tendered was 55 Ibs. in excess of the contract 
quantity :—Held: as the quantity in excess was 
so trifling & the sellers had not claimed the price 
thereof, the sellers had substantially performed 
the contract, & the buyers were not entitled to 
reject the cargo under Sale of Goods Act, 1893 
(c. 71), s. 30 (2), which provides that, ‘‘ where the 
seller delivers to the buyer a quantity of goods 
larger than he contracted to sell, the buyer... 
may reject the whole.’’—SnIpton, ANDERSON & 
Co. v. WEIL BROTHERS & Co., [1912] 1 K. B. 574 ; 
81 L. J. K. B. 910; 106 L. T. 372; 28 T. L. R. 
269; 17 Com. Cas. 153. 

1704. .|—PayneE & Rovuts v. LILLIco 
& Sons, No. 1688, ante. 

1705. Two margins allowed—Seller must deliver 
up to maximum—Buyer heed not accept more than 
minimum.|—-DoE v. BOWATER (W. H.), Ltp., 
[1916] W. N. 185. 

1706. Two margins estimated—Whether seller 
must deliver minimum.|—Deft. agreed by letter to 
sell & deliver to pltfs. ‘‘ quantity salved Australian 
basils estimated 8/10 tons at 13-7/8d. per lb.,” 
but failed to deliver more than 6 tons 3 cwt. 2 qr. 
In an action by pltfis. against deft. for damages 
for breach of contract :—Held: deft. was not 
bound to deliver a minimum quantity of 8 tons 
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& therefore the action failed.—TEBBITTS BROTHERS 
v. SmirH (1917), 33 T. L. BR. 608, C. A. 


D. Quantity Specified by Reference to Particular 
Standard or Circumstances. 

1707. Quantity ascertained by reference to par- 
ticular standard—Ascertainment of standard ren- 
dered impossible—By buyer.|—If a party entitled 
under a contract to receive a profit from another, 
ae his own act so confounds the measure of that 
which he was to receive, that it can be no longer 
ascertained, he vacates his whole claim. 

A. agreed to find sufficient coals for B.’s engine, 
to draw water from A.’s mine, & B.’s little coal, 
as they then stood. 3. sunk to a lower seam, in 
draining which he drained the other two seams, 
but consumed for his engine more coal than 
before :—Held : A. was no longer bound to furnish 
any coal, because B. had destroyed the measure of 
sufficiency.—PRINGLE v. TAYLOR (1809), 2 Taunt. 
150; 127 EF. R. 1034. 

Annotation :—Mentd. Harper v. Hedges, [1923] 2 K. B. 314. 

1708. Quantity ascertained by reference to par- 
ticular circumstances—Amount manufactured— 
Specified quantity mentioned.]|—Assumpsit on an 
agreement, by which deft. agreed to sell, & plté. 
to purchase, all the naphtha which deft. might 
make from June 1 next, for & during the term of 
two years, say from 1,000 to 1,200 gallons per month, 
at the rate of 2s. 6d. per gallon, etc.; & it was 
agreed, that, should pltf. be desirous of dissolving 
the contract before the expiration of the term, he 
should be at liberty so to do, on giving deft. three 
months’ notice. The declaration averred that the 
quantities of naphtha that deft. ought to have 
made during a period of ten months, under the 
agreement, at the rate of from 1,000 to 1,200 gallons 
per month, & to have sold & delivered to pltf., 
amounted to a much larger quantity than he had 
sold & delivered, viz. 7,000 gallons more ; yet that 
deft. had not sold & delivered same to him :—-Held: 
the declaration could not be sustained.—GWILLIM 
v. DANIELL (1835), 2 Cr. M. & R. 613; 1 Gale, 148 ; 
5 Tyr. 644; 41L.J. Ex.174; 150 KB. R. 26. 
Annotations :—Distd. Leeming v. Snaith (1851), 16 9; 3. 

Apprvd. McCunnel v. Murphy (1873), Tl. RR. 5 B.C, 
Tentd. Morris v. Levison (1876), 1 C. P. D. 155. 

1709. Buyer’s requirements.|—-By an 
agreement under seal, pltf. engaged, during the 
period of three years, to supply defts., a gas co. 
incorporated by Act of Parliament, with such 
quantities of pipes, etc., as should, from time to 
time, during the ee be required by defts., 
at given prices :—Held: pltf. was bound to supply 
all such pipes as the co. might reasonably require 
for all such works as they were actually carrying 
on under the authority of their Act.— WHITEHOUSE 
v. LIVERPOOL GAS Co. (1848), 5 C. B. 798; 17 
L. J. C. P. 237; 1386 EB. It. 1098. 

1710. ——- —— Right to insist on quantities 
expressly stipulated for.|—By a contract made 
between the Eastern Counties Ry. co. & defts., it 
was, amongst other things, provided that defts. 
should supply & the co. should purchase, subject 
to the terms & to the extent thereinafter men- 
tioned, all the coke that should be required by 
the co. for working their railways between London 
& Cambridge & London & Colchester. By the 
fourth clause the co. engaged to take from defts. 
550 tons & 100 tons of coke weekly during the 





circumstances — latter as much canal coal, within cer- 
tain wee as they should “ require ’’: 
—Held : his did not mean as much as 
they should demand, but as much as 
they should require for the purpose of 
the manufacture.—NORTIL RITISH 
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period of seventeen years; & they further agreed, 
that if they should require more than those 
quantities for the working of their railways they 
would take same from defts., with a proviso that, 
if they should require less than the stipulated 
quantities, the supply should be reduced 
accordingly, upon their giving defts. three months’ 
notice. By the cleventh clause, the co. engaged 
that ‘‘ so long as defts. should punctually & duly 
supply the coke & so long as same should be of 
the best quality they would abstain from making 
purchases of coke for their lines of railway afore- 
said from any other persons:’—Held: the 
readiness & willingness of the co. to take from defts. 
all the coke they required for the purpose of their 
railways was not a condition precedent to their 
right to insist upon being supplied with the 
quantities expressly stipulated for; & conscquently, 
the fact of the co. having bought coke from other 
persons afforded no answer to an action by them 
against defts. for a failure to deliver the quantities 
contracted for.—-EASTERN CouNTIES Ry. Co. v. 
PHILIPSON (1855), 16 C. B.2; 24 L. J.C. P. 140; 
25 L. T. O. S. 84; 189 EB. R. 653. 

man olatton ‘—Mentd. Kidner v. Stimpson (1918), 34 T. L. 2. 


1711. —~-—- -|-—TANCRED, ARROL & Co. v. 
STEEL Co. OF ScormAND, No. 1698, anle. 

1712. —-~-.]—H. being about to erect a 
factory for the purpose of carrying on the business 
of manufacturing explosives under the name of 
deft. co., appointed a manager to have sole charge 
of the business. The manager’s office was uscd 
as the office of the co. The manager, without 
express authority from H., entered into a contract 
for the purchase by the co. from pltfs. of all the co.’s 
“‘ requirements ”’ 
estimated at 500 & 750 tons respectively, during 
twelve months from the date of the contract. 
Subsequently the manager gave notice to pltfs. 
to deliver 15 tons under the contract. The co. 
never started business, & the undertaking was 
abandoned by H. within the twelve months. ‘The 
acceptance of the 15 tons was refused. In an 
action by pltfs. against the co. for breach of 
contract to purchase 500 & 750 tons :—Held: the 
manager had been held out by II. as having 
authority to enter into the contract, & the contract 
was binding on H., but by the contract the co. 
had only agreed to buy such acid as might be 
required, & none having been in fact required, 
there had been no breach, except as to the 15 tons 
for which IT. was liable to pay.--Brerk (F. W.) 
& Co., Lrp. v. INTERNATIONAL EXPLOSIVES Cv. 
(L901), 7 Com. Cas. 20. 

1713. -|—A.-G. v. Strewarps & Co., 
Lrp. (1901), 18 T. L. R. 131, HW. Ls revsg. 8. C. 
sub nom. STEWARDS & Co., LTD. v. R. (1900), 17 
T. L. R. 111, C. A. 

Annotations :—Refd. Berk v. International Explosives Co. 
(1901), 7 Com. Cas. 20: Kensington & Knightsbridge 
Electric Lighting Co. v. Notting Hill Electric Lighting Co. 
(1918), 87 L. J. K. B. 565. 

1714. —— Action for breach of contract to 
deliver—Necessity for averring purpose for which 
goods are to be used.|—Woop v. CorPpER MINERS’ 
Co., No. 2534, post. 

1715. “‘ All waste as it comes from stills ’’— 
During occupancy of premises.]—Pitf. agreed to 
let, & defts. to take, for one year, at a stipulated 
rent, certain works & buildings; & pltf. agreed 
to supply to defts. the whole of the chlorine still 

















Orn & CANDLE Co. v. SWANN (1868), 6 
rey Meer ce of Sess.) 835; 40 Se. Jur. 


444.—§ 
Within contemplation  232.—SCOT. 


of nitric & sulphuric acid,.- 


of parties.}—VON Mrnren & Co. »v. oO 
EDINBURGH Ropgerm & Sait CLOTH 
Co., Lrp. (1902), 4 
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waste as it came from their stills, neither adding 
to nor taking anything from ‘‘ same,’’ at the rate 
of 2s. 6d. for every 21 cwt. of waste so supplied, 
with the undcrstanding that defts. were to have 
the option of a lease of the premises for seven or 
fourteen years at the same rent, if they should 
feel disposed so to do, within three months from 
the date thereof. Pltf. agreed not to use or injure 
or part with any of the still waste except to defts., 
so long as they should hold the works :—Held: 
defts. were bound to accept & pay for the whole 
of pltf.’s chlorine still waste during the year or 
such further term as they should hold the works, 
& it was no answer to an action for not accepting 
it, that defts.’ manufacture failed & was dis- 
continued, & the chlorine still waste proved useless, 
& was no Jonger necessary for their manufacture.— 
BEALEY v. STUART (1862), 7 H. & N. 753; 311. J. 
Iix. 281; 8 Jur. N.S. 389; 158 BK. R. 672. 


E. Sale of a ‘‘ Cargo.” 


1716. Meaning of ‘‘ cargo ’’—Whole cargo.|-— 
Deft. ordered of pltfs. ‘‘ a small cargo of lathwood 
of about the following lengths, etc., in all about 
60 cubic fathoms,’”? & pltfs. accepted the order. 
Pitfs. not being able to procure a vessel of the exact 
size, chartered a vessel to deft.’s port, loaded with 
83 fathoms. On the arrival of the vessel pltfs.’ 
agent unloaded, measured, & set apart timber 
to answer deft.’s order & tendered him a bill of 
lading for that quantity, & a draft for acceptance ; 
but deft. declined to accept on the ground that the 
cargo was in excess of the order. In an action 
for non-acceptance of the goods :—Held : ‘‘ cargo ” 
meant a whole cargo, & not a parcel of a cargo, & 
pltfs. had not complied with the order so as to 
entitle them to maintain the action.—_-KREUGER v. 
Buanck (1870), L. R. 5 Exch. 179; 23 L. T. 128; 
18 W. R. 8138; 38 Mar. L. C. 470; sub nom. 
KRENGER v. BLANCK, 39 L. J. Ex. 160. 

Annotations :—-Distd. Ireland v. Livingston ae L. R. 5 


H. LL. 395. Refd. Cassaboglon v. Gib Livingstone 
(1883), 52 L. J. Q. B. 538. 
1717. —— .}—~Pltfs. sold to deft. ‘‘ a cargo 





of from 2,500 to 3,000 barrels, seller’s option, 
American petroleum . . . to be shipped from New 
York ... & vessel to call for orders off coast 
for any safe floating port in tue United Kingdom, 
or on the Continent between Havre & Hamburg, 
both inclusive, buyer’s option.”’ Pltfs. chartered 
a vessel, on which were placed 3,000 barrels of 
petroleum, & a bill of lading was signed making 
them deliverable to pltfs., but as this quantity 
did not constitute a full cargo, 300 additional 
barrels were placed on board, which were marked 
with a different mark, & for which a separate 
bill of lading was signed. Pltfs. gave notice to 
deft. of the shipment of the 3,000 barrels & were 
ready to order the vessel from its port of call to 
any port of delivery within the contract, & there 
to deliver to deft. the 3,000 barrels & to take the 
300 barrels themselves, or to deliver to deft. at 
any such port 2,750 barrels as the mean between 
2,500 & 3,000, but deft. refused to aes either the 
3,000 barrels or any other quantity. Itfs. having 
brought an action for non-acceptance :—Held: on 
the true construction of the contract, ‘ cargo ” 
meant the entire load of the vessel which carried 
it; deft. was therefore not bound to accept part 
of acargo; & the action was not maintainable.— 
BoRROWMAN v. DRAYTON (1876), 2 Ex. D. 15; 46 


, —— Usual requirements. 
—BLACKLOCK & MACARTHUR, LTD. v. 
Kirk, [1919] 8.C. 573; [1918]2 5.1L. T. 
267.—SCO 





F. (Ct. of Seas.) 


566 


Sect. rae : Sub-sect. 8, FE, & F.; sub-sect 


L. J. Q. B. 278; 35 L. T. 727; 25 W. R. 194; 


3 Asp. M. L. C. 308, 0. A. 
Annotations :—Apld. Re Harrison _& Micks, lambert, [1917] 
1 K. B. 755, B, 360. 


: Distd. Paul v. Pim, (1922] 2 K. 
Refd. Caffin v. Aldridge (1895), 1 Com. Cas. 181. 


1718. Unless contrary intended.|— 
Where a buyer contracts for a ‘‘ cargo’’ & men- 
tions the quantity, unless something plainly shows 
the contrary to be intended, the governing word 
is ‘‘ cargo,’’ & the buyer is bound to take the 
cargo, whatever the quantity may be.—LEv1 & 








BROWSE ISLAND GUANO Co., LTD. v. BERK & Co. 


(1886), 2 T. L. R. 898, C. A. 
ld. 2@e Harrison & Micks Lambert, [1917] 
efd. Caffin v. Aldridge (1895), 1 Com. Cas. 


Annotations :-— 
1K. B. 755. 
181 


1719. ‘* All hemp shipped on seller’s account °’— 
‘*Not exceeding three hundred tons ’’—Contract 
confined to hemp shipped on seller’s account.|— 
A. sold to B. all the hemp that might be shipped 
on board certain vessels at Riga, not excecding 300 
tons by C. the agent of the concern. C. shipped 
on board of these vessels only 71 tons of hemp on 
account of A., but upwards of 300 tons on account 
of other persons :—Held: the contract must be 
confined to such hemp as C. should ship as agent 
to A., & A. was not answerable to B. for more than 
the 71 tons.—Haywarp v. ScouaaL. (1809), 2 
Camp. 56; 150 E. R. 1080, N. P. 

Annotation :—Distd. Fischel v. Scott (1854), 15 C. B. 69. 

1720. Quantity less than estimated.|—-By the 
bought & sold notes, the sale purported to be of 
“the cargo of A., as it stands, of about 1,300 
quarters of I. corn, at 30%. per quarter. The 
eeety to be taken from che bill of lading by 
the measurement, to be calculated at 220 quarters 
the 100 kilos., payment in cash on handing the 
shipping documents & the policy of insurance, 
less two months’ interest.’ By the bill of lading 
1,667 quarters pppeered to have been shipped, & 
payment was made upon that quantity ; but only 
1,614 quarters were delivered on the ship’s arrival : 
—RHeld: the contract was for the purchase of 
the cargo as it stood, whether more or less than 
the quantity in the bill of lading; & pltf. was not 
entitled to any return of the price paid, on the 
quantity turning out to be Icss than that mentioned 
in the bill of lading, although pltf. had paid the 

rice on the quantity as stated in the bill of 
ading.—CovaSs v. BINGHAM (1853), 2 E. & B. 836; 
2C. L. R. 212; 23 L. J. Q. B. 26; 18 J. P. 569; 
18 Jur. 596; 118 E.R. 980; sub nom. BINGHAM 
v. Covas, 22 L. £. O. S. 97; 2 W. R. 37. 


Annotations :—Distd. Tamvaco v. Lucas (1859), 1 FE. & E. 
581. Apld. Tully v. Terry eh L. R. Cc. P. 679. 
Refd. Livingston v. Ralli (1855), 25 L. T. O. S. 143; 
British & India Steam Navigation Co. v. De Mattos, De 
es British India Steam Navigation Co. (1864), 12 

e e ov a 


1721. Quantity more than estimated.|—-Re 
er pea & Micks, LAMBERT & Co., No. 1694, 
ante. 

1722. ‘* About five hundred tons ’’—To form 
complete cargo of ship—Ship unable to carry five 
hundred tons—Whether contract for as much as 
ship can carry.|—A contract for the sale of nitrate 
of soda was in these terms :—‘ Sold, for, etc., about 
500 tons of nitrate of soda, etc., to be ready for 
delivery on, etc.’’; & it then proceeded to state, 
‘* It is understood that the above nitrate of soda 
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p. Right of buyer to reject whole 
consignment ther goods substituted for 
some of those purchased.J}-—~WEIL vv. 
CoLuis LEATHER Co., Lrp., [1925] 4 
D. L. R. 815.—CAN. 


urchased. 


q. -—]—A 

the sale of a lot of goods as a whole 
cannot be enforced where the seller 
substitutes an article for one of those 
In such case the buyer is r 
ustified in rejecting the whole-~-— 
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is to form the full & complete cargo of the J.P., 345 
tons register, now on her passage, etc., to proceed 
to, etc., & there load. In the event of the J.P. 
being unable to prosecute her voyage, then the 
sellers to deliver another cargo of about equal, 
quantity,’’ etc. The only ground on which the 
seller was to be excused was the loss of the J.P., 
or other vessel substituted for her, on the home- 
ward voyage. The J.P. could not carry 500 tons: 
—Held:' the contract was for about 600 tons at 
all events, & not for a less amount, being the whole 
that the J.P. could carry.—RBouRNE v. SEYMOUR 
(1855), 16 C. B. 337; 241. 3. C. P. 202; 25 L. T. 
O.S. 162; 1 Jur. N.S. 1001; 3 W. R. 511; 189 
Ki. R. 788. 

set ad saan :—Mentd. Kelsall v. Marshall (1856), 26 L. J. 


1723. Quantity more than ordered—Quantity 
ordered set apart to answer contract—Whether 
whole cargo may be demanded.|—KREUGER v. 
BLANCE, No. 1716, ante. 

1724. 
TON, No. 1717, ante. 











.|—BORROWMAN v. DRAY- 


F. Delivery of Mixed Goods. 

See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 30 (8). 

1725. Proviso for rejection of unmerchantable 
goods—Obligation of buyer to accept merchantable 
part.|—-Under a contract to purchase 300 tons of 
Campeachy logwood, at £35 per ton, etc. to be of 
real merchantable quality ; & such as might be 
determined to be otherwise by impartial judges to 
be rejected; the vendee is bound to take so much 
of the wood tendered as turned out to be of the 
sort described, at the contract price; though 
it appeared at the time that a part, which was 
afterwards ascertained to be 16 out of the 300 tons, 
was of a different & inferior description.— GRAHAM 
v. JACKSON (1811), 14 East, 498; 104 EH. hl. 693. 

1726. Right of buyer to reject whole cargo— 
Where mixture above average.|—-In an action on a 
contract for the sale of 1,200 quarters of ‘‘ beans,”’ 
it appeared that one-fifth part of the cargo was 
composed of peas, the same being an unusual & 
undue mixture of peas :—Held: the delivery of 
such a cargo was not a compliance with the con- 
tract for the sale of ‘* beans.’”’—ALEXANDER v. 
HooKEs (1847), 8 L. 'T. O. S. 451. 

1727. Other articles of distinct character. |— 
Deft., a retail dealer at Petcrborough, ordered of 
pltfs., who were wholesale dealers at Bristol, 
certain specified articles of earthenware, with a 
caution that the order was not to be exceeded. 
Pitfs. sent by railway a crate containing not only 
the articles ordered, but others of a distinct 
character; & they forwarded an invoice to deft. 
in which the price of each item was given, & deft. 
was charged as debtor to pltfs. for a lumped total. 
On the receipt of the invoice deft. refused to receive 
the crate, & it remained at the railway station. 
Pltfis. having brought an action for goods sold to 
recover the price of the articles ordered :—Held : 
deft. had a right to reject the whole on account of 
the articles sent in excess, & pltfs. could not 
maintain this action.—LEVY v. GREEN (1859), 1 
BE. & EB. 969: 28L. J. Q. B. 319; 38 L. T. O.S. 
241; 5 Jur. N.S. 1245; 7 W. R. 486; 120 HE. R. 
1174, Ex. Ch. 

Annotations :—Distd. Mellor v. Strect (1866), 15 L. 7 223 


Apid. Jackson v. Rotax Motor & Cycle Co., [1910] 2 K. B. 
937. Refd. Mollett v. Robinson (1870), 39 L. J. C. P. 290 ; 
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PERFECT Fir GARMENT Co., LTD. v. 
ARRON Brotugrs, [1926] 2 D. L. Rh. 
532; 58 N. Ss. R. 445.—CAN. 


: Other goods of different 
description.}-——-DALLING v. ESTABROOKS 


contract for 
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Grimoldby v. Wells (1875), 44 L. J. C. P. 203. Mentd. 
cnn A London & South Eastern Ry. (1870), L. R. 6 


1728. Sale of cargo as per bills of lading— 
Cargo including smuggled goods.]—The sellers sold 

the cargo”? of maize shipped “per s.s. Lijn, 
consisting of about 2,813 French tons, or what 
steamer carries as per” certain bills of lading. 
On arrival of the ship it was discovered that she 
had on board, in addition to the maize, 58 tons of 
tobacco which, without the knowledge of the sellers, 
had been smuggled on board, & was not mentioned 
In the bills of lading. The buyers rejected the 
maize on the ground that the cargo carried was not 

the cargo”? contracted for. The arbitrators 
found that the contract was for the sale of the 
cargo of maize actually on board at the time when 
the contract was entered into as comprised in the 
bill of lading, & awarded that the buyers were not 
entitled _to reject :—Held: the arbitrators were 
right.—Pavun, Lrp. v. Pm & Co., [1922] 2 K. B. 
360; 911. J. K. B. 556; 88 T. L. BR. 953 66 Sol. 
Jo. 933; 27 Com. Cas. 98. 

1729. Right of buyer to reject goods not in 
accordance with contract.|—Lrvy v. GREEN, No. 
1727, ante. 

1730. Tender of bill of lading covering other 
goods—Right of buyer to demand clear Dill of 
lading.]—C., a firm in Scotland, through agents in 
London, purchased of the firm of B., carrying on 
business in Turkey, 1,400 quarters of rye, to be 
shipped free on board at a port in the Levant, & 
to be delivered at a port in Kurope, to be indicated 
by & to the consignees of ©. The grain was to be 
paid for by a bill to be drawn by B. on & accepted 
by C. B. shipped the rye on a vessel chartered 
by them, but finding that the ship could carry a 
larger cargo than the rye bought by C. would: 
furnish, filled up the spare space with 78 quarters 
of maize. B. shipped the two descriptions of 
grain together by one charterparty & one bill of 
lading, which latter document was indorsed with 
orders to deliver the cargo to the agents in J.ondon 
of B. to whom they forwarded the shipping 
documents with an invoice for the rye made out to 
C. Before the arrival of the vessel at the port 
indicated by C., LB. informed C. of the fact of there 
being other grain on board beside that purchased 
by them, & intimated their, LB.’s, willingness to 
retain the 78 quarters of maize themselves & bear 
all charges in respect of it. The two descriptions 
of grain were stowed on board in such a manner 
that cither lot might have been got at & delivered 
on shore without interfering with the other. C., 
however, insisted on having a clean, that is to say 
a separate, bill of lading for the grain they had 
bought, alleging that they had made a sub-sale at a 
profit, & could not fulfil their contract without 
such a document to hand over to their buyers, & 
they consequently refused to accept the bill drawn 
by B. upon them until a clean & separate bill of 
lading of the 1,400 quarters of rye was furnished. 
Between the time of entering into the contract of 
sale & the arrival of the ship at the port indicated 
by C., the market price of rye had fallen consider- 
ably below that at which the 1,400 quarters had 
been invoiced to C. On the arrival of the ship at 
such port the master held the whole of the grain 
under a general lien for freight. B. thereupon 
offered to C. the bill of lading for the two kinds of 
grain indorsed with a delivery order in favour of 








te L.) & Co., [1925] 3 D. L. R. 1129.— 
AN. 


t. ——— ——.]J—TARLING v. O’Rior- 490.—SCOT. 
DAN (18798), 2 L. R. Ir. 82.—IR. 

1729 i. Right of buyer to reject goods 
not in accordance with contract.}— 


AITKEN, CAMPBELL & Co., : 
BOULLEN & GaTENBY, [1908] 8. C. 
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C. of the grain they had bought, & at the same time 
tendered to C. a sum admittedly more than 
sufficient to discharge any lien upon the maize 
alone. C., however, refused to accept the bill of 
lading in this form, or to take the money proffered. 
In an action by B. against O., for refusing to 
accept the grain; & in an action by C. against B. 
for non-delivery of the rye, alleging as damage 
C.’s loss of profit upon the sub-sale & expenses to 
which C. had been put in a reference between their 
firm & their sub-vendees on a claim by the latter 
for damages against C. for non-delivery of the rye, 
in which arbn. an award had been made against 
C. :—Held: (1) in the first action, there had been 
a sufficient offer by B. to deliver the rye to 0. & 
a refusal by C. to accept, & consequently B. was 
entitled to recover damages against C. for non- 
acceptance ; (2) in the second action, C.’s refusal 
to accept when an offer reasonably sufficient to 
satisfy & fulfil the contract had been made by B., 
disentitled C. to recover.—IMPERIAL OTTOMAN 
BANK v. COWAN, COWAN v. IMPERIAL OTTOMAN 
BANK (1873), 29 L. T. 52; 21 W. R. 770; 2 Asp. 
at L. C. 573 on appeal (1874), 31 L. T. 336, Ex. 
Ch. 

Whether admixture of inferior goods indictable.] 
—See CRIMINAL Law, Vol. XV., p. 996, Nos. 
11,144-11,146. 


SUB-SECT. 9.-—INSTALMENT DELIVERIES. 
A. In General. 

See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 3]. 

1731. When vendor may sue for price of instal- 
ments.|—Where, by a contract of sale, the vendor 
agreed to deliver 250 bushels of wheat within a 
specific time, & delivered part, but not the residue : 
—Held: he might, after the time mentioned in 
the contract had expired, recover from the pur- 
chascr the value of the wheat delivered to & re- 
tained by him. 

Where there is an entire contract to deliver a large 
quanity of goods consisting of distinct parcels within 
a specified time, & the scller delivers part, he cannot 
before the expiration of that time bring an action to 
recover the price of that part delivered, because 
the purchaser may, if the vendor fail to complete 
his contract, return the part delivered. But if he 
retain the part delivered after the seller has failed 
in performing his contract the latter may recover 
the value of the goods which he has so delivered 
(PARKE, B.).—OXENDALE v. WETHERELL (1829), 
9B. & C. 386; 4 Man. & Ry. K. B. 429; 71. J. 
O.S. K. B. 264; 109 BE. R. 143. 

Annotations Bar & Apld. Colonial Insce. of New 
Zealand v. Adelaide Marine Insce. (1886), 12 App. Cas. 
128. Distd. Howell ». Kvane (1926), 134 L. T.570. Refd. 
James v. Cotton (1831), 7 Bing. 266; Kingdom v. Cox 
(1848), 6 OC. B. 522; Parkin v. South Hetton Coal Co. 
(1907), 97 L. T. 98. 


1732. Whether purchaser bound to accept de- 
livery by instalments.]—REUTER v. SALA, No. 1827, 
post. 

1733. -.|—Honck v. MULLER, No. 1774, post. 

1734. Whether purchaser entitled to demand 
delivery by instalments.|—-REUTER v. SALA, No. 
1827, post. 

1735. Delivery must be by reasonable instal- 
ments.|—CopDDINGTON v. PALEOLOGO, No. 1467, 
ante. 








LTp. v demand delivery by instalments—Pro- 


vision for delivery as ee ]-—Grrow 
v. Huaiues (1918), 42 0. L. R. 621; 14 
O. W. N. 123; 43 D. L. B. 307.—CAN. 


1735 i. Delivery must be by reasonable 


entitled to  instalments.|—In a contract for delivery 
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17386. Agreement to accept by instalments— 
Shipment by steamer or steamers.|—BRANDT v. 
LAWRENCE, No. 1474, ante. 

1737. Delivery as required.|—-JACKSON v. 
Rotax Moror & CyrciE Co., No. 1895, post. 

1738. ——— Failure to require.|—EASTERN 
COUNTIES Ivy. Co. v. PHILIPSON, No. 1710, ante. 

1739. Inferred from conduct of purchaser.| 
—CHAMPION v. Suonr, No. 1922, post. 

1740. —----,| --A. contracts to sell to B. 50 
tons of hemp, to be shipped from Cronstadt, or 
St. Petersburg ; the ship’s name to be declared as 
soon as known, & to arrive before Dec. 31. On 
Sept. 5, A. gives notice to B. that the hemp was 
shipped on board the Liveley; on Sept. 20 he 
sends a second notice, that if the quantity did not 
come by the Liveley, he would make it up from the 
cargo of another vessel. On Sept. 29 A. gives a 
third notice, that 20 tons would come by the 
Liveley, & the rest by another ship. B. accepts 
the 20 tons, but refuses to receive any more :— 
Held: B. was bound to receive the remainder of 
the hemp, unless he could show that he had sus- 
tained some special damage by A.’s non-perform- 
ance of the precise terms of the contract.— 
THORNTON v. SIMPSON (1816), 6 Taunt. 556 ; Holt, 
a 164; 2 Marsh 267; 128 KE. R. 1151, 


ARAGON :—Refd. Borrowman v. Free (1878), 4 Q. B. D. 
500. 


741. -|—Where deft. agreed to pur- 
chase a lot of trees for a certain sum, & pay for the 
same according to conditions of sale, & afterwards 
felled & carried away part of them without making 
such payment & refused to pay until the remainder 
had been delivered :-—Held: the exors. of the 
vendor having failed to establish a count on the 
special contract, might recover the value of the 
trees taken by deft. under counts for goods sold 
& delivered as deft., by such taking, had dis- 
affirmed the entircty of the contract.—BRAGG v. 
CoLE (1821), 6 Moore, C. P. 114. 





























1742. ——-—,.|—-RICHARDSON v. DuNnN, No. 
1671, ante. 
1743. .|—Pltfs. contracted to sell to 


deft. 200 tons of brimstone ‘to be delivered ex 
the first parcel of brimstone we have in the Tyne 
on our account.” On June.24 a ship arrived in 
the Tyne with a large cargo of brimstone. Pltfs., 
having obtained leave from the owner to dispose 
of 50 tons on their own account, tendered the 50 
tons to deft., who wished to cancel the contract, 
& refused to receive them. Another vessel 
having subsequently arrived in the Tyne with 
brimstone, pltfs. having in like manner obtained 
permission of the owner to dispose of it on their 
own account, on July 11 tendered 150 tons to 
deft. in fulfilment of the contract. This portion 
also deft. declined to accept. Deft. never ejected 

the brimstone being offered to him in two 
deliveries :—Held ; pltfs. had sufficiently tendered 
the brimstone pursuant to their contract to entitle 
them to recover in an action against deft. for 
refusing to accept it.—LEIDEMANN v. GRAY (1857), 
26 L. J. Ex. 162; 3 Jur. N.S. 219; sub nom. Gray 


by instalments it is the duty of the 
seller to deliver the goods within the 
contract period in reasonable instal- 
menta,-CONNELLY BROTHERS v. KAHN 
eer eau or Lrp., {1922) N. Z L. R. 


b. Agreement to accept by instal- 
ments—Time not fired—Delivery within 
reasonable time. }—-PICTURESQUE ATLAS 
Co. v. BRADBURY (1893), 19 V. L. R. 


439.—AUS. 





DOMINION 


Surther 


c. - Unsatisfactory deliveries — 
Continued acceptance under protest.}— 
LUMBER ( 
& KING (1919), 48 D. L. RR. 712.—CAN. 


PART VI. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 9.—B. 


d. Right to withhold delivery of 
instalments — Until payment 


SALE oF GooDs. 


v. LEIDERMANN, 28 L. T. O. S. 341; 5 W. R. 294, 
Ex. Ch. 

1744. ——— Inferred from  circumstances.|— 
COLONIAL INSURANCE Co. OF NEW ZEALAND v. 
ADELAIDE MARINE INSURANCE Co., No. 1113, anie. 

1745. No provision as to amounts of instal- 
ments.|—-Defts. contracted to buy from pltf. from 
5,000 6,000 tons of iron ore, to be delivered at 
Cardiff ‘‘ during the months of June, July, Aug. 
& Sept.’ It appeared from the correspondence 
between the parties which led to the contract 
that pltf. had arranged with correspondents at 
Carthagena for the supply & shipment of the ore. 
By July 28, 4,623 tons of ore were delivered to & 





‘accepted by defts., & on July 29, the Nero arrived 


with 767 tons more, notice at the same time being 
given to defts. of her readiness to discharge. There 
was considerable delay in discharging the Nero, she 
having made an exceptionally short voyage, & 
for her detention beyond the lay days, pltf. had 
to pay demurrage to the extent of £150, which he 
now sought to recover from defts. The jury found 
that the tender was a reasonable one, but defts. 
contended that the quantity ought to have been 
distributed rateably over the four months, & that, 
not being bound to accept the Nero’s cargo till 
Sept., they were not liable to pay the demurrage 
sued for :—Held: the contract gave the option to 
either party to deliver or to demand the amount 
contracted for; & as no provision was made for 
exercising the option at any given time, whether 
in the first month or the last, pltf. could not tell, 
until the option was exercised, how many tons 
should be delivered in any month; also that the 
circumstances showed that the parties could not 
have contemplated equal monthly quantities.— 
CALAMINUS v. DOWLAIS IRON Co., Lrp. (1878), 47 
L. J. Q. B. 575. 


B. Non-Payment for Instalments. 

Sce Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), 8. 31 (2). 

Right to payment.]|—Sce Contract, Vol. XII., 
p. 166, No. 1213. 

1746. Presumption of repudiation by purchaser— 
Refusal to pay for first instalment.|—Deft. con- 
tracted to sell to pltfs. 250 tons pig iron at 56s. 
per ton, half to be delivered in two, the remainder 
in four weeks; payment, net cash fourteen day 
after delivery of cach parcel. The market was 
rising, &, notwithstanding urgent demands by 
pitfs., the delivery of the first 125 tons was not 
completed for nearly six months. Pitfs. refused 
to pay for the first parcel, claiming a right to sct 
off the loss they had sustained from being obliged 
to procure other iron in consequence of deft.’s 
default ; but they still urged the delivery of the 
second parcel. Deft., treating the refusal to pay 
as a breach & an abandonment of the contract by 
pltfs., declined to deliver any more. There was 
no suggestion of inability on the part of pltfs. to 
pay, & the price of the first parcel was ultimately 
paid :—Held: the mere refusal to pay for the 
first parcel did not, under the circumstances, 
warrant deft. in treating the contract as abandoned, 
& refusing to deliver the remainder, & pltfs. were 
entitled to damages for the breach.—FREETH v. 


made—No time fixed for payment.]— 
Boyp v. SULLIVAN (1888), 15 O. R. 
492.—CAN. 

e. Right to payment on delivery of 
each instalment. J— ALLEN v. Tos (1900), 
18 N. ZL. R. 762.—N.Z. 

{. Whether amounting to renudia- 
tion—Refusal to pay until reduction 
made for short weight.}—Where a con- 
tract was entered into to deliver a 


Co. v. Hopason 


[.—PERFORMANCE OF THE CONTRACT. 


BurR (1874), L. R. 9 C0. P. 208; 43L. 5.0. P. 91; 

29 L. T. 773; 22 W. R. 370. 

Annotations :-—Distd. Mersey Steel & Iron Co. v. Nagios 
Benzon (1884), 9 App. Cas. 434. Refd. Morgan v. Bain 
1874), L. R. 10 C. P. 15; Rhymney Ry. v. Brecon & 
Merthyr Tydfll Ry. (1900), 83° L. T. 111; Workman, 

Lloyd Brazilefio, [1908] 1 K. B. 968; Newsum 
ey, [1918] 1 K. B. 271; Payzu v. Saunders, [1919] 
581; Pearl Mill Co. v. Ivy Tannery Co., [1919] 
8. entd. General Billposting Co. v. Atkinson, 








e) . i . % id 
at pete ; Dennis v. Tunnard & Moore (1911), 
1747. Vendor’s winding up pending.|]— 
Resps. bought from applt. co. 5,000 tons of stecl 


of the company’s make, to be dclivered 1,000 
tons monthly, commencing Jan. 1881, payment 
within three days after receipt of shipping docu- 
ments. In Jan. the co. delivered part only of that 
month’s instalment, & in the beginning of Feb. 
made a further delivery. On Feb. 2, shortly before 
payment for these deliveries became due a petition 
was presented to wind up the co. Resps. bond fide 
under the erroneous advice of their solr. that they 
could not without leave of the ct. safely pay pend- 
ing the petition objected to make the payments 
then duc unless the co. obtained the sanction of 
the ct. which they asked the co. to obtain. On 
Feb. 10 the co. informed resps. that they should 
consider the refusal to pay as a breach of contract 
releasing the co. from any further obligations. 
On Feb. 15, an order was made to wind up the co. 
by the ct. _A correspondence ensued between 
resps. & the liquidator, in which the resps. claimed 
damages for failure to deliver the Jan. instalment 
& a right to deduct those damages from any pay- 
ment then due; & said that they always had been 
& still were ready to accept such deliveries & make 
such payments as ought to be accepted & made 
under the contract subject to the right of set off. 
The liquidator made no further deliveries & brought 
an action in the name of the co. for the price of 
the steel delivered. Resps. counterclaimed for 
damages for breaches of contract for non-delivery : 
-—-Held: upon the true construction of the con- 
tract, payment for a previous delivery was not a 
condition precedent to the right to claim the next 
delivery ; resps. had not by postponing payment 
under erroneous advice acted so as to show an 
intention to repudiate the contract or so as to 
release the co. from further performance.— 
MrRSEY Strrr, & Iron Co. v. NAYLOR, BENZON 
& Co. (1884), 9 App. Cas. 434; 53 L. J. Q. B. 497 ; 
ol L. T. 687; 32 W. RR. 989, H. L.3; affg., 9 
Q. B.D. 648, C. A. 
alnnotations :-—Distd. Dickenson v. Fanshaw (1892), 8 TL. RR. 
Consd. Booth +. Bowron (1892), 8 T. L. R. 641; 
Cornwall v. Henson, {[1900] 2 Ch. 298, Refd. Soc. Generale 
de Paris v. Milders (1883), 49 L. T. 55; Rhymuey Ry. v. 
Brecon & Merthyr Tydfil] Junction Ry. (1900), 69 L. J. Ch. 
$13; Ebbw Vale Steel, etc. Co. v. Blaina Iron, ete. Co. (1901), 
6 Com. Cas. 33; Millar’s Karri & Jarrah Co. (1902) 
v. Weddel, Turner (1908), 100 L. T. 128; Biddell vw. KK, 
Clemens Horst (1910), 103 L. ‘I’. 661; Dennis v. Tunnard & 
Moore (1911), 56 Sol. Jo. 162: Inverkip S.S. Co. v. Bunge, 
{1917] 2 K. B. 193; Veithardt & Hall »v. Rylands (1917), 
116 L. T. 706; Ertel Bieber vw. Rio Tinto Co., Dynamit 
Act. v. Rio Tinto Co., Vercinigte Konigs & Laurahutte 
Act. v. Rio Tinto Co., [1918] A. C. 260; Morris v. Baron, 
[1918] A. C. 1; Re Rubel Bronze & Metal Co. & Vos, 
{1918} 1 K. B. 315; Payzu v. Saunders, [1919] 2 K. B. 
581; Ite Lavey, Exp. Trustee, [1920] 1 K. B. 674 ; Martin 
». Stout, [1925] A. C. 359; Tyldesley U. D.C. v. Leigh 
It, D. C. (1925), 23 L. G. Lt. 243. Mentd. Eberile’s Hotels 
& Restaurant Co. v. Jonas (1887), 18 Q. B. D. 459; Pratt 
v. Inman (1889), 43 Ch. D. 175; Sovereign Life Assce. v. 
Dodd, [1892] 1 Q. B. 405; Christie v. Taunton, Delmard, 
Lane, He Taunton, Delmard, Lane, [1893] 2 Ch. 175; 
Gueret v. Audouy (1893), 62 L. J. Q. B. 633; Re Hett, 
Naylor (1894), 10 T. L. R. 412; Re Auriferous Properties 
(No. 2), [1898] 2 Ch. 428; Jte Daintrey, Hr p. Mant, 
{1900} 1 Q. B. 546; General Billposting Co. v. Atkinson, 


quantity of barley by delivery in certain delivered short 
portions, each portion to be paid for 
on its arrival at the port of destination ; 


some of the portions delivered were 


in weight; 
refu-ed to pay for any more unless 
a reduction was allowed for the price 
of the deficiency, & also for re-weighing 
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1909] A. C. 118; Bank Line v. Capel, [1919] A. C. 435; 
goad v. Newsom, [1919] A. C. 16; uffy-Arnell, etc. 
oo ta -, [1922] 1 K. B. 599; Re City Life Assce., [1926] 


1748. Refusal to pay cash on delivery.]— 
Boots v. BOWRON (1892), 8 T. L. R. 641. 

1749. ——— Refusal to pay increased instalment—- 
Unqualified agreement to pay—Damages payable 
to vendor.|—Plitfs. entered into a contract with 
buyers in Calcutta to manufacture & ship 
machinery by instalments over several months at 
agreed prices, but subject to a stipulation that 
should the cost of labour or wages increase, there 
should be a corresponding increase in the pur- 
chase price. The buyers were also to open a 
‘* confirmed irrevocable credit ’’ in favour of pltfs. 
with a bank in this country, & to pay for each ship- 
ment as it took place. In pursuance of this 
arrangement defts., who were the buyers’ bankers 
in London, wrote to pltfs. stating that they would 
pay bills drawn on the buyers to the extent of 
£70,000, the bills to be accompanied by docu- 
ments & to be received before Apr. 14, 1921, ‘‘ this 
to be considered a confirmed irrevocable credit.’’ 
Pltfs. shipped two instalments under the contract 
& received payment under the letter of credit. 
The buyers then found that the invoices included 
an increase in the purchase price on account of 
wages & matcrial, & instructed defts. only to pay 
so much of the next invoices as represented the 
original prices. Defts. accordingly refused to pay 
the bill presented on the next shipment & pitfs. 
then cancelled the contract, claiming damages 
from defts. as on a repudiation by the buyers :-—— 
Held: the credit being irrevocable, the refusal of 
defts. to take & pay for the particular bills on 
presentation of the proper documents constituted 
a repudiation of the contract as a whole, & pitfs. 
were entitled to damages so reckoned. The 
basis of this form of banking facility is that the 
buyer is taken, as between himself & the banker, 
to accept the seller’s invoices, as correct. Any 
adjustment must be made by way of refund by the 
seller & not by way of retention by the buyer.— 
URQUHART LINDSAY & Co. v. JSASTERN BANK, 
Lrp., [1922] 1K. B. 318; 91 L. J. K. B. 274; 126 
L. T. 5384; 27 Com. Cas. 124. 

.tnnotation :—Mentd. Prosperity v. Lloyds Bank (1923), 

39 T. L. R. 372. 

1750. Right to withhold delivery of further in- 
stalments—Until payment made.|—Declaration 
that it was agreed that pltf. should purchase of 
deft. 30,000 tons of coal & that deft. should ship 
the saine on board certain vessels for a period of 
six months from Aug. 1, & should load each vessel 
within twenty-four hours after notice that the 
vessel was ready to be loaded at the TT. docks. 
Averment that all conditions were performed 
necessary, etc., yet deft. broke the agreemert in 
this that he did not load a certain screw steamer as 
agreed within twenty-four hours after the same 
was ready; & afterwards further broke the agree- 
ment, & absolutcly refused to perform the same, 
or to ship any more goods at all for pltf. as agreed. 
Plea to the second breach, that before deft. 
absolutely refused as alleged, pltf. absolutely 
refused to pay according to the agreement, for 
certain coals that had theretofore been shipped 
for & delivered by deft. to pltf., although requested 
by deft. to pay for the same according to the agree- 
ment & although everything had happened, & 
been done necessary to entitle deft. to such pay- 
ment, wherefore deft refused to load until such 





pltf. the barley :—Held:; such a refusal did 
not amount to a rescission of the con- 
tract Ly, Itf.—CoRCORAN Vv. PROSER 


(1873), Vv. R. 222.—IR. 
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payment was made, aa he lawfully might :—Held : 

a bad plea.—CLARKE v. BuRN (1866), 14 L. T. 

439; 2 Mar. L. C. 342. 

1751. ——- ——~—.]|—-LonaBotrom (H.) & Co., 
Lip. v. Bass, WALKER & Co., [1922] W. N 246. 

1752. —— Agreement that payment con- 
dition precedent.|—By a contract for the sale of 
steel tinplate bars to be delivered over a period of 
three months, payment to be made in cash in 
fourteen days after delivery, it was provided that 
all payments should be made on due date as a 
condition precedent to future deliveries. The 
purchasers having made default in payment on 
due date :—Held: the vendors were justified in 
unconditionally refusing to make any further 
deliveries.—EBBW VALE STEEL, ETC. Co. v. BLAINA 
IRON, ETC. Co. (1901), 6 Com. Cas. 33, C. A. 

1758. Declaration of purchaser’s in- 
solvency.|——H. sold 330 tons of bleaching powder 
to K., to be delivered thirty tons per month, pay- 
ment tv be made in cash fourteen days after each 
delivery. The whole amount was delivered except 
one instalment of thirty tons due in Dec. 1871, but 
the Nov. instalment was not paidfor. On Dec. 20, 
E. called a meeting of his creditors, & declared 
himself insolvent. On Dec. 23, H. wrote a letter 
refusing to deliver any more bleaching powder 
under the contract. In Feb. following, E. was 
adjudicated bkpt., & the trustee applied to the 
ct. for an order upon H. to pay £150 damages for 
non-delivery of the Dec. instalment of goods :— 
Held: (1) although neither the non-payment of 
the Nov. instalment nor the bkpcy. of E. would 
entitle H. to rescind the contract, yet he had a 
right, after the declaration of :asolvency to refuse 
to deliver any more goods till the price of both the 
Nov. & Dec. instalments had been tendered to him ; 
(2) H.’s letter of Dec. 23, did not excuse the trustee 
of 1.’s estate from tendering the price of the two 
instalments before claiming damages for the non- 
delivery of the Dec. instalment.—Re Epwarnps, 
Ex p. CHALMERS (1878), 8 Ch. App. 289; 42 
L. J. Bey. 87; 28 L. T. 325; 21 W. R. 349, 
L. C. & L. JJ. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Folld. Morgan v. Bain (1874), I. R. 
10 C. P. 15. Refd. Ite Phoonix Bessemer Steel Co., Kx p. 
Carnforth Hematite Iron Co. (1876), 4 Ch. D. 108; 'Tol- 
hurst v, Associated Portland Cement Manufacturers (1900), 
Associated Portland Cement Manufacturers (1900) v. 
Tolhurst, [1902] 2 K. B. 660. Generally, Refd. Re Nathan, 
kz p. Stapleton (1879), 10 Ch. D. 586; Rerry v. Halifax 
Commercial] Banking Co., [1901] 1 Ch. 188. 

1754. .|—Defts. had, on Feb. 5, 
sold to plitfs. 200 tons of iron, to be delivered 
twenty-five tons monthly at £5 per ton, net cash, 
or by four months’ bill with 2s. 6d. per ton added. 
By the usage of trade, no delivery was due under 
this contract till Apr. 1. On Mar. 12, pltfs. found 
themselves to be insolvent, & they gave notice of 
the fact to defts. On Mar. 16, they filed a petition 
in the Bkpcy. Ct. for liquidation by arrangement 
or composition. The usual course of business 
under previous contracts between the parties of 
@ similar description was for defts. to deliver upon 
such contracts without further demand of delivery. 
No delivery, however, was made by defts. or 
claimed by pltfs. in Apr. On Apr. 5, at the first 
meeting of creditors a resolution was passcd to 
accept a composition of 5s. in the pound. Though 
the existence of the contract was mentioned at 
the meeting, no mention was made of it in the 
written statement of pltf.’s affairs. No step was 
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PART VI. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 9.—C. 


_&. Right to return instalments de- 
livered.}— The rule with regard to 


contracts for the delivery of goods in 
parcels is that the buyer who receives 
some of the parcels may return them 
if the whole quantity is not delivered, 


SALE OF GOODS. 


taken in relation to the contract by either party 
until May 18, when, the market for iron having 
risen, pltfs. claimed the delivery of iron in fulfil- 
ment of the contract, offering & being ready to pay 
cash for it. Defts. replied, stating that pltfs. 
having failed to perform thcir part of the contract, 
there was an end of it. Pltfs. thereupon brought 
an action against defts. for non-delivery of the 
iron :—Held: the effect of the facts was that there 

had been a rescission of the contract before May 13, 

the conduct of pltfs. having been such as to justify 

defts. in the belief that pltfs. intended to abandon 
the contract upon their insolvency, & there being 
evidence that defts. in such belicf had likewise 

abandoned it.—MonrGAn v. BAIN (1874), L. BR. 10 

C.P.15; 44 L. 75. Cc. P. 47; 31 L. T. 616; 23 

W. R. 239. 

Annotations :—Refd. Re Phocnix Bessemer Steel Co., Hx p. 
Carnforth Hematite Iron Co. (1876), 4 Ch. D. 108; te 
Nathan, Ir p. Stapleton (1879), 10 Ch. D. 586; Tolhurst 
v. Associated Portland Cement Manufacturers (1900), 
Associated Portland Cement Manufacturers oa v. 
Tolhurst, [1902] 2 K. B. 660; Workman, Clark v, Lloyd 
Brazilefio, 11908) 1K. B. 968. Mentd. Berry v. Halifax 
Commercial Banking Co., [1901] 1 Ch. 188. 

1755. Agreement for payment on 
delivery.]—R. agreed to supply W. with straw, to 
be delivered at W.’s premises, at the rate of three 
loads in a fortnight, during a specified time; & 
W. agrecd ‘‘ to pay R. 33s. per load for each load 
of straw so delivered on his premises’? during the 
above period. After the straw had been supplied 
for some time W. refused to pay for the last load 
delivered, & insisted on always keeping one pay- 
ment in arrear:—Held: according to the true 
effect of the agreement, each load was to be paid 
for on delivery, & on W.’s refusal so to pay for 
them. R. was not bound to send any more.— 
WITHERS v. REYNOLDS (1831), 2 B. & Ald. 882 ; 
LL. J. ik. B. 380; 109 EK. R. 1370. 

Annotations :—Folld. Ite Edwards, Ex yp. Chalmers (1872), 
42L.J. Bey. 2. Apld. Corcoran v. Proser (1873), 22 W. It. 
222; Ireeth v. Burr Cea L. Rk. 9 C. Pb. 208. Folld. 
Bloomer v. Bernstein (1874), L. R. 9 C. P. 588, Refd. 
Franklin v. Miller (1836), 4 Ad. & Kl. 599; Zulueta v. 
Miller (1846), 2 C. B. 895; Prickett v. Badger (1856), 1 
C. B. N. S. 296; Clarke v. Burn (1866), 14 L. T. 439; 
Unwin v. Clarke (1866), L. R. 1 Q. B. 417; Bradford »v, 
Williams (1872), Iu. Rk. 7 Exch. 259; Simpson v. Crippin 
(1872), 27 L. I. 6465. Luker v. Dennis (1877), 7 Ch. D. 
227; Mersey Steel & lron Co. v. Naylor, Benzon (1884), 
9 App. Cas. 434; Cornwall v. Henson, [1900] 2 Ch, 298 ; 
Rhymney Ry. v. Brecon & Merthyr Tydfil Junction Ry. 
(1900), 69 L. J. Ch. 813; Emory v. Wells, [1906] A.C, 515 ; 
Re Rubel Bronze & Metal Co. & Vos, [1918]1 K. B. 815 ; 
Martin v. Stout, [1925] A. C. 359. 

1756. Nonpayment justifiable.|- -FREETU 
v. Burr, No. 1746, ante. 

1757. Probable failure to pay future instal- 
ments.|— Where there is a contract for the sale of 
goods to be delivered by instalments, the price of 
each instalment being payable on delivery, & the 
buyer does not pay for one instalment under such 
circumstances as to give the seller reasonable 
ground for believing that he will be unable to pay 
for the instalments to be delivered in future, & 
that he does not intend to go on with the contract, 
the seller is justified in repudiating the contract.-— 
BLOOMER v. BERNSTEIN (1874), L. R. 9 C. P. 588 ; 
43 L. J.C. P. 375; 31 L. T. 306; 23 W. R. 288. 


Annotations :—Refd. Morgan v. Bain (1874), L. R. 10 Cc. P. 
15; Re Phoonix Bessemer Stoel Co., Wax p. Carnforth 
Hematite Iron Co. (1878), 4 Ch. D. 108. 

















C. Non-Delivery of Instalments. 


See Sale of Goods Act, 1898 (c. 71), 8. 31 (2). 
1758. Right to refuse delivery—-Without cash 
payment—lInsolvency of purchasers.|—-The C. Iron 


but he must pay for the instalments he 
keeps & deals with as his own, or which 
he retains after the expiration of the 
period stipulated for the complete 


Part VJ.—PERFORMANCE OF THE CONTRACT. 


co. in Oct. 1874, contracted to supply the P. Stecl 
co. with iron at a certain price, to be delivered in 
monthly instalments, & to be paid for, as to some, 
by bills at four months, & as to the rest, by cash 
at a certain length of credit. The instalments 
were delivered till the month of Feb. 1875, 
inclusive, in which month the purchasing co. 
called a meeting of their principal creditors, & 
stated that they were carrying on the business at 
& loss & were short of working capital, & asked for 
an extension of credit in their existing contracts, 
which, however, was refused them. The selling 
co. then refused to deliver any more iron except 
py a immediate cash payments, & in consequence 
of that refusal the purchasing co. gave notice to 
rescind the contract. Vhe purchasing co. con- 
tinued to carry on the business after the meeting, 
& endeavoured to raise fresh capital by issuing 
preference shares, but in June, 1875, they passed 
a resolution for winding up. The selling co. 
claimed to prove for damages for breach of the 
contract against the estate of the purchasing co. :— 
Held: there was no such declaration of insolvency 
at the meeting in Feb. as to justify the selling co. 
in refusing to deliver iron except for cash payments, 
& consequently that the purchasing co. had a right 
to rescind the contract, & the claim for damages 
was dismissed.— Re PH@NIX BESSEMER STEEL Co., 
Ea p. CARNFORTH H@MATITE IRON Co. (1876), 4 
Ch. D. 108; 46 L. J. Ch. 115; 85 L. T. 776; 25 


W. RR. 187, C. A. 
Annotations :—Cousd. Mersey Stcel & Iron Co. v. Naylor 
eae oa D. 648. Mentd. Johnstone v. Milling (1886), 


——— Unpaid vendor.|--Sce Part VII., Scct. 7, 


post. 

1759. Non-delivery in event provided for 
Strike.|—STerHENs, Mawson & Co. v. Great 
oon COLLIERY Co., Lrp. (1899), 15 T. L. R. 

1760. Delivery excused in certain events— Right 
to deliver instalments withheld.|—Dr OvnaGca v. 
bees CUMBERLAND IRON & STEEL Co., No. 1780, 
post. 

1761. Delivery withheld without request from 
purchaser—Beyond period of contract.|—PLEVINS 
v. Downina, No. 1581, ante. 

1762. Non-delivery of full instalments—At pur- 
chaser’s request—Purchaser’s right to arrears.]— 
Defts. in Oct. 1870, contracted to sell to pltfs. 
2,000 tons of iron ‘‘ delivery in monthly quantities 
of 166% tons over 1871, or sooner if required ”’ ; 
payment by four months’ acceptance for the 10th 
of the month following delivery. In Jan. 1871, 
101 tons were delivered, but pltfs. did not then 
demand the delivery of the balance of the monthly 
quantity. In Feb. 1871, & at several periods 
between that date & Dec. 1871, pltfs. requested 
defts. to forbear from delivery of more iron under 
the contract, & defts. accordingly only made partial 
deliveries during the several months of 1871, up 
to & including Nov. In Dec. pltfs. required 
delivery of the residue of the whole 2,000 tons. 
Defts. refused it, & denied that they were liable 
to deliver any more iron under the contract, except 
what was due on the monthly balance. Pltfs. then 
brought an action for non-delivery :—-Held : with- 
out deciding whether defts. could be required to 
deliver in Dec. at once the whole balance of the 
2,000 tons, they remained liable to deliver it at 





made in delivery or acceptance.— 
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some reasonable time, & not having asked for 
such reasonable time, but having repudiated their 
liability, they had no defence to the action.— 
TYERS v. ROSEDALE & FERRYHILL TRON Co. 
(1875), L. R. 10 Exch. 195; 44 L. J. Ex. 130; 
33 L. T. 56; 23 W. R. 871, Ex. Ch. 

} — ; : 0} 3 K. B. 
add, Shale Mohammad Habib Ullah v, Bird (1921), 

37 T. t R. 405. Refd. Hickman v. Haynes (1875), 

L. R.10 C. P. 598. 

1763. Damages for non-delivery—Prior tender of 
price.|—Re EpwaRps, Hx p. CHALMERS, No. 1753, 
post. 

1764. Damages calculable at time of par- 
ticular breach.]—-Defts. entered into a contract 
with pltf., whereby they undertook to deliver, from 
Jan. 1, until Dec. 31, 1872, 6,260 waggons of coal 
at 7s. 3d. per ton of 20 cwt., at the fair average 
rate of twenty waggons per day; payment by 
three months’ acceptance, drawn on the 10th of 
each month, for the previous month’s supply. 
The deliveries were irregular in point of time, & 
insufficient in point of quantity, & they failed to 
comply with the condition of the contract, that 
they should be at the fair average rate of twenty 
waggons per day. At the end of the year there 
was a large deficiency. Pltf., although constantly 
complaining of the deliverics, did not go into the 
markct & buy against dcfts. at any time during 
1872, but on Feb. 13, 1873, he bought coal in the 
market to supply the whole of the deficiency of 
the coal undelivered, at a very much higher price, 
namely, 19s. per ton. Coal had been gradually 
rising in price in the market throughout the 
successive months of 1872, & it rose more rapidly 
in the months of Jan. & Keb. 1873. Pltf. claimed 
to be entitled to, as damages, the difference between 
the contract price of 7s. 3d. & the market price of 
coal at the expiration of such a reasonable time 
after Dec. 31, 1872, as would have enabled him to 
go into the market & obtain it, calculated upon the 
whole of the deficiency left undclivered by defts. 
under their contract throughout the year 1872. 
Defts. contended that pltf. was not entitled to 
wait until the expiration of the year before assess- 
ing his damages, as contended for by pltf., for that 
a breach of the contract was committed as often 
as a month expired without the proper quantity 
applicable to such month having been delivered, & 
that plif. was bound to assess his damages in 
respect of such breach from an estimate of that 
month’s market pricc of coal, or that the breaches 
were conimitted at some shorter periods ; but that 
the damages should be calculated at the end of 
each month :—Held: as soon as defts. failed to 
deliver a fair average of coal, according to the 
terms of the contract, a breach had taken place, for 
which at that time, pltf. was entitled to damages 
as upon that breach, & so on from time to time as 
each subsequent breach took place, & it was an 
erroneous way of estimating the damages by 
waiting until the full period of the contract had 
expired, & then claiming the difference at that 
time.— BARNINGHAM v. SMITH (1874), 31 L. T. 
540. 

1765. Reduction of damages—-Unreason- 
able exercise of right to repudiate.|—Deft. agreed 
to sell to pltfs. a quantity of silk, deliveries to be 
spread over several months, & payment for each 
delivery to be made within a month. Pitfs. 








SON & Co., LYb. v. See & Co. (1908), 





delivery.—DUNLOP v. DEVINE (1917), 
51 N. 58. R. 110; 36 D. L. R. 385.— Doner v. WESTERN CANADA Froun 28N. Z. L. R. 193.—N 

2 BES. NCBIN: 41 BLL I aelorate conte toast bent 
th, sch a ti- ; « W. WN. 3 ~ i. lt. = geparate contract.) HiGGINn_ v. - 
EG i ier gla ce oe ofa 476.—CAN. PHERSTON O1L Co., LTD. (1893), 20 R. 


lar instal- k. 





as it applies to any particu 
ment, is discharged upon default being 


Immediate right of action 
vesting in buyer.}--WRIGHT, STEPHEN- COT. 


fae of Sess.) 532; 30 Sc. L. R. 5 
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Sect. 2.—Delivery: Sub-sect.9, C., D. & E.; sub- 
sect. 10, A.] 


drew a cheque for the amount of the first delivery 
within a month, but it failed to reach deft. On 
ascertaining this fact in the following month pltfs. 
sent another cheque, & deft. then said that cash 
cover would be required for future deliveries. 
Pitfs. elected to treat deft.’s refusal to deliver under 
the contract as a repudiation, & endeavoured, on 
® rising market, to buy clsewhere, but unsuccess- 
fully. They then brought an action claiming the 
amount of the loss which they had sustained, 
based on the value of silk at the time of repudia- 
tion, & on the refusal to deliver on the original 
terms. The judge at the trial found that there 
had been a breach of the contract, but that pltfs., 
for the purpose of minimising their loss, would 
have acted reasonably in accepting deft.’s offer to 
supply the goods for cash, & that therefore it was 
their duty to do so, & he reduced the damages 
accordingly :—Held: the question was one of fact 
& the decision must be affirmed.—Payzvu, Lrp. v. 
SAUNDERS, [1919] 2 K. B. 581; 89L. J. K.B.17; 
121 L. T. 663; 35 T. LL. R. 657, C. A. 

_ ae ia a of instalments.|—See Sub-sect. 9, 

-» ante. 


D. Non-Acceptance of Instalments. 
See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 31 (2). 
1766. Right to refuse acceptance—Delivery of 
first instalment delayed.|—'T'o a declaration on an 
agreement, stating that defts. agreed to buy of 
pltfs. 667 tons of iron, to be shipped from Sweden 
in the months of June, July, Aug. & Sept., & in 
about equal portions each month, at £15 10s. per 
ton delivered, on arrival in io.1.don; that sellers 
should have the option of commencing shipments 
in May, & also of completing the whole by the end 
of July; & alleging, as a breach, the refusal to 
accept or pay for the iron, or any part thereof ; 
defts. pleaded that plifs. did not avail themselves 
of the option of commencing shipments in May ; 
that in June pltfs. shipped 21 tons, being a much 
less quantity than was required to be shipped 
during that month by the terms of the contract ; 
that pltfs. failed to complete the shipment for the 
month of June, according to the terms of the con- 
tract, & were never ready to deliver such a quantity 
of iron, shipped from Sweden in June, as is specified 
in the contract, & were not ready & willing to 
deliver to defts. the small quantity shipped, until 
after defts. had notice that pltfs. were not ready 
& willing, & were unable to fulfil their part of the 
agreement with reference to the quantity of iron 
to be shipped in June; wherefore defts. refused to 
receive the quantity so shipped during the month 
of June, & gave notice to pltfs. that they refused 
to accept the residue of the iron :—-Held : the plea 
was a good answer to the action.—HOARE v. 
RENNIE (1859), 5 H. & N. 19; 29 L. J. Ex. 78; 
1L.T.104; 8W.R. 803; 157 5B. R. 1083. 
Annotations :—Expld. Jonassohn v. Young (1863), 4 B.&S. 
296. Dbtd. Simpson v. Crippin (1872), L. R. 8 Q. B. 14. 
Expld. Freeth v. Burr (1874), L. 2.9 C. P. 208. Apprvd. 
Honck v. Muller (1881), 7 Q. B. D. 92. Consd. & Distd. 
Mersey, Steel & Iron Co. v. Naylor, Benzon (1884), 9 
App. Cas. 434. Consd. Workman, Clark v. Lloyd Brazileiro 
Co. (1908), 99 L. T. 477. Refd. Bradford v. Williams 


(1872), L. R. 7 Mxch. 259; Bellamy v. Debenham, [1891] 
1 Ch. 412; Cornwall v. Henson, [1900] 2 Ch. 298. 


1767, ——— First instalment not equal to con- 
tract.|\—ENGLEHART v. BOSANQUET (1881), cited 
in7 Q. B. D. at p. 100; 50 L. J. Q. B. at p. 533; 


45 L. T. at p. 205. 
Annotation :—Apld. Honck v. Muller (1881), 7 Q. B. D. 92. 


SALE OF GOODS. 


1768. Previous attempt to repudiate 
on other grounds.] — BRAITHWAITE v. FOREIGN 
HaRrDWooD Co., No. 2496, post. 

1769. ———.]|—-A contract was entered into 
for the sale of 1,100 pieces of timber, to be delivered 
in two instalments. Upon the delivery of the first 
instalment the purchasers refused to accept 
the goods on the ground that they did not fulfil 
the terms of the contract, & further intimated that 
they would refuse the second instalment on the 
ground that the first instalment was such a 
departure from the contract as to justify them in 
refusing to accept either parcel. The matter was 
referred to arbn., & the arbitrator found & awarded 
that the first shipment was so far from complying 
with the requirements of the contract as to entitle 
the buyers to repudiate & to rescind the whole 
contract, & to refuse to accept the first shipment 
& all further shipments under the contract. Upon 
& motion by the vendors to set aside the award 
upon the ground that it was bad upon its face :— 
Held: the umpire was entitled to draw the 
inference from the defective delivery of the first 
instalment that the second would also be bad, & 
therefore the award could not be said to be bad 
upon its face.—-MILLAR’S KARRI & JARRAH Co. 
(1902) v. WrDDEL, TURNER & Co. (1908), 100 
L. T. 128; 11 Asp. M. L. C. 184; 14 Com. Cas. 25. 
Annotation :—Refd. Re Rubel Bronze & Metal Co. & Vos 

([1918] 1 K. B. 315. 

1770. Non-acceptance of inferior instalment—- 
No intention to repudiate—Vendor not discharged 
from further performance.|—A contract to deliver 
oil of first quality, 5 tons in Oct., 5 in Nov., & 
5 in Dec. The purchaser refused to receive part 
of the oil tendered in Oct., as of inferior quality, 
& sued the vendor for breach of contract, but 
failed in proof that the oil was of inferior quality, 
& it was found that pltf., the purchaser, did not 
intend thereby the repudiate the contract :—Held : 
the vendor was not thereby discharged from the 
further performance of the contract.—KENT v. 
Gopts (1855), 26 L. T. O. S. 88; 19 J. P. Jo. 
725. 

1771. Failure to take full instalments —-Vendor’s 
right to rescind.|\—Defts. agreed to supply pltfs. 
with from 6,000 to 8,000 tons of coal, to be delivered 
into pltfs.’ waggons at defts.’ collieries, in equal 
monthly quantities during the period of twelve 
months, at 5s. 6d. per ton. During the first 
month pltfs. sent waggons to reccive only 158 
tons. Immediately after the first month had 
expired, defts. informed pltfs. that, as pltfs. had 
taken only 158 tons, defts. would annual the con- 
tract. Pltfs. refused to allow the contract to be 
annulled, but defts. declined to delivered any 
more coal :—eld: the breach by pltfs. in taking 
less than the stipulated quantity during the first 
month did not entitle defts. to rescind the contract. 
—SIMPSON v. CRIPPIN (1872), L. Rh. 8 Q. B. 143 
42 LJ. Q. B. 28; 271. T. 546; 21 W. RR. 141. 
Annotations :—Distd. Reuter v. Sala (1879), 4 C. P. D. 239. 

Consd. & Distd. Honck v. Muller (1881), 7 Q. B. D. 92. 

Consd. Mersey Steel & Iron Co. v. Naylor (1882), 9 Q. B. D. 

648; Workman, Clark v. Lloyd Brazilefio, [1908] Lt K. B. 

968; Jackson v. Rotax Motor & Cycle Co., [1910] 2 K. B. 

937. Refd. Corcoran v. Proser (1873), 22 W. R. 222; 

Davies v. McLean (1873), 21 W. KR. 264; Freeth v. Burr 

(1874), 29 L. T. 773 ; Bergheim v. Blaonavon Iron & Steel 

Co. (1875), 32 L. T. 451; Brandt v. Laurence (1876), 1 

Q. B. D. 344; Re Phoenix Bessemer Steel Co., Hr p. 

Carnforth Hematite Iron Co. (1876), 4 Ch. D. 108; Corn- 

wall v. Henson, [1900] 2 Ch. 298. 

1772. ——-.]—-DICKINSON v. 
(1892),8 T. L. R. 271, C. A. 
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PART VI. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 9.—D. 
m. Right to refuse acceplance—Tender above maximum quantity.}—~BARR v. WAaALDIE (1893), 21 R. (Ct. of Sesa.) 224 


31 8c. L. R.185; 18. L. T. 368.—SCOT. 


Part VJ.—PERFORMANCE OF THE CONTRACT. 


1773. - Vendor’s right to damages.|—-NEDER- 
LANDSCHE CACAOFABRIK v. CHALLEN (DAvID) & 
Co., Lip. (1898), 14 T. L. R. 822. 

1774. Non-acceptance of first instalment — 
Vendor’s right to withhold subsequent instalments. ] 
—Deft., in Oct., 1879, sold to pltf., & pltf. bought 
of deft., 2,000 tons of pig-iron at 42s. a ton, to be 
delivered to pltf. f.o.b. at maker’s wharf, at 
Middlesborough, ‘‘ in Nov. 1879, or equally over 
Nov., Dec. & Jan. next, at Gd. per ton extra.” 
Pltf. failed to take delivery of any of the iron in 
Nov., but claimed to have delivery of one-third of 
the iron in Dec. & one-third in Jan. Deft. refused 
to deliver these two-thirds, & gave notice that he 
considered that the contract was cancelled by 
pltf.’s breach to take any iron in Nov. :—Held: in 
an action by pltf. for damages, in respect of deft.’s 
refusal, by pltf.’s failure to take one-third of the 
iron in Nov., deft. was justified in refusing to 
deliver the other two-thirds afterwards. 

Suppose a man orders a suit of clothes, the price 
being £7, £4 for the coat, £2 for the trousers, & 
£1 for the waistcoat, can he be made to take the 
coat only, whether they were all to be delivered 
together, or the trousers & waistcoat first ? The 
party to a contract so broken has a right not to 
rescind the contract, for rescission is the act of 
both parties, but a right to declare he will not 
perform a part only of his contract, viz., what 
would remain to be performed if the other party 
had performed his part, & so enabled the per- 
formance of the whole (BrRAMwet., L.J.).— 
YWonck v. Mun.LEr (1881), 7 Q. B. D. 92; 50 
L. J. Q. B. 529; 45 L. T. 202 5 29 W. R. 880, C. A. 


Annotations :—Expld. Mersey Stecl & Iron Co. v. Naylor 
Benzon (1884), 9 App. Cas. 434. Consd. Workman, 
Clark v. Lloyd Brazileto, {1908] 1 K. B. 968. Refd. 


Soc. Générale de Paris v. Milders (1883), 49 J. T. 55; 
Cornwall v. Henson, [1900] 2 Ch. 298; Rhymney Ry. 
v. Brecon & Merthyr Tydfil Ry. (1900), 83 I. T. 111; 
Larrinaga v. Soc. Franco-Amcricaine Des Phosphates 
De Medulla (1923), 92 L. J. K. B. 455. 

1775. Damages for non-acceptance.|—-NEDrr- 
LANDSCHE CACAOFABRIK ¥. CHALLEN (DAVID) & 
Co., Lrp. (1898), 14 T. L. R. 322. 

1776. -—--—.|—-A contract provided that all 
mahogany & cedar on ‘‘ the land of resp. is to be 
delivered ’’ to applts. ‘‘ for which contracts shall 
be made annually for the amount to be delivered.’’ 
Before all the wood had been delivered applts. 
committed a breach of the contract, which was 
held to justify resp. in treating it as repudiated : 
Held: the proper construction of the contract 
was that though annual contracts were to be made 
as to the amount to be delivered in each year, 
applts. were bound to make arrangements for 
taking all resp.’s wood, & he was entitled to 
prospective damages for the quantity not taken.— 
IiMERY (GEORGE D.) Co. v. WELLS, [1906] A. C. 
515; 75L.J3.P.C0.104; 95 L. T. 589, P. C. 


Annotation :—Refd. Re Rubel Bronze & Metal Co. & Vos, 
[1918] 1 K. 13. 315. 





E. Postponement of Delivery or Hacuse for Non- 
Delivery. 

1777. Postponement at vendor’s request—Pur- 
chaser’s right to damages for loss.|—-OGLE v. VANE 
(EARL), No. 2624, post. 

1778. Postponement at purchaser’s request— 
Beyond reasonable time—Assessment of damages.] 
—HICKMAN v. HAYNES, No. 2512, post. 

1779. Postponement in event provided for— 
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writing with deft. to sell 4,000 parcels of Kibbles 
coal at 15s. 6d. per parcel of 2,240 Ibs. loaded into 
deft.’s trucks at the average rate of two trucks 
per day, a truck consisting of cight tons, in the 
event of a colliers’ strike or accident the vendors 
not binding themselves to keep up the daily supply. 
Coal was delivered under this contract up to 
Mar. 28, 1874, but on that day, in consequence of 
pltfs.’ men refusing to accept a lowcr rate of 
wages proposed by pltfs., in pursuance of a com- 
bination entered into by pltfs., with other masters 
in the district, the pits were closed by plt{s., & 
remained closed until July 28, other pits in the 
neighbourhood being also closed by their owners 
for a like reason. During that time no coal was 
in consequence delivered ; but at the end of the 
strike pltfs. called upon deft. to take the amount 
of coal which still remained undelivered under the 
contract. Inan action for not accepting this coal : 
—Held: the strike was equally a strike within 
the meaning of the contract, though brought 
about by pltfs. lowering the wages of their men ; 
the effect of the strike was merely to postpone the 
daily deliveries, & deft. was bound to accept the 
coal remaining undelivered.—KING v. PARKER 
(1876), 34 L. T. 887. 


Annotation :—Consd. De Oleaga v. West Cumberland Iron 
& Stoel Co. (1879), 4 Q. B. D. 472. 


1780. ——- Increase of tonnage rate.]—By agrec- 
ment between pltfs. & defts., pltfs., who were 
merchants at Bilbao, undertook to supply defts. 
at Workington, Cumberland, with about 30,000 
tons of Sommorostro ore at the price of 25s. Gd. 
per ton, cost, freight, & insurance, payment to be 
made by cash on delivery of cach shipment 
‘* Deliveries to be made at the rate of from 800 to 
1,300 tons per month, provided we, pltfs., are 
able to procure tonnage at or under the rate of 
16s. 6d. per ton. No responsibility to attach to us 
should we be prevented from delivering all or any 
portion of the ore, through any dangers & accidents 
of the mines, railway shoots, rivers, seas, & naviga- 
tion of whatever nature or kind, or through any 
circumstances beyond our own control ”’ :—Held: 
(1) pltfs. were entitled to deliver quantities of the 
ore which they had previously withheld while 
freights were above the limit, provided such 
deliveries were made within a reasonable time, 
having regard to the contemplated duration of the 
contract, the means which they had to make up 
arrears, etc. ; (2) they were not entitled to deliver 
quantities which they had previously been pre- 
vented from delivering from dangers & accidents 
of the mines, etc., such quantities being as much 
struck out of the contract as if they had been 
actually delivered.—DE OLEAGA v. WEST CUMBER- 
LAND Iron & STEEL Co. (1879), 4 Q. B. D. 472; 
48 L. J. Q. B. 753; 41 L. T. 342; 27 W. R. 870, 
Dd. ©. 


Annotation :—Refd. Voithardt & Hall v. Rylands (1917), 
116 L, T. 706. 


1781. Delivery excused in case of accident.|— 
BELGAARD v. GREEN, HoLtLaAnp & Co. (1908), 
Times, Nov. 26. 


SuB-SEcCT. 10.—DELIVERY TO CARRIER. 
A. In General. 


See, generally, CARRIERS, Vol. VIII., pp. 5, et seq. 
See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 18, 


Strike.|—Pltis. on Sept. 18, 1873, contracted in Rule 5 (2), 32 (1). 


PART VI. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 9.—E. 
n. Continued request & receipt of goods below contract quantity.}-—-TERMINAL STEAM NAVIGATION Co., LTD. v. IMPERIAL 


Or Co., Lrp., [1920] 2 W. W. R. 689. —CAN, 
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1782. General rule—Delivery to purchaser.]—De- 
livery of goods by the vendor on behalf of the 
vendee to a carrier not named by the vendce, 1s a 
delivery to the vendec. 

If a tradesman order goods to be sent by a 
carrier .. the moment the goods are delivered to 
the carrier it operates as a delivery to the pur- 
chaser (LORD ALVANLEY, C.J.).—DUTTON  v. 
SoLomonson (1803), 3 Bos. & P. 582; 127 H. R. 
314. 

Annotations :-—Expld. Anderson v. Hodgson (1818), 4 
Price, 630. Apld. Fragano v. Long (1825), 3 L. J. O. S. 
K. B. 177. _Consd. Dunlop v. Lambert (1839), Macl. & 
Rob. 663. Distd. Coats v. Chaplin (1842), 3 Q. B. 483; 
Coombs v. Bristol & Exeter Ry. (1858), 3 H. & N. 510. 
Refd. Hoskins v. Duperoy (1808), 9 East, 498; Helps 
v. Winterbottom (1831), 2 B. & Ad. 431; Freeman v, 
Birch (1833), 1 Nev. & M. K. B. 420; Bushel v. Wheeler 

32; Rugg v. Weir (1864), 16 C. B. N. 8. 

; Smith v. Hudson (1865), 6 B. & 5. 431; Rabe v. 

Otto (1903), 89 L. T. 562; L. & N. W. Ry. v. Hudson, 
{[1920] A. C. 324. 

1783, —— -—If goods are delivered to a 
carrier by the vendor addressed to the purchaser, 
while the latter is undcr the age of twenty-one, 
but they do not reach him till he has attained that 
age, infancy is a good defence to an action brought 
against him for the price of the goods.— GRIFFIN 





v. LANGFIELD (1812), 3 Camp. 254; 170 HK. R. 
1373, N. P. 
1784. -.|—Where pltfs., having 1 








ceived an order from deft. for goods, shipped 
them, & transmitted to him the bill of lading, 
indorsed, making the goods deliverable to order 
or assigns, & on their arrival the captain withheld 
the goods, in consequence of deft. having refused 
to accept a bill drawn on him (for the price; & 
thereupon deft. recovered in trover against the 
captain :—Held: pltfs. might have an action for 
goods sold & delivered, for the delivery of the goods 
was complete as between them & deft., by the 
delivery on board the ship.—GRONING v. MENDHAM 
(1816),5 M. &S.189; 1 Stark. 299; 105 H.R. 1020. 
1785. .|-—An action for goods sold & 
delivered not supported by proof of an order by 
deft. to send the goods to a certain quay to be 
left till called for, without showing a reception & 
acceptance on the part of the vendee of the goods 
so sent, where deft. had not named the particular 
carrier by whom the goods were to have been 
conveyed: at least under the circumstances in 
evidence in the present case a nonsuit for want of 
proof of a delivery, was refused to be set aside. 
The cases are abundant to prove that a delivery 
to a carricr is a delivery to the consignee ; but the 
difficulty in this case is, that there is no evidence 
to fix deft. with knowledge of the course of con- 
veyance, or an adoption of the course which had 
been pursued (GRAHAM, B.).—ANDERSON v. Hopa- 
SON (1818), 5 Price, 630; 146 E. R. 716. 
Annotation :—Refd. Bushel v. Wheeler (1844), 15 Q. B. 442. 








SALE oF GOODS. 


ta -.|—WAIT Vv. BAKER, No. 1075, 
ante. 
1787. -.|—-COLONIAL INSURANCE Co. 


or New ZEALAND v. ADELAIDE MARINE INSURANCE 
Co., No. 1118, ante. 


1788. —— Constructive delivery.]—Re 
Cock, Ea p. ROSEVEAR CHINA CLAY Oo., No. 2199, 
post. 

1789. Delivery at risk of purchaser—Carrier ap- 
pointed by vendor.|—-GoDFREY v. FuRzo, No. 2878, 
post. 

1790. —-— Mode of conveyance ordered by 
purchaser.|—-Where a vendee of goods orders a par- 
ticular mode of conveyance, he must stand to the 
loss, if any et ir v. BAYLE (1775), 1 
Cowp. 294; 98 KH. R. 1094. 

1791. —— Goods shipped by vessel other 
than specified.|-A. in London, received an order 
from B. living in Bristol, to send goods to him by 
any conveyance which would reach Bristol, as B. 
lived only six miles from thence, informing B. 
when he sent them, that B. might know when to 

expect them; <A. sent the goods to a wharf from 
whence vessels for Bristol sailed, & informed B. 
as he was told at the wharf that the goods would 
come by the ship ‘‘ Commerce ’’ ; in fact the goods 
were not sent on board the ‘‘ Commerce,”’ which 
happened to be fully laden, but some time after- 
wards were sent by another vessel. B. after the 
arrival of the ‘‘ Commerce ”’ at Bristol, without the 
goods, made no further inquiry for the goods, & 
A. did not know till after he had required payment 
of the goods, that they had been sent by another 
ship, which he then communicated to B. :—Held: 
B. was liable to any loss of the goods.—CoOKE v. 
Ae (1806), 2 Bos. & P. N. R. 1193; 127 








1792. - Carrier paid by vendor.}|—As soon as 
goods are delivered to a carrier, they are at the 
risk of the purchaser, although the carrier be paid 
by the vendor.—KInGg uv. MEREDITH (1811), 2 
Camp. 639; 170 EB. R. 1278, N. P. 
Annotations :—Distd. Freeman v. Birch eas 

M. K. B. 420. Consd. Dunlop v. Lambert 

& Rob. 663. 

1793. Departure from ordinary mode of trans- 
mission — Liability of vendor.]— When goods are 
bought for export at a port from which goods are 
ordinarily shipped, if the seller sends them by 
land to a neighbouring port, he is liable for any 
loss which may take place up to the time of ship- 
ment from the latter port. 


There was no delivery to the purchaser until 
the wine was put on board (LORD TENTER- 
DEN).—ULLOcK v. REDDELEIN (1828), Dan. & 
Ll. 6. 


1794. Delivery to railway company abroad— 
Whether delivery to consignee in England.|-—— 
POINTIN v. PoRRIER, No. 1797, post. 


1 Nev. & 
1839), Macl. 


PART VI. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 10.—-A. 


1782. i. General rule—Delivery to nur- 
chaser.}—When goods are delivered to 
a carrier, the purchasers’ agent with- 
out reservation not only the property 
in the goods but the pussession of the 
goods passes.—/?e GOVERNMENT LIQUOR 
Act & RANIER BOTTLING WORKS, LTD. 
(1924), 33 B. C. R. 443,.—CAN. 


o. Delivery to master of ship.J— 
The maater of a ship is only an agent 
to receive goods for carriage not to 
eet delivery. — BLACK v. TYRER 
(1910), 8 E. L. R. 1.—CAN. 

p. Goods shipped by method not in 
accordance with contract.)—Delivery to 
a carrier of the goods contracted for, 


to be shipped by a method different 
from that provided by the contract, 
is not such a delivery as is contemplated 
by Sale of Goods Act, S. Sask., 
c. 147, 3. 31.—McGOwWAN CIGAR Co. v. 
Caan (1911), 19 W. L. R. 877.— 


q. Vendee to pay freight—Delivery 
to vendee.}—-VOLANSKY CLOTHING CO. 
v. BANNOCKBURN CLOTHING Co., LTD. 
(Alta.), [1919] 3 W. W. R. 913.—CAN. 


Yr. Goods sold for delivery at certain 
place.j}—Where a vendor undertakes 
that the goods sold shall be delivered 
at. a certain place, & thereupon hands 
such goods to a carrier, the latter is the 
agent of the vendor to carry & deliver, 


& not of the purchaser to receive the 
goods.—STEPHEN, FRASER & Co. v. 
CLYDESDALE TRANSVAAL COLLIERIES, 
LTD., [1903] Ts H. 121.—S. AF. 


t. -|1— If a vendor under- 
takes to deliver goods at a particular 
place &@ common carrier employed to 
effect delivery is the agent of the 
vendor.—TIRAN v. EALES & HARRIS, 
[1916] C. . D. 529.—S. AF. 


a. Delivery at risk of vendor.]—Soa 
long as goods, though delivered to a 
common earrier appointed by the 
consignee, remain at the risk of the 
consignor, they are not delivered to 
the consi 
1 Mad. 





ee.— WINTER Vv. WAY (1862), 
00.—IND. 


Annotation :—Apld. Pointin v. Porrier (1885), 49 J. P. 199. 








1796. .|-—BUCKMAN v. LEvt, No. 1637, 
ante. 
1797. -|—Whcere goods are transmitted 


through a common carrier, it is incumbent upon 
the consignor to take reasonable precautions to 
insure their safe delivery to the consignec; & 
whether the precautions taken were reasonable or 
not depends upon whether they were such as to 
have rendered the carrier liable to the consignee 
in respect of the goods in case of their loss during 
the transit. 

Qu. whether the rule, that the delivery of 
goods to a common carrier by the consignor is a 
delivery to the consignee, applies to the delivery 
of goods to a railway co. abroad for conveyance 
to a consignee resident in Kngland.—PoINTIN v. 
PoRRIER (1885), 49 J. P. 199, D. C. 

1798. Insurance of goods -—— Where carrier’s 
liability limited.]|—CLARKE v. HluTcuINns, No. 1795, 
ante. 

1789. —-— -|—Where a person in the 
country gives an order to a tradesman in London 
with whom he has been in the habit of dealing, 
to send him down more gaods by a particular 
coach, & at the office of this coach there is a notice 











11.—DELIVERY BY BILL OF LADING 
AND OTHER DOCUMENTS. 


A. In General. 


See, generally, SHIPPING. 

1801. General rule—Delivery of documents con- 
structive delivery of goods.|—-A contract for the 
sale of hops to be shipped from the Pacific Coast 
to this country provided that the buyer should 
pay for the hops at the rate of 90s. sterling per 
112 lbs. ‘‘c.if. to London, Liverpool or Hull. 
Terms net cash.’’ The contract contained no 
terms expressly providing for payment against 
shipping documents:—Held: the seller was 
entitled to payment upon his shipping the goods 
& tendering to the buyer the bill of lading & 
insurance policy, or within a reasonable time. 

Delivery of the bill of lading when the goods are 
at sea can be treated as delivery of the goods 
themselves (LORD LOREBURN, C.).—E. CLEMENS 
Horst Co. v. BIDDELL BROTHERS, [1912] A. C. 
18; 8L1L. J. K.B.42; 105 L. T. 563; 28 T. Oo. R. 
42; 56 Sol. Jo. 50; 12 Asp. M. L. C. 80; 17 Com. 
Cas. 55, H. L.; revsg. S. C. sub nom. BIDDELL 


SUB-SECY. 
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b. General rule — Reasonable nre- 
cautions to ensure adelivery—Duty to 
follow directions of buyer.|—The seller 
of goods must follow the shipping 
instructions of the buyer, if consistent 
with the terms of the contract, & under 
Sales of Goods Ordinanco, s. 31 (2), 
unless otherwise authorised by the 
buyer, the seller must make such con- 
tract with the carrier on behalf of the 
buyer as may be reasonable, having 


regard to the nature of the goods, & 
the other circumstances of the case.— 
B. C. FRUIT MARKET, LTD. v. NATIONAL 
Fruit Co,, Lrp., {1921] 2 W. W. RK. 
229; 16 Alta. L. R. 284; 59 D. L. R. 
87.—CAN 
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1801 i. General rule— Delivery _of 
documents constructive delivery of poones) 
—Symbolical delivery when accepte 
by the purchaser is good delivery, but 


the purchaser jis not bound to accept 
syinbolical in licu of physical delivery. 
The purchaser who chooses to accopt 
a bill of lading of goods at sea as equiva- 
lent to the goods thomselves not 
be allowed to set up that he has not 
received delivery.—BIRKBECK & Rosk- 
a v. HILL, [1915] C. P. D. 687.— 
S. AF. 


c. Bill of lading sent on shipment 
of goods. |}—A merchant in Glasgow sold 
goods to a firm there, to be shipped by 
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Sect. 2.—Delivery : Sub-sect. 11, A. & B.) 


BROTHERS v. CLEMENS (E.) Horst Co., [1911] 1 
K. B. 934, ©. A. 

Annotations :-—Consd. Landauer v. Craven & Specding, 
{1912} 2 K. B. 94. Distd. Orient Co. v. Brekke & Howlid, 
{1913} 1 K. B. 531. Consd. Arnhold Karberg v. Blythe, 
Green, Jourdain, Schneider v. Burgett & Newsam, [1915] 
2 K. B. 879. Apld. Groom v. Barber, [1915] 1 K. B. 316. 
Consd. Happe v. Manassch (1915), 84 lL. J. K. B._1895. 
Apld. Sharpe v. Nosawa, {1917} 2 K. B. 814. Consd. 
Johnson v. Taylor, [1920] A. C. 144; Diamond Alkali 
Export Corpn. v. Bourgeois, [1921] 3 K. B. 443; Hansson 
vw. Hamel & Horley, [1922) 2 A. C. 36. Refd. The Mira- 
michi, (1915] P. 71; Upjohn v. Hitchens, Upjohn v. 


Ford, (1918] 1 K. B. 171; Manbre Saccharine Co. v. 
Corn Products Co., [1919] 1 K. B. 198; Aron v. Comp- 
toir Wegimont, [1921] 3 K. B. 435; Ballantine v. Cramp 
& Bosman (1923), 129 L. T. 502; Seriven v. Schmoll Fils 
Inc. (1924), 40 T. L. RR. 677. : 


1802. -|—-When goods are sold by 
contract on c.i.f. terms, the contract of the seller 
is performed by delivery to the buyer, within a 
reasonable time from the agreed date of shipment, 
of documents, ordinarily the bill of lading, invoice, 
& policy of insurance, which will entitle the buyer 
on the arrival of the ship to obtain the delivery of 
the goods shipped in accordance with the contract, 
or, in case of loss, will entitle him to recover on 
the policy the value of the goods if lost by a peril 
agreed in the contract to be covered, & in any case 
will give him a rightful claim against the ship in 
respect of any misdelivery or wrongful treatment 
of the goods. It is therefore immaterial whether, 
before the tender of the documents, the property 
in the goods is in the seller or buyer or a third 
person. The seller however must be in a position 
to pass the property in the goods by the bill of 
Jading, if the goods are in existence, but he need 
not have appropriated the particular goods in 
the particular bill of lading t » the particular buyer 
until the moment of tender.— Groom (C.), Lrp. v. 
BARBER, [191511 K. B. 316; 84 L. J. K. B. 318; 
112 L. T. 801; 31 T. L. R. 66; 59 Sol. Jo. 129; 
12 Asp. M. L. C. 594; 20 Com. Cas. 71. 

Annotations :-—Distd. Arnhold Karberg v. Blythe, Green, 
Jourdain, Schneider v. Burgett: & Newsam, [1915] 2 K. B. 
379. Refd. Upjohn v. Hitchens, Upjohn v. Ford, [19138] 
1K. B. 1713; Manbre Saccharine Co. v. Corn Products 
Co., [1919] 1 K. B. 198; Diamond Alkali Export Corpn. 
v. Bourgeois, [1921] 3 K. B. 443. 


1803. -|——Merchants in Japan sold 
goods to be shipped in June at a price including 
cost, freight, & insurance to Jondon. Shipping 
documents, including the bill of lading & policy 
of insurance, relating to the last possible shipment 
in June would, if sent forward with reasonable 
dispatch, have reached London on July 21; the 
goods themselves would have arrived on Aug. 30. 
The goods were not shipped. In an action by the 
buyers for non-delivery :—Held: (1) the delivery 
intended by the contract was a _ constructive 
delivery by tender of the shipping documents as 
soon as possible after shipment, & there was a 
breach of contract on July 21; (2) the damages 
were to be measured by the difference between the 
contract price & the market price on July 21, as 
that date, & not Aug. 30, was the time when the 
goods ought to have been delivered within Sale 
of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), 8. 5 (3)3 (3) it being 
impossible to buy similar goods coming forward 
on a June shipment but possible to buy such goods 
on the spot, a merchant in the circumstances 
acting reasonably would have bought goods on 
the spot, & the price of such goods should be 
regarded in measuring the damages.—SHARPE 














him for Montreal. The bill of lading 


was taken in the vendors’ name, & after became 
the goods were consigned to their agent delive 
ontreal. The seller sent the bill beings 


of lading to the vendors, along with a 
bill at four months for the price, which 


was not accepted by them, & they soon 

bankrupt. — Held: 
was complete on the goods 
pped, & the bill of lading sent 
to the vendors.— WRIGRT v. MITCHELL 
(1871), 43 Se. Jur. 235.—SCOT. 


SALE OF GooDs. 


(C.) & Co. v. Nosawa & Co., [1917] 2 K. B. 814 ; 
87L. J. K. B. 33; 118 L. T. 91; 22 Com. Cas. 286. 
Annotations :—As to (1) Apld. Johnson v. Taylor, (1920) 


A. ©. 144, 48 to (2) Distd. Produce Brokers Co. v. Weis 
(1918), 87 L, J. K. B. 472. 
1804. ~.|—MANBRE SACCHARINE Co. v. 


CoRN PRopucts Co., No. 1807, post. 


B. Tender of Documents. 


1805. General rule—Perfect documents must be 
tendered.}—BERNAYS v. WINTER (1898), cited in 
81 L. T. at p. 325. 

Annotation :—Apld. Re Salomon & Naudszus (1899), 81 

L. T. 325. 

1806. .|—A contract for the sale of 
wheat to be shipped from New Orleans to Ham- 
burg provided that payment should be net cash 
against surrender of documents, which were to 
consist of the bill of lading, certificate of inspection 
& policy of insurance. On Sept. 3, 1898, the sellers 
appropriated to the sale a quantity of wheat on 
board a certain vessel, & on Sept. 8 tendered to 
the purchasers the three documents, two of which 
were altered & one of which was unaltered. The 
purchasers refused to accept & pay for the docu- 
ments by reason of the erasures & alterations 
therein, &, on a formal tender being made on 
Sept. 12, they again refused to accept them. As 
tendered, the bill of lading contained a marginal 
note reading ‘‘stored in holds 3 & 4.” The 
figures 3 & 4 had been substituted for the figures 
2 & 3 which had been erased; the certificate of 
inspection stated that the wheat was in holds 
3&4; the figures ‘‘ & 4’? had been added after 
the figure 3, & the figures ‘‘ 2 &,’? which had been 
in the certificate before the figure 3, were struck 
through; & the certificate of insurance was 
unaltered & stated the wheat to be in holds 3 & 4, 
which was the fact, so that as tendcred all three 
documents agrecd & were in accordance with the 
facts. The mistake arose through an crror, & 
having been discovered, was corrected as above 
described in the bill of Jading & the certificate of 
inspection before those documents were executed. 
The certificate of insurance was correct from the 
first & was unaltered. The ship arrived in Ham- 
burg on Sept. 14, & on Sept. 16, the documents 
were again tendered, together with two confirma- 
tory documents showing that the alterations were 
made before the execution of the documents, & 
were proper alterations as agreeing with the facts : 
—Held: the tenders on Sept. 8, & Sept. 12, were 
good tenders of the documents, & ought to have 
been accepted by the purchasers as, upon such 
tenders, the purchasers were put upon inquiry & 
were bound to look at all the documents, &, as one 
of the documents was unaltered & the altered 
documents agreed with the unaltered one, they ought 
to have come to the conclusion that the altered 
documents were altered before the execution, & 
were perfect documents in the sense that they 
absolutely agreed with the facts.—e SALOMON & 
Co. & NaAupszus (1899), 81 L. T. 325; 8 Asp. 
M. L. C. 599. 

1807. Tender with knowledge of loss of goods.]— 
(1) A vendor under a c.i.f. contract for the sale of 
goods, who has shipped the appropriate goods 
under a proper contract of carriage & obtained the 
proper documents, can effectively tender those 

ocuments to the purchaser notwithstanding that 
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d. Sul eney of tender—Of insur- 
ance polic fertificate of insurance— 
Policy vitiated by deviation of ship.j— 
LASCELLES & Co. v. WILLS & Co., LTD. 


Part VI.—PERFORMANCE OF THE CONTRACT. 


he knows at the time of such tender of the loss of 
the goods. 

(2) Under a c.i.f. contract the vendor is bound 
to tender to the purchaser a proper policy of 
insurance together with the other shippng docu- 
ments, & that obligation is not performed by the 
vendor guarantceing to hold the purchaser covered 
by Insurance in accordance with the terms of a 
policy of insurance in the vendor’s possession. 

(3) The purchaser under a c.i.f. contract is 
entitled to demand a policy of insurance which 
covers, & covers only, the goods mentioned in the 
bills of lading & invoices.—MANBRE SACCHARINE 
Co. v. Corn PRopucts Co., [1919] 1 K. B. 198; 
120 L. T. 113; sub nom. MAMBRE SACCHARINE 
Co. v. CORN PRopUCTS Co., 88 L. J. K. B. 402; 
35 T. L. R. 94; 24 Com. Cas. 89. 

Annotations :—As to (3) Apld. Diamond Alkali Export Corpn. 

v. Fl. Bourgeois, (r9git 3 K. Generally, Mentd. 


Re Moore & Land [1921] PKB. 510 Bal 
andauer, . B. : ti ‘ 
Cramp & Bosman (1923), 129 L. T. 502. era 


Compare Nos. 1091, 1092, ante. 


1808. Sufficiency of tender—Question for jury.]— 
Defts. had become responsible, as del credere 
agents, for the purchase of a cargo of wheat of 
from 1,800 to 2,000 quarters, to be shipped at the 
price of 50s. per quarter f.o.b. at Taganrog, ‘‘ & 
including freight & insurance to any safe port in 
the United Kingdom.” ‘‘ Payment cash in London 
in exchange for shipping documents.”  Pltfs. 
tendered the following shipping documents of a 
cargo answering the description in the contract : 
a charterparty: a bill of lading & provisional 
invoice, in both of which the cargo was stated to 
be (1,850 quarters, at 50s. per quarter, £4,626, less 
freight, at 10s. 9d. per quarter, £1,001 10s. & a 
policy of insurance effected on the cargo valued 
at £3,600. On behalf of pltfs. evidence was given, 
which was not contradicted, that the policy 
tendered was sufficient to protect the interest of 
the shipper of the cargo at the time of shipment. 
In an action against defts. for not paying or pro- 
curing from their principal payment of the price 
of the cargo, they pleaded that pltfs. were not 
ready & willing to tender, nor did they tender, 
“the usual shipping documents” according to 
the contract :—Held: whether pltfs. had so 
tendered was a question for the jury; it was not 
a question of law but of fact for the jury, whether, 
in all the circumstances, the policy was a sufficient 
shipping document within the meaning of the 
contract.—TamMvaco v. Lucas (1862), 3 B. & S. 
89; 3F.& FL. 110; 31 L. J. Q. B. 296; 6]. T. 
697; 10 W. R. 733; 1 Mar. L. C. 2381; 122 HE. Rh. 
34, Hix. Ch. 

Annotation :—Refd. Ralli v. Universal Marine Insce. (1862), 

4DeG.F. & J. 1. 

1809. ——— Of bill of lading—-All sets not de- 
livered or accounted for.|—-SANDERS v. MACLEAN, 
No. 1936, post. 

1810. From port of transhipment,|— 
Cox, McEvEN & Co. v. Matcomm & Co., [1912] 
2 K. B. 107, n.; 17 Com. Cas. 205, n. 


Annotations :—Dbtd. Landauer v. Cravens & Speeding, 
(1912] 2 K. B. 94. Distd. Hansson v. Hamel & Horley, 


{1922} 2 A, C. 36 

1811. .|—Sellers agreed to sell 
400 bales of hemp at a price to include cost, 
freight, & insurance. By the terms of the contract 
of sale the hemp was to be shipped from a port in 
the Philippine Islands or from Hong Kong by 

















(1921), 21 S. R. N. & W. 773; 38 (1898), I. L. R. 
N.S. W. W. N. 238.—AUS. Cc. W. N. 116. —IND. 
e, —— Of railway receipts in- f. Sufficiency of 
dor. in blank—~—Where goods not ing re 
available.}—MOTICHAND v. FULCHAND ing— 


J.- —VOL. XXXIX. 


26 Cale. 142; 3 | 


doc. 
ceipt tendered in Ueu of dill of 
sage of trade.)—MARTIN v. 
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steamer or steamers direct or indirect to London 
between Oct. 1 & Dec. 31, 1909; payment was to 
be by cash in exchange for shipping documents, & 
disputes under the contract were to be settled by 
arbn. The sellers then purchased from B. & co. 
400 bales of hemp. This hemp had been shipped 
at Manila, a port in the Philippine Islands, under 
bills of lading dated at that place Dec. 28, 1909, 
for delivery at Hong Kong to the order of the 
shippers ; it was intended for transhipment & was 
transhipped on a steamer bound for London, the 
bis of lading being dated at Hong Kong Mar. 25, 
1910; it had been insured by the shippers from 
Manila to London. The sellers tendered to the 
buyers in fulfilment of the contract of sale the 
bills of lading from Hong Kong & the policy of 
insurance from Manila to London. The buyers 
paid the contract price under protest, contending 
that these documents were not a good tender under 
the contract. The dispute was referred to arbn. 
The arbitrator found that it was a usual course, 
when goods were shipped from Manila to London, 
to tranship them at Hong Kong, but to ship them 
in the first instance at Manila on a through bill of 
lading from Manila to London ; in so far as it was 
a question of fact, he found that, on a contract 
of sale of goods on cost, freight, & insurance terms, 
it was by mercantile usage, unless otherwise 
agrecd, the duty of the seller to provide by con- 
tract of affreightment for the carriage of the goods 
from the port of shipment to the port of destina- 
tion named in the contract, & by an indorsed bill 
of lading, or otherwise, to transfer to the buyer 
the bencfit of the rights created by the contract 
of affreightment between the shipper & the ship- 
owner for the entire voyage from the port of ship- 
ment to the port of destination :—Held: the 
tender of the documents was not a good tender 
under the contract, because it did not include a 
contract of affreightment to london made before 
Dec. 31, 1909, & because it did not include a 
contract of affreightment from Manila to Hong 
Kong.—-LANDAUER & Co. v. CRAVEN & SPEEDING 
BrorHErs, (1912]2 K. B. 94; 81L. J. K. B. 650 ; 
106 L. T. 298; 56 Sol. Jo. 274; 17 Com. Cas. 193. 
Annotations :—Folld. Hansson v. Hamel & Horley, [1922] 








. C. 36. Refd. Aron v. Comptoir Weigimont, {1921} 
3K. B. 435: Diamond Alkali Export Corpn. v. Bourgeois, 
[1921] 3 K. B. 443. 

1812 ———..]--A Swedish merchant 


agreed to sell to an English co. a quantity of 
guano in bags c.i.f. Norway to Kobe or Yokohama, 
terms net cash against documents in London ; 
time of shipping as to the first instalment 
Mar./Apr., 1920. The seller, in anticipation of 
his obligations under the contract, agreed with L., 
the agent at Hamburg of a Japanese co., which 
ran a line of steamers from Hamburg to Japan 
but ran no steamers from Norway, for the con- 
veyance of the guano from Hamburg to Japan 
on the terms that L. should sign through bills 
of lading as soon as the goods were in his pos- 
session. Between Apr. 20 & 22 the guano was 
shipped by the sellers in several lots from various 
Norwegian ports, including B., on the steamship 
K. to Hamburg. On the arrival of the goods at 
Hamburg L. signed several documents in identical 
terms called through bills of lading bearing date 
May 5. ‘The bill of lading relating to the B. 
consignment stated that the goods were shipped 
in apparent good order & condition on board the 


HoGAN (1917), 24 C. L. R. 231.—AUS, 
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K. lying at B. & bound for Hamburg, for tranship- 
ment into the Japanese co.’s steamer A., to be 
delivered in the like good order & condition at 
the port of Yokohama unto “ order,’”’ & the margin 
contained the statement: ‘‘Shipped from B. 
according to bill of ladink on Apr. 22, 1920.’ On 
May 12 ic seller tendered to the buyers documents 
relating to the first instalment, including the 
ocean pills of lading, but the buyers rejected the 
documents & refused to take up the goods. fe as 
action for the price of the goods :—-Held: (1) the 
ocean bills of lading were not through bills of 
lading, inasmuch as they afforded no protection 
to the buyers on the initial voyage, & did not 
satisfy the conditions of the contract; (2) on a 
sale on c.i.f. terms the contract of affreightment 
must be procured on shipment, & a bill of lading 
issued thirteen days after the original shipment at 
another port in another country was not procured 
on shipment.—Hansson v. HaMEL & HORLEY, 
Lrp., [1922] 2 A. C. 36; 91L. J. K. B. 483; 127 
L. T. 74; 38 T. L. R. 4663; 66 Sol. Jo. 421; 15 
Asp. M. L. C. 546; 27 Com. Cas. 321, H. L. 
1813. Inoperative prior to date of 
tender—Valid at date of shipment.]—On a sale of 
goods under a c.i.f. contract, the tender by the 
sellers of a bill of lading & policy of insurance, 
which though valid at the time of shipment had, 
as regards the bill of lading only, or as regards 
both documents, become inoperative prior to the 
date of tender, is not a valid tender entitling the 
sellers to payment of the purchase-price by the 
buyers. Under two cif. contracts, made re- 
bpectively between two English firms the sellers 
sold to the buyers a quantit , of horse beans to be 
shipped from a port in China to Naples in one 
case & to a range of European ports in the other 
case. Payment was to be in “ net cash in London 
on arrival of the goods at port of discharge, in 
exchange for bill or bills of lading & policies of 
insurance, free of war risk, on Lloyd’s conditions, 
‘but was ”’ to be made in no case later than three 
months from the date of bill of lading, or upon the 
posting of the vessel at Lloyds as a total loss.”’ 
There was a provision that ‘‘ In the event of war, 
should sellers not have received from buyers 
approved underwriters’ policics ... covering war 
risks three days prior to time of shipments, sellers 
shall have the right... to cover war risk for 
account & risk of buyers.’’ They were also given 
power to insure at buyers cost if the war risk was 
incurred during the time of shipment. In each 
case the sellers.shipped the beans on a German 
vessel, & war being subsequently declared between 











England & Germany each vessel entered a port of” 


refuge without completing the voyage. Three 
months after the date of the bill of lading the 
respective sellers tendered to the buyers the ship- 
ping documents, namely, in the one case, the 
German bill of lading & an English policy, &, in 
the other case, the® German bill of lading & a 
German policy :—-Held: (1) on the true con- 
structon of the contracts the buyers had not 
taken upon themselves all the risks of what might 
happen in the event of war, but only such risks 
as were excepted perils under the warranty “ free 
of capture & seizure’; & the risk that the shipping 
documents might become invalid was not one of 
these perils; (2) the contracts evidenced by the 
German bills of lading or German policy of insur- 
ance were dissolved on the outbreak of war, & 


of the goods ‘‘ nett cash against bills tender of delive 
of lading or delivery order ’”’ it 1s no 


necessary in order to constitute a 


entitling the party 
making the same to payment, to tender 
the policies of insurance.—PIKSSE v. 
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consequently the shipping documents tendered 

were in neither case a good tender on which the 

sellers could claim payment of the purchase price. 

—ARNHOLD KARBERG & Co. v. BLYTHE, GREEN, 

JOURDAIN & Co., THEODOR SCHNEIDER & Co. v. 

BurRGETT & NeEwsamM, [1916] 1 K. B. 495; 85 

L. J. K. B. 665; 114 L. T. 152; 32 T. L. R. 186; 

60 Sol. Jo. 156; 13 Asp. M. L. ©. 235; 21 Com. 

Cas. 174, C. A. 

Annotations :—As to (2) Folld. Weis v. Credit Colonial et 
Commercial (1915), 114 L. T. 168. Generally, Refd. 
Produce Brokers Co. v. Olympia Oil & Cake Co., [1917] 
1 K. B. 320; Produce Brokers Co. v. Weis (1918), 87 
L. J. K. B. 472 ;_ Manbre Saccharine Co. v. Corn Products 
Co., [1919] 1 K. B. 198. 

1814. Not within c.f... contract.|— 
Under a contract for the sale of goods to be 
shipped from American seaboard c.i.f. Gothen- 
burg, the sellers tendered, with an invoice for the 
goods, (a) a document purporting to be a bill 
of lading, in the following form, ‘‘ Received in 
apparent good order & condition from D. A. to 
be transported by the S.S. Anglia now lying in 
the Port of Philadelphia ... or failing ship- 
ment by said steamer in & upon a following 
steamer, 280 bags Dense Soda,”’ & (b) a certificate 
of insurance issued by an American insurance 
corpn., which, as the certificate declared, ‘‘ repre- 
sents & takes the place of the policy & conveys 
all the rights of the signed policy holder... as 
surely as if the property was covered by a special 
policy direct to the holder of this certificate ” : 
—RHeld: the buyers were entitled to reject upon 
the ground that proper documents had not been 
tendered by the scllers in conformity with the 
contract ; for document (a) did not acknowledge 
shipment, & was therefore not a bill of lading 
within the c.if. contract, & as to (b), a docu- 
ment of insurance is not good tender in England 
under an ordinary c.i.f. contract unless it be an 
actual policy, & unless it falls within Marine 
Insurance Act, 1906 (c. 41).—DIAMOND ALKALI 
Export CORPN. v. BOURGEOIS, [1921] 3 K. B. 
448; 91 L. J. K. B. 147; 126 L. T. 379; 15 
Asp. M. L. C. 455; 26 Com. Cas. 310. 

Annotations :—Folld. Scott v. Barclays Bank, [1923] 2 K. B. 
1. Distd. Koskas v. Standard Marine Insce. (1927), 137 
hea 165. Refd. Harper v. Mackechnie, [1925] 2 K. B. 

Of insurance policy—-Certificate of 
insurance—In usual form.]—A parcel of meal was 

sold to a London firm at £5 8s. 9d. per ton c.i.f. 

London, under a contract which provided for 

dispatch of the meal from the mills in the interior 

of America to an American port, thence to be 
shipped per steamer; “all other conditions as 
per the American maize germ meal contract ”’ 

The meal was forwarded from a town in Illinois 

under two through bills of lading issued in the 

customary form by the Illinois Ky. Co., which 
provided that the meal should be carried to the 
port of New Orleans & thence by Leyland Line 
to London, & further that the property covered 
by them was subject to all conditions expressed 
in the regular forms of bills of lading in use by the 
steamship co. at time of shipment. The Leyland 

Line is a well known line trading between New 

Orleans to London, having a regular form of bill - 

of lading upon which all goods by that line are 

shipped. By that form of bill of lading the Ley- 
land Line reserved liberty to proceed to the port 
stated in the bill of lading ‘“‘ via any other port 
or ports in any order or rotation, outwards or 
forwards, whether in or out of or in a contrary 
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direction to or beyond the customary or advertised 
route ’’ & likewise reserved power to tranship the 
goods at any port into any other steamer or 
sailing vessel. Under the American maize germ 
meal contract the sellers were to give policies 
&/or certificates of insurance in respect of the 
meal in question, & certificates in the customary 
form were in fact given which took the place of 
a policy which was duly issued & which contained 
the following clause, ‘‘ In event of deviation or 
of change of voyage held covered at a premium 
to be fixed by insurers.’’ The steamship in which 
the meal was carried having deviated to Bremen 
before reaching London, thus causing delay, the 
buyers refused to accept delivery, & the question 
as to their right to do so was submitted to the 
trade tribunal, which decided against them, 
finding that all the documents relating to the car- 
riage of the meal were usual & customary & were 
in forms well known in the trade, & constantly 
received, & hitherto without objection, in fulfil- 
ment of similar contracts of sale:—Held: (1) 
upon these findings of fact, the adoption by the 
sellers under the through bills of lading of the 
method of sea carriage in question was not neces- 
sarily inconsistent with the terms of the contract 
of sale, & the buyers were not justified in refusing 
to accept delivery; (2) as the certificate of 
insurance was in the usual form & covered devia- 
tion, it satisfied the requirements of the c.i-f. 
contract.—BURSTALL & Co. v. GRIMSDALE & 
Sons (1906), 11 Com. Cas. 280. 

Annotation :—As to (2) Refd. Diamond Alkali Export 

Corpn. v. Bourgeois, (1921] 3 K. B. 443. 

1816. ‘* Approved insurance 
policy.’”*|—An approved insurance policy is one 
to which no reasonable objection can be made. 

Bankers issued a letter of credit to English 
sellers of 100 tons of steel plates to Dutch buyers. 
By the terms of the letter of credit the bankers 
agreed to honour the sellers’ draft for the amount 
of the purchase-moncy, which included freight & 
insurance to Rotterdam, provided the draft were 
accompanied by an approved insurance policy 
covering the shipment of the goods. The sellers 
presented their draft accompanied by a certificate 
of insurance which did not. contain & did not 
offer any means of ascertaining the full terms of 
the insurance. Jn an action by the sellers against 
the bankers for not honouring the draft :—Held: 
the certificate was not an ‘‘ approved insurance 
policy’? within the meaning of the Ictter of 
credit, & the bankers were justified in refusing 
to honour the draft.-—Scorr (DONALD HE.) & Co. 
v. BARCLAYS BANK, LTD., [1923] 2 Ik. B. 1; 92 
L. J. K. B. 772; 129 L. T. 108; 39 T. L. R. 
198; 67 Sol. Jo. 456; 28 Com. Cas. 253, C. A. 
Annotations :—-Apld. Malinberg v. Evans (1924), 41 T. L. R. 

38, Refd. Harper v. Mackechnie, [1925] 2 K. B. 423; 

Koskas v. Standurd Marine Insce. (1927), 137 L. T. 165. 

Mentd. Sassoon v. International Banking Corpn., [1927] 

A. C. 711; Tredegar v. Harwood (1927), 44 T. L. lt. 17. 

1817. .J—(1) Under a c.i.f. con- 
tract for the sale of goods, the seller, in the absence 
of any custom or special stipulation to the contrary, 
does not perform his obligation of tendering to 
-the buyer along with the other shipping docu- 
ments a policy of insurance by tendering instead 
of a proper policy a broker’s cover note or a certi- 
ficate of insurance. 

(2) Where the parties to ac.if. contract for the 
sale of goods, which have been duly shipped, 
enter into a stipulation that the seller, instead of 
tendering with the other shipping documents a 
policy of insurance, may tender a certificate of 
insurance with a broker’s undertaking to hold 
the policy for the buyer’s account, the seller does 
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not perform his obligation under the stipulation 

by tendering a certificate of insurance without a 

broker’s undertaking.—WILsSoN, HoLGATE & Co., 

Lrp. v. BELGIAN GRAIN & PRODUCE Co., Lrp., 

[1920]2 K. B. 1; 89 L. J. K. B. 3003; 122 L. T. 

524; 35 T. L. R. 530; 14 Asp. M. L. C. 566; 

25 Com, Cas. 1]. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Refd. Harper v. Mackechnie, [1925] 
2K. B. 423. As to (2) Consd. Diamond Alkali Export 
Corpn. v. Bourgeois, [1921] 8 K. B. 443; Scott v. Barclays 
Bank, [1923] 2K. B. 1. 


1818. Inoperative prior to date of 
trade—Valid at date of shipment.|—-ARNHOLD 
KARBERG & Co. v. BLYTHE, GREEN, JOURDAIN & 
Co., THEODOR SCHNEIDER & Co. v. BURGETT & 
NEwsam, No. 1813, ante. 

1819. Broker’s cover note.|—-WILSON, 
HOLGATE & Co., LYD. v. BELGIAN GRAIN & PRO- 
DUCE Co., Lrp., No. 1817, ante. 

1820. —— Effect of stipulation in c.i.f. 
contract.|—-WILSON, HoxnGaTE & Co., LTD. »v. 
BELGIAN GRAIN & PRODUCE Co., LTp., No. 1817, 
ante. 

1821. —— Policy valid at place of ship- 
ment.|—It having been admitted that in the 
absence of some evidence of course of business, 
or waiver or estoppel, the policy of insurance 
tendered by the seller was not a good tender under 
a c.if. contract :—leld: there was no evidence 
of course of business between the parties, or waiver 
or estoppel on the part of defts. which would 
entitle them to set up the defence that the docu- 
ment in question was not a compliance with the 
terms of the written contract. Qu.: whether it 
is a sufficient compliance with a c.i.f. contract 
if the seller tenders a policy which is valid in the 
country in which the seller is carrying on business 
& from which he ships the goods.—MALMBERG v. 
Evans (1. J.) & Co. (1924), 41 T. L. R. 38; 30 
Com. Cas. 107, C. A. 

1822. Invalid policy—Not within 
Marine Insurance Act, 1906 (c. 41).]|—DIAMOND 
ALKALI EXPORT CORPN. v. BOURGEOIS, No. 1814, 
ante. 









































1823. ——— Effect of course of busi- 
ness.|—MALMBERG v. EvANsS (H. J.) & Co., No. 
1821, ante. 

1824. Effect of waiver.]— 


MALMBERG v. Hivans (H. J.) & Co., No. 1821, ante. 

1825. Effect of estoppel.|— 
MALMBERG v. Evans (H. J.) & Co., No. 1821, 
ante. 

1826. Sufficiency of document—Question for 
jury.|—Tamvaco v. Lucas, No. 1808, ante. 

1827. Declaration by seller—-After elapse of 
contract time.|——Plitfs. contracted to sell to defts.- 
‘about 25 tons, more or less, Penang black 
pepper, Oct. & Nov. shipment, from Penang to 
London, per sailing vessel or vessels... the 
name of the vessel or vessels marks, etc., to be 
declared to the buyer in writing within sixty days 
irom date of bill of Jading.”’ Pltfs. within the 
contract time declared 25 tons of pepper shipped 
in one vessel, of which 20 tons were properly 
shipped & declared, but 5 tons were shipped in 
Dec. & defts. in consequence refused to accept 
the whole quantity. Subsequently pltfs. declared 
5 tons of Nov. shipment in substitution for the 
5 tons shipped in Dec. but this declaration was 
made more than sixty days after date of bill of 
lading, & defts. refused to accept it. On the 
vessel arriving in England, pltfs. as a performance 
of their contract, tendered the 20 tons properly 
shipped & declared, & the 5 tons properly shipped 
but declared after the contract time had elapsed. 
Defts. refused to accept any of the pepper so 
tendered, & pltfs. claimed damages for such 
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refusal :—Held : (1) the contract time for declara- 
tion was an essential condition ; (2) the contract 
was not divisible ; & defts. therefore were entitled 
to reject the whole 25 tons. 

The subject of the contract in the sale of a 
specific quantity of a given article, with a margin 
for a moderate excess in or diminution of that 
quantity under the words ‘“ about’”’ & ‘“ more 
or less.”?> The rule applicable to such a contract, 
if it were not qualified by other provisions, would 
be that, subject to the moderate margin, the 
sellers cannot call upon the buyers to accept any 


reater or less quantity of the article bargained 


or than the specified quantity (THESIGER, L.J.). 

The matter may be made more plain by re- 
versing the position of the parties. Suppose a 
declaration such as was made in this case on 
Jan. 19 & that the fact had been that all the then 
parcels had been shipped in accordance with the 
terms of the contract; suppose also that under 
such circumstances defts. had, either at the time 
of declaration or when the pepper was tendered, 
expressed their willingness to take the twenty 
tons, but had absolutely refused to take the five, 
pltfs. might clearly have said, ‘‘ we make this 
declaration or tender as a whole, & will only 
deliver the pepper comprised in it as a whole.’’ 
If that be not so, where would defts.’ right of 
geparation cease? They might, of course, take 
one only of the three parcels, & it is difficult to 
see on what logical or legal principle they might 
not demand to have some bags out of the one 
parcel, & say, ‘‘ We will pay for the non-accept- 
ance of the remainder in da.nages.’’ This would 
reduce the matter to a _ practical absurdity 
(THESIGER, L.J.).—REUTER v. SALA (1879), 4 
OC. P. D. 239; 48 L. J. Q. B. 492; 40 L. T. 476; 
27 W. R. 631; 4 Asp. M. L. C. 121, C. A. 
Annotations :—As to (1) Refd. Hartley v. Hymans, [1920] 

3 K. B. 475. As to (2) Refd. Lomas v. Barff, ern ODIO 

v. Lomas (1901), 17 T, L. R. 437; Jackson v. Rotax 

Motor & Cycle Co., [1910] 2 K. B. 937; Ballantine v. 

Cramp & Bosman (1923), 129 L. T. 502. 

1828. Irregularity in documents—Bill of lading — 
Showing excessive quantity.|—By a contract in 
writing K. bought from B. ‘‘ About 3,000 tons of 
wheat, 10 per cent. more or less, to be shipped 
by steamer ’’ from India, payment to be made 
by cash in London within seven days from delivery 
of invoice in exchange for bill or bills of lading. 
In the contract there was the following clause, 
‘Sellers have option of shipping less than the 
minimum quantity, in which case the price of 
the quantity short shipped of the medium quantity 
will be settled at the value of the day of the appro- 
priation. Sellers can also exceed the maximum 
quantity, in which case the excess over the medium 
quantity will remain for their account.’’ B. 
informed K. that 3,800 tons had been shipped 
on the Bombay, & that he appropriated 3,000 
tons of that shipment to the contract with K., 
& he subsequently sent K. an invoice for 3,000 
tons ex Bombay. The bills of lading of the 3,000 
tons were two for 1,750 tons each & two for 250 
tons each. K. offered to deliver to B. either all 
the bills of lading or two for 1,750 tons each, 
but B. refused to accept the tender or to pay any 
part of the price :—Held : the buyers were entitled 
to delivery of a bill or bills of lading for the amount 
of wheat which they had bought, & were entitled 
to refuse the tender made by the sellers.—Re 
KEIGHLEY, MaxtTEep & Co. & BRYAN, Durant 
& Co. (No. 2) (1894), 70 L. T. 155; 7 Asp. M. L. C. 
418, ©. A. 
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1829. - Slight variation—Immaterial.]- 
A contract for the sale of a cargo of wheat per 
Vanduara provided that the vessel should dis- 
charge ‘‘ At any safe port in the United Kingdom.”’ 
The vessel was chartered by the sellers to discharge 
at “‘ Any safe port in the United Kingdom, Man- 
chester excepted,’’ & the bill of lading was in the 
same terms. By Manchester Ship Oanal Act, 
1885 (c. clxxxviii), & by the Customs regulations, 
the port of Manchester included the whole of the 
ship canal, but in the ordinary commercial meaning 
it included only Manchester, & the waters adjacent 
thereto. In the wider meaning Manchester was, 
but in the more limited meaning was not, a safe 
port for the Vanduara :—Held: Manchester, 
within the meaning of the charter-party & bill 
of lading, was not a safe port for the Vanduara, 
& therefore the addition of the words ‘ Man- 
chester excepted ’’ in the bill of lading & charter- 
party was not a material alteration of the contract 
of sale so as to release the buyers from taking 
the documents.-—Re GoopBoDpyY & Co. & BALFOUR, 
WILLIAMSON & Co. (1899), 82 L. T. 484; 9 Asp. 
M. L. C. 69; 5 Com. Cas. 59, C. A. 


Annotation :—Mentd. Leonis S.8. Co. v. Rank, [1908] 1 
K, B. 499. 


1830. Chamber of Commerce certificate— 
Certificate not identifying goods.|—-Re REINHOLD 
& Co. & HANSLOH (1896), 12 T. L. R. 422, D. C. 

1831. ——— Charterparty—Slight varlation—Im- 
material.|—-Re GoopBopy & Co. & BALFouR, 
WILLIAMSON & Co., No. 1829, ante. 

1832. Omission of documents—Insurance policy.] 
—Pltfs., at New York, contracted to sell & 
deliver 1,000 quarters of wheat to defts. at Bristol, 
pion the terms, ‘‘ cast, freight & insurance.”’ 
Through a mistake pltfs. shipped by a sailing 
vessel, a cargo of 2,000 quarters of wheat to K. 
at Bristol. They also forwarded to K. by stcamer 
a bill of lading & a policy of insurance of the 
whole cargo of wheat shipped. This policy was 
‘* free from particular average.’ K. atthe request 
of pltfs., accepted a bill of exchange drawn upon 
him by them for the price of the 2,000 quarters. 
Defts. afterwards refused to accept’ the 1,000 
quarters from K.:—Held: in an action against 
defts. for breach of a contract to accept the 1,000 
quarters, pltfs. were not ‘ready & willing” to 
deliver the 1,000 quarters to defts. within the 
terms of their contract. 

Is the English firm bound to accept the bill 
of lading of the goods without the policy of 
insurance ? I think they are certainly not so 
bound (MELLISH, L.J.).—-H1cKox v. ADAMS (1876), 
34 L. T. 404; 3 Asp. M. L. C. 142, C. A. 
Annotations :—Apld, Manbre Saccharine Co. v. Corn Pro- 

ducts Co., [1919] 1 K. B. 198. Refd. Diamond Alkali 

Export Corpn. v. Bourgeois, [1921] 3 K. B. 443. 

18383. No insurance effected.|—-When 
goods are sold under a c.i.f. contract, but the 
seller does not effect an insurance upon them for 
the transit, they are not delivered in accordance 
with the contract although they arrive safely at 
their destination, & the buyer is not bound to 
accept them or to pay the price.—ORIENT Co., 
Lrp. v. BREKKE & How1ip, [1913] 1 K. B. 531; 
82 L. J. K. B. 427; 108 I. T. 507; 18 Com. 
Cas. 101, D. C. 

Annotation Apia. Manbre Saccharine Co. v. Corn Pro- 

ducts Co., [1919] 1 K. B. 198. 
tract headed ‘C.i.f. contract’’ the sellers sold 
to the buyers a quantity of tapioca to be shipped 
at Java for Liverpool, ‘‘to be taken c.i.f. terms, 
net landing weights, war risk included.’’ The 
contract provided that ‘‘ should the goods or any 
portion thereof not arrive from loss of vessel .. . 
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or other unavoidable cause, this contract or such 
portion to be void,” & (by clause 5), ‘‘ Payment 
cash, before delivery if required, against docu- 
ments or delivery order... .’? On arrival of 
the tapioca at Liverpool the sellers tendered to 
the buyer a delivery order for the goods, but no 
policy of insurance, contending that under the 
contract they had the option of tendering docu- 
ments or delivery order. The buyers refused to 
take delivery of the tapioca, contending that the 
contract was a c.i.f. contract, & therefore they 
were entitled to a policy of insurance on the 
tapioca :-—Held: clause 5 meant, ‘‘ Payment 
cash against delivery of all the usual documents 
under a c.i.f. contract or delivery order in lieu 
of one of those documents necessary for giving 

ossession of the goods,’ & consequently the 

uyers were justified in refusing to take delivery 
without a policy of insurance.—Re DENBIGH 
Cowan & Co. & ATCHERLEY (R.) & Co. (1921), 
90 L. J. K. B. 836; 125 L. T. 388, C. A. 

1835. Inclusion of letter alleging 
fact of insurance.]|—-MANBRE SACCHARINE Co. v. 
CoRN PRopucTS Co., No. 1807, ante. 

1836. Tender must be made within reasonable 
i at (C.), Lrp. v. BARBER, No. 1802, 
ante, 











C. Miscellaneous Documents. 


1837. Whether document of title—Wharfinger’s 
certificate.|—GUNN v. BOLCKOW, VAUGHAN & Co., 
No. 1387, ante. 

_ 1838. Iron warrant.|—By the usage of the 
iron trade warrants for goods ‘‘ deliverable f.o.b. 
to A., or their assigns, by indorsement hereon,” 
are considered to pass to the holders for value 
free from any vendor’s lien. The P. B. co., mant- 
facturers of steel rails, contracted with S. & co., 
iron merchants, for the sale of a quantity of rails 
to be rolled at their works, & to be delivered at 
intervals, payment to be made as to three-fifths 
at three days’ sight, & as to two-fifths by buyer’s 
acceptances at four months. On the completion 
of each portion of goods a warrant for the same 
in the above form was sent to S. & co. with an in- 
voice & drafts for the purchase-money & the 
goods referred to in the warrants were stacked 
at the works. In the meantime 8S. & co. pledged 
the several warrants & indorsed the same to 
pltfs. Before the contract was completed, when 
only part of the goods were paid for, S. & co. 
became bkpt., & their acceptances were dis- 
honoured. At that time part of the goods had 
been dispatched in waggons sent by order of 8S. 
& co., & were stored in a railway co.’s warehouse, 
addressed to the agents of S. & co., & part remained 
stacked at the works :—Held: (1) by the usage 
of the iron trade, as well as by the intention of the 
parties as shown by their course of dealing, pltfs., 
as holders for value of the warrants, were entitled 
to the goods free from any vendor’s lien; (2) even 
had the vendors been able to claim a lien on the 
undelivered goods the transit was at an end as 
regarded those stored in the warchouse, & their 
right was gone; (3) the contract was apportion- 
able, & the vendors could not, in any cvent, have 
claimed any lien on that portion of the goods 
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18411. Whether vendor liable—Agree- 
ment for delivery to vendee.}—A person 
sold a number of carcases of whales in 
Shetland at a price per ton, to be 
delivered at the buyers’ wharf at h. 
Newcastle. The carcases became unfit 
for use on the voyage :—Helad: the of barrels 


quantity sold nor the price could be 


ascertained till delivery; & 
seller had undertaken to deliver at 
the buyers’ wharf.—WALKER v. LANG- 
DALE’S CHEMICAL MANURE Co. (1873), 
11 Macph. (Ct. of Seas.) 906.—SCOT. 
— Deterioration due to acci- 
dental or fg aie l rg ioe number tf 
of oysters ship y De 
risk was with tho seller, as neither the pitf. at Pictou addressed to Hefta: at deterioration of the pow & the buyer 
fruro wero proved to have been in 
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which had been fully paid for.—MERCHANT BANK- 
ING Co. OF LONDON v. PH@NIX BESSEMER STEEL 
Co. (1877), 5 Ch. D. 205; 46 L. J. Ch. 418; 36 
L. T. 395; 25 W. R. 457. 

Annotation :—As to (3) Refd. Longbottom v. Bass, Walker, 

[1922] W. N. 245. 

——— Delivery order—Whether vendor estopped 
from setting up title.|—-See ESTOPPEL, Vol. XXI., 
p. 323, Nos. 1206-1208. 

1839. Dock warrant—Right to clean warrants.] 
—Where the purchaser of goods agrees to pay 
for them against dock warrants the kind of warrant 
to which he is entitled depends on the contract, 
& if he does not stipulate for clean warrants he 
is not entitled to refuse to accept the warrants 
merely on the ground that they contain the words 
‘cases frail, not accountable for quantity of 
contents.”—-ROMARIZ & PISTACCHINI v. ZEYEN & 
Co. (1919), 35 T. L. R. 299. 


SuB-SEcYT. 12.—RicnT oF UNPAID SELLER 
TO WITHHOLD DELIVERY. 


See Part VII., Sect. 7, posi. 


SUB-SECT. 13.—DETERIORATION OF GOODS 
IN TRANSIT. 

See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 33. 

1840. Whether vendor liable—Agreement for 
delivery to carrier.|\—BritisH & INDIA STEAM 
NAVIGATION Co. v. Du Matros, DE MATTOS v. 
British & INDIA STEAM NAVIGATION Co., No. 
1557, ante. 

1841. Agreement for delivery to purchaser.| 
—BritisH & INDIA STEAM NAVIGATION Co. v. 
De Marros, DE Marros v. BritTisi & INDIA 
STEAM NAVIGATION Co., No. 1557, ante. 

1842. Delivery in merchantable condition-— 
Deterioration necessarily incident to transit.|— 
Where a manufacturer contracts to deliver a 
manufactured article at a distant place, & the 
article when delivered to the carricr for the pur- 
pose of being conveyed, is of a merchantable 
quality, the purchaser is bound to accept it, if 
only detcriorated to the extent that it is neces- 
sarily subject to in its course of transit from the 
one place to the other. -—— BULL v. ROBISON 
(1854), 10 Exch. 342; 2 C0. L. R. 1276; 24 L. J. 
Kx. 165; 23 L. T., O. S. 288; 2 W. R. 6233 156 
E. R. 476. 

1843. Implied warranty.|—B., a 
wholesale provision dealer in London, contracted 
to send weekly from London by railway to W., 
a retail tradesman at Brighton, a quantity of 
Ostend rabbits, the cost of the railway carriage 
as well as the price of the rabbits being paid by 
W.:—Held: there was an implied warranty by 
B. that the rabbits should be fit for human food, 
not only when delivered at the railway station 
in London, but when in the ordinary course of 
transit they should reach W. at Brighton, & until 
he should have had there a reasonable oppor- 
tunity of dealing with them in the usual course 
of business.—BEER v. WALKER (1877), 46 L. J. 














good condition when shipped but 
sometime after their receipt were 
found to be unfit for food & worthless. 
The cause of deterioration was not 
explained, but was believed to be, 
probably due to exposure to heat on 
the train when in transit :—Held: 

was not responsible for tho 


as tho 


must take the risk of any accidental or 
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Sect. 2.—Delivery: Sub-sects, 18 & 14. Sect. 3: 
Sub-sect. 1.] 


a 677; 387 L. T. 278; 415. P. 728; 25 W. R. 

80. 

A ions :—Distd. Smith v, Baker & Death (1878), 40 
notations :—Distd. Smith v. Boker ore K. BY Al. 
Refd. Burrows v. Smith (1894), 10 T. L. R. 246. 


SUB-SECT. 14.—INSURANCE OF GOODS. 

See, generally, INSURANCE, Vol. X XIX., pp. 36 
et seg.; Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 32 (8). 

Duty to insure.|—-See INSURANCE, Vol. XXIX., 
p. 78, No. 375. 

Insurable interest.| — See INSURANCE, Vol. 
XXIX., pp. 88, 102, 108-110, 1138, 114, Nos. 
463, 597, 648-655, 668-682. 

1844, Delivery ‘* by route involving sea transit ”’ 
—Notice to buyer—-What constitutes notice.|— 
WIMBLE, Sons & Co. v. ROSENBERG & Sons, No. 
1800, ante. 

1845, ——_- ——_- ——_.]—-Pltfs. sold to defts. a 
quantity of nails to be delivered f.o.b. New York, 
for shipment to the destination specified by dcfts. 
on receipt of shipping instructions from defts., 
for cash against shipping documents. In June, 
1916, defts. sent an order under the contract & 
specified the shipping marks. On Aug. 16, pltfs. 
gave notice to defts. that the goods would shortly 
be made. The goods were shipped on a vessel 
‘which sailed from New York on Aug. 24. On 
Aug. 26, the shipowners notified defts. that the 
ship had sailed, & by Sept. 6, defts. knew that 
the goods had been shippet. On Sept. 18, the 
ship was torpedoed & the goods were lost. Defts. 
had not insured the goods. In an action for the 
purchase-money there was evidence that defts. 
could have effected an insurance before they knew 
of the loss :—Held ; Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), 
s. 32 (3), applied to acontract for the sale of goods 
f.o.b., but as defts. had sufficient knowledge of 
the facts to enable them to insure pltfs. were 
entitled to recover.—NORTHERN STEEL & Harp- 
WARE Co., Lrp. v. BATT. (JOHN) & Co. (LONDON), 
Urp. (1917), 33 T. L. R. 516, C. A. 

1846. —-~ F.0o.b. contract.] — WIMBLE, 
Sons & Co. v. ROSENBERG & Sons, No. 1800, ante. 

1847, ——— ——— ———.]-—-NoRTHERN STEEL & 
HARDWARE Co., Lrp. v. Barr (JoHn) & Co. 
(LONDON), Lrp., No. 1845, ante. 

1848. C.1.f. contract.]—(1) Sale of 
Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), p. 32 (3), does not apply 
to a contract on c.if. terms entered into in time 
of peace, inasmuch as the contract itself provides 
for all the insurance that is contemplated or usual 
at the time when it is made. 

(2) Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 32 (3), 
does not impose any new obligation on the seller 
to give notice to the buyer so as to enable him 
to insure against war risks if, after the date of 
the contract, war becomes imminent.—LAaw & 
Bonar, Lrp. v. British AMERICAN ToBAcco Co., 
Lrp., [1916] 2 K. B. 605; 85 L. J. K. B. 1714; 
115 L. T. 612; 18 Asp. M. L. ©. 499; 21 Com. 
Cas. 350. 

1849. Certificate of insurance on goods—War- 











exceptional cause.—DAVIDSON v. BIGK- 
Low & Hoop, Lrp., [1923] 1 D. L. RB. 
1175; 55 N.S, R. 539,—CAN, 
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k. Fight of purchaser to benefits— 
Goods insured by seller.}—The buyer of 
goods is not entitled to claim from the 
seller the benefit of any insurance he 


GILL v. 
(1 


692 ; 
368.—CAN 


913), 24 W. L. R. 389; 4 W. W 
en L. R. 172; 

1. Liability of stopper in transitu.] 
—Stopper in transitu of goods sent by 
sea not Hable for premium of insurance 
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ranty of validity of certificate—Liability of vendor.) 
—Under a c.if. contract, when a certificate of 
insurance is tendered by the seller & accepted by 
the buyer in fulfilment of the contract & in lieu 
of a policy of insurance, there is an implied war- 
ranty by the seller that the assertions in the 
certificate are true, & that the seller will produce 
or procure the production of the policy referred 
to in the certificate. The seller in such a case is 
liable for a breach of this warranty, even if the 
certificate is in fact signed by insurance brokers 
& the brokers fail to effect an insurance which 
will continue valid throughout the transit of the 
goods.— HARPER (A. C.) & Co. v. MACKECHNIE 
& Co., [1925] 2 K. B. 428; 95 L. J. K. B. 18623 
134 L. T. 90; 31 Com. Cas. 21. 

1850. Notice of damage to goods.|—Deft. 
co. insured a quantity of leather, consigned 
c.if., for a voyage from New York to Tunis, by 
a certificate of insurance which provided: ‘‘ This 
certificate represents & takes the place of the 
policy & conveys all the rights of the original 
policy holder ...as fully as if the property 
were covered by a special policy direct to the 
holder of this certificate.’ By clause 11 of the 
policy, ‘‘ In case of loss or damage to the property 
hereby insured the loss shall be reported to the 
representative of the co., or, if there be no represen- 
tative of the co., to Lloyd’s agent, as soon as the 
goods are landed or the loss is known or expected.” 
On the day after the arrival of the goods at Tunis 
the consignee sold them to pltf., who found them 
to have been damaged by salt water. In an action 
by pltf. on the certificate of insurance deft. co. 
pleaded that the clause in the policy as to giving 
notice within a limited time had not been com- 
plied with :—Held: as it was not clear either 
that the certificate incorporated clause 11 of the 
policy or that clause 11 was a condition precedent, 
pltf. was entitled to recover.—KOSKAS v. STANDAKD 
MARINE INSURANCE Co., Lrp. (1927), 187 L. T. 
165; 43 T. L. R. 169; 17 Asp. M. lL. C. 240; 
32 Com. Cas. 160, C. A. 

.|—See, also, INSURANCE, 
p. 64, Nos. 235, 236. 

1851. Right of vendor to benefits—Goods inde- 
pendently insured by purchaser.|—A. sold goods 
to B., at whose risk they were shipped for Lisbon, 
to be paid for by bills drawn upon KR. & co., C. 
went as supercargo & trustee for A. & B. & was to 
retain possession of the goods until the amount 
of the bills drawn upon R. & co. was remitted, 
& then the bill of lading was to be delivered up 
to B. B. directed R. & co. to effect an insurance, 
which was done at his expense, & not in pursuance 
of any agreement between him & A. The ship, 
with the goods on board, was captured, & the 
underwriters paid a total loss to R. & co., who 
gave B. credit for the money, part of which they 
paid over to him, & part to his assignees after he 
had become bkpt. R. & co. paid part of the bills 
drawn upon them, & rejected others. In an 
action brought against them by A., for money 
had & received to his use :—Held: they were not 
bound to apply the money paid on the policy to 
the discharge of the bills drawn by B. for the 
goods.—NEALE v. REID (1823), 1 B. & C. 657; 








Vol. XXIX., 


has on them, unless the seller has con- on goods stopped.—SMITH & JAMESON 
tracted to give him such benefit.— vv. DRE (1809), 15 Fac. Coll, 244.— 
YORKSHIRE INSURANCE Co, SCOT. 


m. Duty of seller to give immediute 
notice of ‘shipment to purchaser—To 
enable purchaser to insure.J—A_ seller 
having ehippee goods from London to 
Aberdeen a steamer, did not send 
notice of shipment to the purchaser 


: . WwW. R. 
23 Man. L. R. 
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Ry. K, B. 158 ; 1 L. J. O. S. K. B. 
a R. she 
j——a€ee, also, IN , : : 
6) BOcNo: ee SURANCE, Vol. XXIX., 


1852. Insurance for more than value of goods— 


Right of purchaser to excess.|— HARLAND & 


WoLFF, LTD. v. BURSTALL (J.) 


& Co., No. 1667, 
ante. 


-|—See, also, INSURANCE, Vol. F 
p. 91, Nos. 492-494. ee 
1853. Insurance against all risks—Extent of 
vendor’s obligation.|A contract for the sale of 
goods on c.if. terms contained the following 
words a ‘insurance to be effected by (sellers) all 
risks?” :—Held: on the construction of the contract, 
the sellers’ obligation was to cffect an insurance 
to cover all risks in the sense of the entire quantum 
of damage, & not to cover the assured against all 
causes of accident, e.g. damage done to the goods 
in consequence of the shipowners committing a 
breach of the contract of carriage by improperly 
stowing them on deck instead of below deck. 
_ Qu: whether under such a contract of sale it 
is sufficient for the seller to procure protection for 
the buyer against all rsks partly by means of the 
contract of carriage & partly under the contract 
of insurance.—VINCENTELLI & Co. v. ROWLETT 
(JOHN) & Co. (1911), 105 L. T. 411; 12 Asp. M. 
L. C. 84; 16 Com. Cas. 310. 

——— Vendor’s failure to effect.|—See IN- 
SURANCE, Vol. XXIX., p. 80, No. 392. 

Right of purchaser to partial benefit—Part of 
voyage insured.|—-See INSURANCE, Vol. X XIX., p. 
91, No. 491. 

Goods sold without assignment of policy.]—Sce 
INSURANCE, Vol. XXIX., p. 92, No. 495. 

Goods sold after loss.|—See INSURANCE, Vol. 
XXIX., p. 91, No. 488. 

Insurance under floating policy——Loss of goods 
stored by seller—After purchase.|—-Sce INSURANCE, 
Vol. XXIX., p. 308, No. 2548. 

Goods destroyed in possession of warehouseman 
——After sale.|—See INSURANCE, Vol. X XIX., p. 
316, Nos. 2601, 2602. 

Goods delivered to carrier.}—-Sce Nos. 1798, 
1799, ante. 

Duration of risk.]—Sce INSURANCE, Vol. X XIX., 
pp. 131, 184, Nos. 831-868. 








SEcT. 3.—ACCEPTANCE. 
SuB-SsEcT. 1.—-WHAT AMOUNTS TO. 
See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 91), 8s. 35. 
Acceptance under Statute of Frauds.|— See Part 
II., Sect. 4, sub-sect. 4, A., ane. 
1854. General rule.]|—Pltfs., merchants at Liver- 
poo" were in the habit of consigning to defts., 
rokers at Montreal, goods on sale or return, & of 
receiving in payment bills on British Houses 
pelea by defts. with the proceeds. Pltfs. 
1aving desired that none but undoubted bills 
should be sent to them, defts. remitted a bill 
drawn by & upon parties supposed at the time to 
be in good credit. Pltfs., on receiving it, returned 
for answer that it had been refused acceptance, 
& requested defts. to do what was needful to 


until the following day. The vessel 
having been lost on the passage :— 
Held: the seller’s duty was to have 
given the purchaser immediate notice 
of shipment, so as to enable him to 
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O. 8. 196.—CAN. 
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procure security from the drawer, & to take all 
legal & necessary steps for their security. In an 
action brought by pltfs. for money had & received, 
to recover from defts. the proceeds of the con- 
signment to which this bill had reference, defts. 
pleaded the delivery to pltfs., & acceptance by 


them, of the bill of exchange in full satisfaction. 


18561. Acceptance of part—Remainder 
AU aaa ]}—-GROVER v. 


The judge directed the jury, that if the bill was 
such a one as by the course of dealng between the 
parties pltfs. were bound to take, that was a taking 
in full satisfaction :—Held: this was a mis- 
direction ; for acceptance in satisfaction must be 
an act of the will in the party receiving. 
What is an acceptance in satisfaction? To 
constitute an acceptance, there must be an act 
of the will. Every receipt is not an acceptance ; 
but if the party accepts the thing, though but for 
a moment, for that for which the other pays it, 
he cannot afterwards by his subsequent dissatis- 
faction, get rid of the effect of it (ALDERSON, B.).— 
HARDMAN v. BELLUOUSE (1842), 9 M. & W. 596; 
11 L. J. Ex. 185; 152 EK. R. 251. 
aan :—Refd. Croft v. Lumley (1858), 6 H. L. Cas. 


1855. Acceptance of part—No notice of rejection 
of remainder.|—Dicks v. SIDNEY (1729), 1 Barn. 
K. B. 316; 94 EB. R. 215. 

1856. —_— Remainder rejected.|—MoLiine & 
Co. v. DEAN & Son, Ltp., No. 1870, post. 

1857. Removal of goods by buyer—To warehouse 
—To remain until paid a age having bar- 
gained with pltf. for the purchase of wool from pltf. 
at a certain price, removed it to a warehouse, used 
by deft. for that purpose, but belonging to a third 
party ; then the wool was weighed & packed in 
sheeting of deft.’s. The course of dealing was that 
the wool remained on these premises till paid for. 
The wool in question was not removed or paid for: 
—Held: there was a sufficient delivery & accept- 
ance of the goods, within Stat. Frauds, to ground 
an action for goods sold & delivered, though pltf. 
retained a special interest in them, not properly a 
lien, in respect of the understood engagement not 
to remove them till paid for.— DODSLEY v. VARLEY 
(1840), 12 Ad. & El. 632; Arn. & H. 128; 4 Per. 
& Dav. 448; 5 Jur. 316; 113 E.R. 954. 
Annotations :—Refd. Bushel v. Wheeler (1844), 15 Q. B. 

42,n.; Dyer v. Cowley (1848), 12 Jur. 776. 

1858. Sale by buyer in own name to 
satisfy damages.|—-Pltfs., merchants at Dieppe, 
sold to deft., a merchant at Wisbech, a quantity 
of oil cake, which was delivered to deft. there in 
Dec. 1841. Deft., conceiving that the cargo did 
not answer the sample, landed a portion of it 
for the purpose of examination, & subsequently, 
landed the whole, stored it in a public warehouse, 
& wrote to pltfs. informing them that it lay there 
at their risk & costs, & requiring them to take it 
back: which pltfs. refused to do. After some 
correspondence, deft., in May, 1842, gave pltfs. 
notice that the cargo was lying at the warehouse 
at their disposal, & that if no directions were 
given by them, it would be sold, & the proceeds 
applied in part payment of deft.’s damages. Pltfs 
answered that they considered the transaction at 
an end, & demanded payment of the price. Deft. 
thereupon offered the cargo for sale in his own 
name, & in July sold it in his own name to a third 








——— 


oO. --—-,.]—Watr v. GLEN 
(1829), 7 Sh. (Ct. of Sess.) 372; 4 
Fac. Coll. 472.—SCOT. 


— Agreement to pay reduced 


8, SUB-SECT. 1. 


AMERON (1841), 


insure; & this not having been done, 2.J—FRIENDLY v. CANADA TRANSIT 
that the risk remained with the seller.— n. Complaint as to goods— Tender (1886), 10 O. R. 756.—CAN. 

FLeErt BROTHERS v. MORRISON (1854), of reduced  wprice.J]—McCLURE wv. 

16 Dunl., (Ct. of Sess.) 1122; 26 Sc. KREUTEZIGER (1884), 6 O. R. 480.—- Ae by conduct after 
Jur. 607.—SCOT. CAN. of delivery—Failure to object to 
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Sect. 3.—Acceptance: Sub-sects. 1 & 2.) 


party :—Held: these facts sufficiently showed an 
acceptance of the goods by deft., after which he 
could not treat the contract as rescinded ; he was 
not to be considered an agent of pltfs. from 
necessity, to dispose of the goods; & he could not, 
in an action against him for another debt, set off 
money paid by him on bills which he had accepted 
on account of the disputed cargo before its arrival. 
—CHAPMAN v. Morton (1843), 11 M. & W. 534; 
12 L. J. Ex. 292; 1 L. T. O. 8S. 148; 152 E. R. 
917. 
sas aalatlfa :—Consd. Loder v. Kekule (1857), 3 C. B. N. 

grad (1927), 32 Com. Cas. 276. 

1859. ——— From barrels into bags—-For purpose 
of examination.|—If a purchaser, receiving goods 
in his warehouse, & intending to examine into their 
quality, treats them in a manner which materially 
alters their condition, as by removing glue from 
hogsheads into bags, it is not necessarily to be 
inferred from that fact alone that he finally accepts 
the goods.—CuRrTIs v. Puau (1847), 10 Q. B. 111; 
We L. J.Q.B. 199; 8L. T. O. S. 447; 116 EB. R. 
1860. ——— Horses moved into different stalls— 
Covered with initialed horse cloths.|-—ANJER v. 
JIARGON (1854), 24 L. T. O. S. 74. 


1861. Acts of ownership—Spreading out seed.|— 
Pitf. sent twenty sacks of seed to defts. in part 
performance of a verbal contract for the sale of 
seed to the value of more than £10. On the same 
day one of defts. informed pltf. that he had heard 
the seed had arrived out of condition. Pltf. 
asserted it was in condition. Immediately after- 
wards defts. wrote to pltf., rejecting the seed, & in 
one of the letters informed him that ‘‘ the twenty 
sacks which you authorised us to receive for you, 
& to lay out thin in consequence of its being hot 
& mouldy,’ would be returned.—On the trial, 
the above facts being proved by pltf., who gave 
evidence that he gave no authority to spread it 
out, & that the seed was not hot & mouldy, the 
judge directed a nonsuit, with leave to enter a 
verdict if there was any evidence of, or acceptance 
of, part of the goods :—Held ; there being evidence 
to go to the jury that the seed was spread out thin, 
neither because it was out of condition, nor by 
pltf.’s authority, there was evidence that it was 
spread out thin as an act of acceptance; &, there- 
fore, the nonsuit was wrong. Sut the ct. thought 
the evidence too slight to justify them in entering 
a verdict for pltf., & directed a new trial.— 
PARKER v. WALLIS (1855),5 EH. & B. 213 3 W. R. 
417; 119 EB. R. 390. 
ae :—Refd. Castle v. Sworder (1860), 29 L. J. Ex. 


1862. Consumption or sale of part.]— 
HARNOR v. GROVES, No. 1911, post. 

18638. Complaint as to goods—Goods left at rail- 
way station—Railway employee informed of non- 
acceptance.|——Deift., a builder in the country, gave 
a verbal order to pltf. for timber, directing it to 





oods.}—Cox  v. 
. Cc. R. 81.—CAN 


r. Acceptance as agent—Delivery as 


JONES (1864), 24 


to principal—Liability of wee a. Goods taken 
BLack v. DOHERTY (1882), 22 N. B. R. purchaser—ZIntention 
215.—CAN. . 

t. Direction to seller to mark ad: denial of ace 
forward 


yoo. }—Where A. purchased 
plate of B. & desired him to have his 
crest engraved on it, & afterwards to b 
forward it to his residence, but paid 
nothing, & B., having obeyed his 
orders, sued him for the price :-—Held : 
A.’s directions as to the engraving of 
the crest & forwarding to his residence, 





into custody 


s. 
efd. Aronson v. Mologa Holzindustrie A/G Lenin-- 


constituted a sufficient acceptance & 
delivery.— WALKER v. BOULTON (1834), 
3 Q. Ss. 252.—CAN. 


Goods taken in for protection with 
tunce.}—ANDREWS Vv. 
pts (Man.) (1907), 6 W. L. R. 691.— 


——.J}—The mere taking 
by the 
oods which have been 
m by the seller, does not amount to 
delivery, unless an intention exists on 
the part of the purchaser to take the 
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be sent by a certain railway, as had been the 
practice between the parties in their previous 
dealings. On the timber arriving at the railway 
station in the country, 6n Apr. 19 deft. was in- 
formed of its arrival, when he told the railway clerk 
he should not receive it. He received at the same 
time an invoice, which he kept. On May 28 deft. 
informed pltf. that he declined to take the 
timber :—Held: although there might be a 
scintilla of evidence of an acceptance within Stat. 
Frauds, yet the jury ought to have found for deft. ; 
& the ct. set aside a verdict for pltf. as against 
evidence.—-NORMAN v. PHILLips (1845), 14M. & W. 
rhe 14 L. J. Ex. 306; 9 Jur. 832; 153 HE. R. 
di 


Se ala :—Distd. Saunders v. Topp (1849), 4 Exch. 


Consd. Morton v. Tibbett (1850), 15 Q. B. 428; 
Coombs v. Bristol & Exeter Ry. (1858), 3 H. & N. 510. 
Refd. Hunt v. Hecht (1853), 8 Exch. 814; Castle v, 


Sworder (1861), 4 L. T. 865; Taylor v. Smith, [1893] 2 
Q. B. 65. 


1864. Kept for further trial.|—Plitf. sold a 
hogshead of cider to deft., by sample, as good 
draught cider. After the arrival of the cask, 
deft. on May 28 wrote to pltf.: ‘‘ The cider differs 
from the sample, & the little I have sold has been 
complained of in every instance; should _ this 
continue I shall be obliged to return it.” Plté. 
did not answer this letter till June 24. Deft. 
in trying to sell it used 20 gallons, but finding it 
unserviceable, refused to pay for the rest, which 
he returned to pltf. It was found as a fact that 
the 20 gallons were more than sufficient to enable 
deft. to test the quality of the bulk :—Held: the 
omission of deft. to answer the letter of May 28 
was evidence from whjch a jury might presume 
that pltf. acquiesced in the further trial of the cider, 
& deft. had not so accepted the bulk as to be 
bound to pay for the whole.—Lucy v. MOUFLET 
(1860), 5 H. & N. 229; 29 L. J. Ex. 110; 157 
BE. R. 1168. 

Anncanon ---Uonad, Grimoldby v. Wells (1875), L. It. 10 

1865. Arbitration as to allowance— 
Purchaser directing deduction from invoice.|— 
Deft., on Apr. 14, signed the following bought 
note, ‘‘I have this day bought from you the 
following: 500 piculs China cotton at 17d. per Ib., 
June or July delivery, guaranteed fair, marks to 
be given when cotton ready for delivery ; in case 
of dispute arising out of this contract, the matter 
to be referred to two respectable brokers for 
settlement, who shall decide as to quality & 
allowance, if any, to be made; the cotton to be 
taken from the warehouse with customary allow- 
ances of tare & draft, & the invoice to be dated 
from the date of the notice being given that the 
cotton is ready for delivery ; to be delivered in 
merchantable condition to the buyer; the 
damaged, if any, to be rejected, provided it can- 
not be made merchantable.’ Deft. sold the 
cotton to Curry on June 25. Pltf. declared the 
marks on 420 piculs ex Queensbury, which were 
warehoused at the docks, & 80 piculs ex Princess 
Royal, but he never was in a position to deliver 











goods into his possession as his pro- 
perty.——-Dr ViILuERs v. MalistTer & 
SHAGAM (1910), 27 8S. C. 73.—S. AF. 


c. Goods taken on trial—Failure to 
return within time limited.)—McCor- 
MICK HARVESTING MACHINE Co. v. 

d.——- <Agreement to pay made 
after trial. J-—-KNIGHT v. HANSON (1906), 
Can L. R. 306; 3 W. L. R. 412.— 


into custody of 
of purchaser— 


urchaser, of 
espatched to 

e. Delay in returning goods — 
Goods not likely to eT ae a 
in returning an article not likely to 
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the latter. Owing to a dispute as to the quality of 
the 420 piculs of cotton, the matter was referred 
& an allowance made. The 420 piculs were after- 
wards weighed, the price ascertained, the invoice 
made out, & subscquently, at deft.’s request, 
corrected by deducting the amount of the allow- 
ance :—Held: there was evidence that deft. 
consented to take the 420 piculs, & the property in 
the same passed to him so that pltf. could maintain 
an action for goods bargained & sold. 

It is argued that no action can be maintained, 
because the contract was for the sale of 500 piculs, 
not 420. If deft. had always stood upon that, 
it would have been unanswerable (MARTIN, B.).-— 
Mora@an v. Gatu (1865), 3 H. & C. 748; 34 L. J. 
Ex.165; 13 L.T. 96; 11 Jur. N.S. 654; 13 W.R. 
758 ; 159 BH. R. 726. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—BuyYrr’s RiGut oF INSPECTION. 

See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 34. 

1866. Whether implied—Sale by auction— 
Printed conditions.]|—Certain woollen & mercery 
goods were put up to sale by auction. Wach lot 
was described in the catalogue as containing a 
certain number of yards. The goods were open 
to public inspection for two days before the sale. 
By the printed conditions of sale, the purchaser 
of any lot was to pay down a deposit; the lots 
were to be taken away with all faults, imperfec- 
tions, or errors of description, on a day specified ; 
& the remainder of the purchase-money was to be 
paid before the delivery. There was also a memo- 
randum, that all small remnants were to be cleared 
at the measure stated in the catalogue. The 
biddings at the sale were to be at so much per 
yard :—Held: (1) in such a sale no condition was 
implied, that a purchaser might inspect & measure 
the lots, before paying the remainder of the 
purchase-inoney ; (2) such a condition would be at 
variance with the printed conditions.—PETTITT v. 
MITCHELL (1842), 4 Man. & G. 819; Car. & M. 
424; 5Scott, N. R. 721; 12L.5.C.P.93; 6 Jur. 
1016; 1384 BR. R. 337. 

Annotations :—Distd. Isherwood v. Whitmore (1843), 11 
M. & W. 347. Refd. Isherwood v. Whitmore (1842), 
10 M. & W. 757. 

Sale by sample.]—Sec Part III., Sect. 6, 

sub-sect. 2, B., ante. 

1867. Goods’ warranted of particular 
quality.]—Where a party buys a specific cargo of 
goods, expected by a particular ship, & which are 
warranted to be of a particular quality, he has a 
right, on the arrival of the ship, to inspect such 
cargo, before it is delivered to him, in order to 
ascertain whether the warranty has been complied 
with; & if it have not, he may reject the cargo 
altogether. But if the cargo be once delivered to 
him, he has no right to return it, on the ground 
that it does not correspond with the warranty.— 
TOULMIN v. HEDLEY (1845), 2 Car. & Kir. 157. 
aioe el. Bannerman v. White (1861), 8 Jur. 








1868. Necessity for tender in manner offering 
reasonable opportunity of inspection—Closed casks. | 


deteriorate does not necessarily infer 
acceptance.—NOURSE v. MALAN, [1909] 


Co. v. Scotr (1875), 2 R. ee of Sess.) 
601 : 2 Sc. L. R. 3 7.—SC T. 
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—An allegation of a tender of goods is not 
supported by proof of a delivery or offer to deliver 
closed casks, said to contain them; but they 
should be tendered in such a way that the party 
may have a reasonable opportunity of inspecting 
them, & of ascertaining whether what he has 
bargained for is presented for his acceptance.— 

ISHERWOOD v. WHITMORE (1843), 11 M. & W. 347; 

12 L. J. Ex. 318; 1L. T. 0. 8S. 815; 7 Jur. 535 ; 

152 E. R. 837. 

1869. Time for inspection—Whether after de- 
livery.|—ToOULMIN v. HEDLEY, No. 1867, ante. 

1870. Place of inspection—Goods shipped for 
export.]|—Pltfs., a firm of colour printers in Ger- 
many, contracted to supply defts. in England 
with a number of books, some of which were for 
sale in England & some in America. Pltfs. 
supplied defts. with a parcel of 40,000 books 
which they knew were intended for America. 
Defts., without inspecting the books, sent them to 
America, where they were inspected & rejected as 
not being of the quality agreed, & were sent back 
to England. Defts. gave notice to pltfs. that 
they intended to reject them all, except such as 
were saleable, & they sold 13,000 of them, & re- 
jected tht rest :—Held: (1) as pltfs. knew that the 
books were intended for America, that was the 
proper place for inspection, & defts. were therefore 
entitled to reject them; & defts. could recover 
the cost of sending them to America & back to 
England; (2) as each of the books had to be up 
to standard defts. could accept some & reject 
the others.—MoLiine & Co. v. DEAN & SON, Lrb. 
(1901), i8 T. L. R. 217, D. C. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Refd. Bragg v. Villanova (1923), 
40 T. L. R. 154. da to (2) Refd, Ballantine». Cramp & 
Bosinan (1923), 129 L. T. 502. Generally, Refd. Mardy 
v. Hillerns & Fowlcr, [1923] 2 K. B. 490. 

1871. .|—Where goods are sold by a 
seller for delivery at a place which, to the seller’s 
knowledge, is not their final destination, but only 
a place from which there is to be a further transit, 
the place at which the seller has to make delivery, 
although not the ultimate destination of the goods, 
is the place where the goods must be inspected & 
accepted or rejected by the buyer, if having regard 
to the nature of the goods & the way in which 
they are packed, inspection can be had reasonably 
at that place. 

Where a buyer without inspection shipped goods 
from the original seller’s place.of delivery to their 
ultimate destination, he lost his right to reject the 
goods.—SAUNT v. BrncinerR & GIBBONS, LTD. 
(1920), 90 I. J. K. B. 541; 125 L. T. 2833; 26 
Com. Cas. 115. 

Annotation :—Refd. Hardy (London) v. Hillerns & Fowler, 
[1923] 1 K. B. 658. 

1872. Goods shipped abroad f.o.b.] — 
Resps. contracted to buy from applts. a quantity 
of palm oil f.o.b. Antwerp, & in pursuance of the 
contract applts. shipped 79 casks from Antwerp 
to Liverpool. Both parties had representatives 
at Antwerp, but resps. did not inspect the oil till 
it arrived at Liverpool, & they then ascertained 
that 58 casks contained oil not of the contract 
quality. In the arbn. it was found by the 














carrier to be forwarded to the buyer 
at a distant place, to be paid for on 


T. 8. 202.—S. AF. 


f. Receipt by carrier appointed by 
purchaser. J—The receipt of goods by a 
carrier appointed by a purchaser does 
not constitute an acceptance of the 
goods by the purchaser.—-DONALDSON 
Vv. MORRIS, {1912] Cc. Pr; D. 339.—S. AF. 
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1869 i. Time for inspection—Whether 
after delivery.J—SMITH BROTHERS & 





g. Whether before payment— 
Where agreement to pay on arrival of 
cars in which goods shipned.|—STRONG 
& DOWLER v. ScoTIA FLOUR & FRED 
Co,, [1927] 2 D. Le hk. 1183; 59 
N. Ss. x, 33 .—CAN. 

h. Continuation until arrival 
& ace tance— O particular 
qualey or delivery at distant place, }— 

here a seller undertakes to deliver 
goods of a particular quality to a 





arrival, the right of inspection prima 
facie continues till the goods arrive 

are accepted at their ultimate 
destination. —THAMES CANNING Co. v. 
EcKARDT (1915), 8 O. . N. : 
340. L. R. 72; 23 D. L. R. 805.— 
CAN. 


k. Place of inspection—FPlace_ of 
delivery.}—Primd facie the oxamina- 
tion by a buyer under Sale of Goods 
Act, 8. 45, in order to ascertain whether 
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arbitrators that by a usage of trade, as applied 
to f.o.b. contracts such as this, it was the regular 
custom for the buyer to examine the goods before 
the instructions to put them on board were given, 
& that therefore the right to reject expired when 
the goods were put on board at Antwerp, & resps. 
could only claim damages :—Held: the custom 
was so vaguely stated that it did not extend to 
exclude the resps. from rejecting the goods at 
Liverpool.—Boxs & Co. v. RAYNER (J. H.) & Co. 
(1921), 37 T. L. R. 800, C. A. 

1873. ——— No reasonable opportunity on. 
shipment.|—Resp., who carried on business in 
Spain, sold to applt., a merchant in Liverpool, a 
quantity of Spanish walnuts, to be shipped f.o.b. 
at Tarragona. The documents arrived in England 
before the goods, & applt. had taken up the 
documents & paid the price before the goods were 
delivered. On finding that the goods were not 
of the contract quality applt. rejected them & 
claimed the return of the price. Resp. contended 
that applt. ought to have examined the goods 
at the port of shipment & had lost his right of 
rejection :—Held: as the buyer was not to be 
deemed to have accepted the goods until he had 
had a reasonable opportunity of examination, & 
as applt. had in the circumstances not had a 
reasonable opportunity, he had not lost his right 
of rejection. BrRaGa v. VILLANOVA (1923), 40 
T. L. R. 154, D. C. 

1874. Mode of inspection—Sale of ship—To be 
placed on gridiron.|—An agreement for the sale 
of a ship contained a provision that the purchaser 
should have permission to remove the ship to a 
suitable gridiron to scrape & otherwise examine 
the vessel’s bottom. The person mutually agreed 
upon to make the inspection went on board the 
ship for the purpose, it being in the middle of 
Milford Haven, when the vendors refused to allow 
him to inspect the bottom of the ship from the 
inside, & upon this point the sale went off :— 
Held: the purchaser was not entitled to maintain 
an action for breach of contract, as the only 
inspection permitted was of the ship on the grid- 
iron, & defts. had a right to refuse an inspection 
when the ship was in the middle of Milford Haven. 
—De MarTros & Co. v. Great HASTERN S.S. Co. 
(1887), 3 T. L. R. 639, H. LL. 

1875. Effect of failure to inspect—Goods sold 
‘‘ payment after inspection on arrival.’’]|—-Where 
goods are sold ‘‘ Payment net cash after inspections 
of goods immediately on arrival of steamer,’ the 
buyer has a right to claim damages if the goods 
are not in accordance with the contract even 
though he does not inspect the goods, or, by 
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mistake does not on inspection discover the defect 
in them.— KHAN v. DucHE (1905), 10 Com. Cas. 
87. 


SUB-SECT. 3.—BUYER’s RIGHT OF REJECTION. 
A. What Amounts to Rejection. 

Sce Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 36. 

1876. Necessity for return of goods.|—-If a party 
purchases an article at a certain price, pursuant 
to a specimnen exhibited, &, on delivery, it is 
found to be of inferior performance, the party 
cannot, in an action for goods sold, set up the 
inferiority of it to the specimen; he should have 
returned it, & so have rescinded the contract.— 
GRIMALDI v. WHITE (1802), 4 Esp. 95; 170 H. ht. 
654, N. P. 

1877. ———.]—- OKELL v. Situ, No. 1899, post. 

1878. .|—If goods are supplied not con- 
formably to the order for them, the buyer is bound 
to return them within a reasonable time, or he 
will be bound to pay for them.—MILNER v. TUCKER 
(1823),1 C0. & P.15; 171 E. R. 1082, N. P. 

1879. -..|— Where goods were sold by sample, 
& the bulk was found by the purchaser on inspec- 
tion after delivery not to be equal to sample :— 
Held: the purchaser might reject the goods by 
giving notice to the vendor that he would not 
accept them, & they were at the vendor’s risk, & 
was not bound to send back, or offer to send back, 
the goods to the vendor, or to place them in 
neutral custody.—GRIMOLDBY v. WELLS (1875), 
L. R. 10 C. P. 891; 441. J. C. P. 2038; 32 L. T. 
490; 39 J. P. 5385; 23°W. R. 524. 

Annotation :—Refd. Perkins v. Bell, [1893] 1 Q. B. 193. 
See, now, Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 36. 
1880. Sufficiency of notice of rejection.|—OKELL 

v. SMITH, No. 1899, post. 








1881. -——.]—Toy v. Lavenv (1852), 18 L. T. 
O. 8. 247. 

1882. — -.]—GRIMOLDBY v. WELLS, No. 1879, 
ante. 

1883. -.]—Held : where goods had been sold 


to a debtor, & there was no evidence to show that 
such goods werc sold as to sample, the mere fact. 
that a Ictter was subsequently written by the 
vendee to the vendor stating that he could not 
accept the goods, but would hold them for the 
vendor & try to sell them for him, & to which 
letter no answer was returned by the vendor, 
will not constitute the vendee a trustee for the 
vendor under Bkpcy. Act, 1883 (c. 52), 8. 44 (1), 
so as to prevent the trustee in the bkpcy. claiming 
such goods as part of the estate in the event of 
the vendee subsequently becoming bkpt.—He 
LANDROCK, Ea p. FABIAN (1884), 1 Morr. 62. 


the goods tendered are in conformity 
with the contract, should be had at 
the place of: delivery.—BROOKS-SCAN- 
LON O’BRIEN Co. v. RED Fir LUMBER 
Co. (1909), 14 B. Cs R. 439.— CAN. 


1. Goods shipped f.o.b. 
—From another province.}—FISHER v. 
CaSBADY (1892), 14 P. R. 577.—CAN. 


-J}— LEWwis v. 
oe 22 Cc. L. T. 3386; 14 
. 32.—CAN. 
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n. Effect of failure to inspect -— 
Acceptance by servant of purchases with- 
out ledge of right of inspection. ]— 
Where deft. purchased a quantity of 
casks by sample, & pltf., under the 
contract, delivered the casks to deft.’s 
store keeper, who accepted the same, 
but was not aware of the nature of 
the contract :—Held: the receipt of 
the casks by the store keeper was no 
acceptance.—WoOobs v. WHITE (1860), 


4 Nfld. L. I. 458.—NFLD. 


0. Fight to reasunable opportunity 
for insnection.J—A reasonable oppor- 
tunity for inspection & examination 
is all that a purchaser is entitled to. 
—RUTTONSEY MORARJI v. JAMNADAS 
a aa ea (1882), I. L. R. 6 Bom. 


B ——.]—CHALMERS v. PATERSON 
(I 97), 24 R. Me of Sess.) 1020; 36 
BS lL. R. 768; 5 S&S L. T. 112.— 

4; ——.]—Kaun v. ROBERT, [1921) 
C. P. D. 654.—S. AF, 
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1876 i. Necessity for return of goods.] 
—When goods sold are rejected by 
the purchaser as disconform to contract 
it is not absolutely necessary that they 
should be at once restored to the 
seller, or placed in neutral custody, as 


tho adoption of either of these courses 
may be very inconvenient, or impos- 
sible, but if the purchaser, after inti- 
mating to the seller, his rejection of 
the goods, retains them his own 
custody, he is bound to keep them 
intact until removal.—CHAPMAN  v. 
CousToN, THOMSON & Co. (1871), 9 


Macph. (Ct. of Sess.) 675; 43 Sc. 
Jur. 326.—-SCOT. 
1876 ii. .J—Where a buyer orders 





goods of a specified kind or quality, 
it is his duty to examine them on 
delivery to see that they are conform 
to contract, & in the event of their 
proving not to be so, to return them 
immediately to the soller, &, if he 
does not do so, unless the defect is 
latent & ohly discoverable after use, 
he is barred from refusing to pay the 
contract price.—CaRTER Co. vv. 
CAMPBELL (1885), 12 R. (Ct. of Sess.) 
1075; 22 Sc. L. R. 711.—SCOT. 
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1884, -~|—-Where goods sold at three 
months’ credit were sent to deft. by a carrier named 
by him, an invoice being at the same time sent 
by the post, & deft., on their arrival at the wharf 
to whic they were sent, said he would not take 
them, but did not repudiate the contract to the 
vendors until seven months afterwards :—Held: 
there was evidence to go to the jury of an accept- 
ance within Stat. Frauds.—BusHEL v. WHEELER 
(1844), 15 Q. B. 442, n.; 3L. T. O.S. 125; 8 
pink oe . say Be R. 626. 

nnotations :—Apld. Nor : 

W. 277; Morton V. Tibbett (isson ae io i rte ; Caned: 

Castle v. Sworder (1861), 6 H. & N. 828. Refd. Meredith 

eas ear ahaa 2 E. & B. 364; Taylor v. Smith, [1893] 


B. Grounds for Rejection. 
(a) Goods not according to Contract. 
1885. General rule.]|—SHOOLBRED (JAMES) & Co. 
v. WYNDHAM & ALBERY (1908), Times, Dee. 1. 
1886. .|—Rortru, Scumipr & Co. v. NAGASE 
(D.) & Co., Lrp. (1920), 2 Lloyd, L. R. 36, C. A. 


Annotations :—Consd. Re Bourgeois & Wilson, Holgate 
eee “caer Cas. 260; Lancaster v. Turner, [1924] 


1887. Goods of different description.] — Pitt. 
made a contract with deft. in the following terms : 
“Sold... the following cotton — 128 bales 
at 25d. per pound, expected to arrive in London, 
per Cheviot, from Madras ; the cotton guaranteed 
equal to sample in our possession. Should the 
quality prove inferior to the guarantee a fair 
allowance to be made.” The sample contained 
long stapled Salem cotton. When the bulk arrived 
it turned out to be Western Madras cotton, which 





is inferior to long stapled Salem, & requires, 


different machinery for its manufacture :-~Held : 
the contract was not a contract for the sale of the 
specific cotton on board the Cheviot, but it was a 
condition precedent that the cotton should be 
long stapled Salem, & therefore deft. was entitled 
to refuse to accept the cotton which arrived.— 
AZEMAR v. CASELLA (1867), L. R. 2 C. P. 677; 
36 L. J.C. P. 268; 16 L. T. 571; 15 W. R. 998, 
Ex. Ch. 

Annotation :—Refd. Smith v. Hughes (1871), 19 W. R. 


1888. Effect of arbitration clause. |—G. & co., on 
July 31, 1889, entered into a contract to buy 
from B. W. & co. 1,000 cases of tinned salmon. 
The contract contained, amongst other things, the 
following provisions: ‘ Quality guarantced good 
merchantable, & equal to the average of the spring 
pack of 1889 season C. R. salmon at 228. per case, 
ex quay Liverpool. Usual examination for cus- 
tomary allowances & general broker’s conditions. 
Any dispute to be settled by arbn.”’ On Apr. 3, 
1890, G. & co. wrote to the agents of B. W. & 
co. that they did not consider the tender, as per 
samples, examined, equal to contract guarantee, & 
therefore must call for arbn. An arbitrator was 


1887 vi. 
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B. (a). 


ue; 


1887 i. Goods of different description. ] 





~-—JAcK v. ROBERTS & 
GIBSON (1865), 3 Macph. (Ct. of Sess.) 
55 37 Sc. Jur. 278.—SCOT. 
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appointed on each side, & the parties went to 
arbn. The arbitrators award was dated Apr. 11, 
1890, & was, so far as is material, as follows: 
“ That the buyers accept the salmon, & that the 
sellers make an allowance to the buyers of one 
shilling & sixpence per case.’’ The arbitrators, 
according to their evidence, had proceeded on the 
understanding that they were not merely to find 
whether the salmon was inferior in quality, but, if 
they found it was so, were to decide whether it 
should be rejected or not. G. & co. moved to 
restrain B. W. & co. from proceedings to enforce 
the award, & also that the award might be set 
aside or remitted to the arbitrators for recon- 
sideration :—Held: the submission extended to 
nothing except the question whether the goods 
were up to guarantec, & if the goods were not of the 
guaranteed quality, the buyers were entitled to 
reject them, the sale not being of specific goods ; 
the arbitrators had exceeded their jurisdiction in 
dealing with a question not submitted to them ; 
& the matter must be referred back to them.—He 
GREEN & Co. & BALFOoUR, WILLIAMSON & Co. 
(1890), 63 L. T.. 325; 6 T. L. R. 445, C. A. 

1889. & stipulation for non-rejection.|— 
A contract for the sale of laths to be shipped, & 
to be ‘about the specification stated below,” 
provided that the property in the goods was to 
be deemed to have passed to the buyers when 
the goods were put on board, & contained a 
clause that, if any dispute arose under the stipula- 
tions of the contract, the buyers were not to reject 
any cf the goods, but the dispute was to be 
referred to arbn. The sellers having put on board 
laths which were not of the specified lengths :— 
Held: the buyers were justified in rejecting these 
laths on their arrival in this country, & were not 
bound by the terms of the contract to accept them 
subject to an allowance to be fixed by arbn.— 
VIGERS BROTHERS v. SANDERSON BROTHERS, [1901] 
1K. B. 608; 70L. J. K. B. 383; 841. T. 464; 49 
W.R. 411; 17 'T. L. R. 316; 45 Sol. Jo. 3283; 6 
Com. Cas. 99. 

Annotations :—Consd. Re Bourgeois & Wilson, Holgate 


(1920), 25 Com. Cas. 260. Refd. Aron v. Comptoir Weri- 
Sarre ct 3 K. B. 435; Szymonowski v. Beck, [1923] 
1 K. B. 457. 


1890. Treated as not delivered—By terms of con- 
tract.|—Kynocu, Lip. v. It. (1909), Times, Mar. 30, 
OC. A. 


(b) Goods not in accordance with Sample. 
Sce Part III., Sect. 6, ante. 











(c) Other Grounds. 

1891. Goods tendered out of time—Not if un- 
loading possible within time.]—In an action for not 
accepting goods which were to be delivered within 
the last fourteen days of Mar., the declaration 
having averred a readiness & offer by pltfs. to 
deliver the goods on the last day of Mar., deft. 
pleaded, that the offer to deliver was at an hour 


1889 i. d: stipulation for non- 
rejection. ]}—LiBaBy (C.) & Co. v. BRIGGS 
(FRANCIS) & Co. (1904), 6 F. (Ct. of 





—LUBRANO v. GOLLIN & Co. (1919), r. Right of rejection inde- Peiiume Rs Se. L. R. 681; 128.0. T. 
20 5S. R. N.S. W. 429; (1920), 21 pendent of passing of property.J—A jf Pts ; popes 
8. R. N.S. W. 300.—AUS. purchaser’s right to reject goods by t. Large percentage o tf 


1887 iil, ———.])—MASSEY v. ARLITZ, 
{1923} V. L. R. 132.—AUS. 

1887 iii, ——.]-—DYMENT v. THOMSON 
1886), 12 A. ht. 659; affd. sub nom. 
THOMSON v. DYMENT (1886), 13 
S. ©. R. 303.—CAN. 

1887 iv. ——.}—BROCKLEY v. BURT 
(1873), 1 N. Z. Jur. 154.—N.Z. 

1887 v. ——.]— VAN OPPEN wv. 
ARBUCKLE (1855), 18 Dunl. (Ct. of 
Sess.) 113.—SCOT. 


SPINNING & 


reason of their not answering the 
description in the contract may be 
independent of the question whether 
the property in the goods has passed 
to him or not.—MITcHELL Rep & Co. 
v. BuLDEO Doss KitETTRY (1887), 
I. L. RR. 15 Calc. 1.—IND. 


1888 i. Effect of arbitration clause. }-— 
RvuTTONSI Rows! v. BOMBAY 
WEAVING Co. 
I. L. R. 41 Bom. 518.—IND. 


defective—Presumption of defectiveness 
of whole.|-—QGQILBERT-MENZIES CO. ¥. 
MITCHELL HELARDWARE, LTD. (Man.), 
11924] 2 D. L. Rt. 421.—CAN. 


PART VI. SECT. 3, SUB-SECT. 3.-- 
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a. Goods not merchantable—Though 
remediable on outlay.)-——ScoTr »w. 
Rogers Fruit Co., [1928] 1 D. L. KH. 
201 ;[1927] 3 W. W. R. 628.—OAN. 
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Secl, 3.—Acceplance: Sub-sect. 3, B. (c) & C.] 


which, by reason of the lateness thereof, was an 
unreasonable & improper hour. The jury found 
epson on this plea, that the hour was unreason- 
able & improper. They also found that there 
was time for deft. to have taken in & weighed the 
goods before twelve o'clock at night :—Held: 
judgment ought to be entered up for pltfs. on this 
finding ; a verdict ought to be entered for pltfs., 
on a plea denying that they were ready to deliver 
the goods within the last fourteen days of Mar. 

In such a case the party bound must find the 
other, at his peril & within the time limited, if 
the other be within the four seas; & he must do 
all that, without the concurrence of the other, 
he can do, to make the payment, or perform the 
act, & that, at a convenient time before midnight, 
such time varying according to the quantum of the 
payment, or nature of the act to be done (PARKE, 
B).—STARTUP v. MACDONALD (1843), 6 Man. & G. 
993; 7 Scott, N. R. 269; 12 L. J. Ex. 477; 1 
L. T. O.S. 172; 134 E. R. 1029, Ex. Ch. 
Annotations :—Consd. Coddington v. Paleologo (1867), 

L. lt. 2 Exch. 193; Biddell v. Clemons Horst Co., [1911] 

1K. B. 934. Refd. Gilmour v. Supple (1858), 32 L. T. 

O. 8.1; Crano v. London Dock Co. (1864), 5 B. & S. 

313; Sutherland v. Allhusen (1866), 14 L. T. 666; 

Arnhold Karberg v. Blythe, Groen, Jourdain, Theodor 

Schneider v. Burgett_ & Newsam, [1916] 1 K. B. 495. 

Mentd. Burton v. Griffiths (1843), 1 L. T. O. S, 289. 

1892. Goods tendered without proper shipping 
marks—-Subsequent tender of goods _ properly 
marked.|}—-(1) Deft. employed pltfs., who were 
-cotton brokers in London, to buy 500 bales of 
cotton for him, telling them to buy gradually at 
8jd.if they could not do better. Cotton could not 
then have been bought at 8}d. Pltfs. shortly 
afterwards passed to deft. a sought note, ‘‘ Bought 
on your account 500 bales, etc., at 8jd.’’ This was 
signed by pltfs. as brokers, & at the bottom of 
the note a charge of 4 per cent. was made for 
brokerage. Before delivery of the cotton, deft. 
became aware that pltfs. had not, at the time of 
their passing this bought note, made any contract 
for him for the purchase of cotton, but that they 
had subsequently bought the 500 bales, in their 
own name, to enable them to make delivery to him 
partly at 83d. & partly at T}d. per pound. 
Deft. would not have accepted thie bought note 
from pltfis. if he had known that they were thus 
acting as principals in the transaction. Deft., 
on becoming aware of the state of circumstances, 
refused to accept the cotton, & this action was 
brought to recover damages for non-acceptance. 
It was proved that there was a custom in the 
London cotton market that, if a broker bought for 
his employer of an undisclosed principal, he was 
liable himself upon the contract :—Held: the 
action was not maintainable, as no contract of 
sale had been made between pltfs. & deft. 

(2) Pltfs. before the expiration of the time for 
the delivery of the cotton, tendered marks of 
cotton that was not in accordance with the terms 
of the contract, &, on deft. rejecting the same, 
they, before the expiration of the time fixed for 
delivery, tendered marks of cotton that was in 
accordance with the contract :—Held: pltfs. 
had not, by the first delivery, broken the contract, 
so as to justify deft. in refusing to accept the cotton 
eee ered tendered.—TETLEY v. SHAND (1871), 
25 L. T. 658; 20 W. R. 206. 


Annotation :—Generally, Refd. Borrowman v. Free (1878), 
4Q. B. D. 500. 


1898. Cargo tendered without shipping docu- 
ment.|——Defts. agreed to buy of pltfs. a cargo of 
maize. Pltfs. tendered the cargo of the C., which 
defts. refused to accept, upon the ground that the 
shipping documents were not tendered with it. 
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Pltfs. insisted that the tender was valid. This 
dispute was referred to an arbitrator, who decided 
that the tender was invalid. Pltfs. thereupon, 
& within the time limited by the contract, tendered 
the cargo of the M., which defts. refused to accept, 
upon the ground that they were not bound to 
accept any cargo in substitution for that of the 
C., the tender of which the arbitrator had decided 
to be invalid :—Held: defts. were bound to accept 
the cargo of the M., & might be sued by pitfs. 
to recover any loss which the latter might have 
sustained through the refusal to accept it. 

It may be that, where goods which fulfil the 
terms of a contract are appropriated for sale in 
performance thereof, there is an election by the 
vendor which is irrevocable (BRETT, L.J.). 

When a selection is made of goods not specified 
in the contract, the goods selected, if they comply 
with the conditions of the contract, must be 
treated as if they had actually been named in the 
contract (CoTTON, L.J.).—BORROWMAN v. FREE 
(1878),4Q. B.D. 500; 48L.J.Q. B. 65; 40L.T. 
25, C. A. 

1894. Goods subject to approval.|—ORNSTEIN v. 
ALEXANDRA FURNISHING Co. (1895), 12 T. L. R. 
128. 

1895. Goods not merchantable—Though reme- 
diable on outlay.]—The expression ‘‘ merchantable 
quality’ in Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), 
s. 14 (2), means goods saleable at the time the 
delivery is made, & not goods which can only be 
made saleable if some labour is expended on them. 

In Oct. 1908, defts., an English co., who sell 
motor accessories, gave an order to pltf., a manu- 
facturer in Paris, for a large number of motor 
horns of different sizes & of different prices 
“« delivery as required.”? The goods were delivered 
in 19 cases at various dates in May & June, 1909, 
the last delivery being on June 24. On the same 
day defts. inspected the goods, & as the result 
of their inspection rejected them all, except those 
contained in one case which they had already 
resold, mainly on the ground that the goods were 
not merchantable. In an action by pltf. to recover 
the price of the goods :—Held: according to the 
true construction of the contract, it was to be 
treated as a separate contract in respect of each 
consignment; & subject to the exception of 
de minimis, the buyer had a right to insist that all 
the goods comprised in each consignment should 
be of merchantable quality, & if they were not, 
then to reject the whole consignment.—JACKSON 
v. Rotax Moror & CycLE Co., [1910] 2 K. B. 
937; 80L. J. K. B. 38; 103 L. T. 411, C. A. 


Annotations :—Consd. Longbottom v. Bass, Walker, [1922] 
W. N. 245. Refd. Manbre Saccharine Co. v. Corn Pro- 
ducts Co., [1919] 1 K. B. 198; Pocahontas Fuel Co. 
(Incorporated) v. Ambatielos (1922), 27 Com. Cas. 148; 
Ballantine v. Cramp & Bosman (1923), 129 L. T. 502. 


.J—See Part III., Sect. 5, sub-sect. 3, 





ante. al 
1896. Delay in delivery.|—By a contract in writing 
200 tons of cotton seed were sold for shipment 
from Bombay & certain other Indian eas to Hull, 
via Suez Canal during Aug. & Sept. 1910, at £6 15s. 
per ton net, free delivered in sound & merchantable 
condition to buyers’ craft alongside. Shipment 
was to be by steamer or steamers, direct or indirect, 
with or without transhipment, & the bill of lading 
was to be proof of date of shipment in the absence 
of evidence tothe contrary. Particulars of shipment 
were to be given within six days after the receipt of 
the shipping documents in this country. It was 
further provided that if the seed, on arrival proved 
to be not as warranted, or was damaged or out of 
condition, it was to be taken with an allowance. 
The contract was to be void as to any portion 
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shipped that might not arrive by the ship or ships 
declared against the contract. By notice in writing 
dated Sept. 6, 1910, the sellers declared a ship- 
ment under the contract of 1,600 bags of cotton 
seed by the Othello under a bill of lading dated 
Aug. 16, 1910. The Othello, which was a general 
ship, left Bombay with the cotton seed on board 
on Aug. 18, 1910, intending to call at Karachi for 
further cargo. On Aug. 22, 1910, when near 
Karachi, she stranded, & was not refloated till 
Nov. 27, 1910. About 1,646 tons of her original 
cargo, including the cotton seed, were landed & 
stored at Karachi, & she returned to Bombay for 
repairs. On Feb. 12, 1911, the Othello again left 
Bombay, having on board 1,540 tons of new cargo 
to replace a somewhat larger quantity of manganese 
ore originally shipped at Bombay but jettisoned 
on the stranding off Karachi. Included in these 
1,540 tons of new cargo was a further quantity 
of cotton seed which, being shipped in Feb., was 
available for & was used by the owners thereof to 
fulfil contracts made by other parties for Jan. to 
Feb. shipment. On the arrival of the Othello at 
Karachi on the second occasion she loaded the 
cargo, including the cotton seed in question, 
which had been left there ; & on Feb. 20 she sailed 
for Hull, where her cargo, including the cotton 
seed, was discharged on Mar. 27, 1911, the cotton 
seed being carried under the original bill of lading. 
The buyers having declined to accept the declara- 
tion of shipment as a proper declaration in ful- 
filment of the contract the dispute was referred to 
arbn. No evidence was given in the arbn. to show 
that the stranding of the Othello was due to 
negligence. The arbitrators found that there was 
no undue delay in the refloating of the vessel 
after the stranding, or in the execution of the 
repairs, & that the voyage was not unduly delayed 
by the loading of the further cargo at Bombay ; 
that cotton seed purchased for Aug. or Sept. 
shipment would be seed of the old crop & on arrival 
in the ordinary course would go into consumption 
before the new crop would be available; that 
when the new crop first comes on the market the 
value of seed of the old crop is at a discount com- 
pared with the price of seed of the new crop; & 
so far as the question was for them, the arbitrators 
found as a fact that the delay in delivery beyond 
the normal time for a voyage from Bombay to Hull 
was not due to any act or default of the sellers. 
They further found that the buyers had been pre- 
judiced by the fact, but not further or otherwisc, 
that the seed, being seed of the old crop arrived at 
a time when it had to compete on the market with 
seed of the newcrop. On these findings :-—Held : 
(1) there had been no cancellation of the original 
shipment in Aug. 1910, so as to make the reloading 
at Karachi in Feb. 1911, a new shipment, &, as 
such, not within the time stipulated for by the 
contract ; the loading of further cargo at Bombay 
in Feb. 1911, did not constitute a new voyage so 
as to vitiate the tender made by the sellers ; (2) the 
mere fact that the seed when it arrived at Hull was 
exposed to a more highly competitive market than 
that which it was expected would be found was not 
sufficient to warrant a finding of fact that the 
commercial object of the contract was defeated ; 
therefore, the sellers were entitled to call upon 
the buyers to accept delivery of the seed; 
(3) semble: on the construction of the contract, 
the buyers would be entitled to damages for the 
delay in the delivery of the seed if it could be shown 
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1898 i. Delivery on trial—Necessity 
for return on discovery of defects 


ects, }— 
KRIENKE tv. MOHR (N. W. T.) (1905), 389.—CAN. 


1 W. L. R. 254.—CAN. b 
1898 fi. ——- ———.])—-H ; 
BAYLEY (N. W. P.) (1907), 6 W. L. R. 
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that the delay had been caused by the negligent 
navigation of the Othello—Re Carver & Co. & 
Sassoon & Co. (1911), 17 Com. Cas. 59. 

1897. Whole cargo not delivered.] — By two 
contracts in similar terms cotton seed was sold, 
to be shipped in Alexandria & delivered in London 
to buyers’ craft alongside, payment to be in London 
in exchange for shipping documents. On the 
arrival of the ship in London, & after payment by 
the buyers, a portion of the seed was delivered 
into the buyers’ barges. The ship then left for 
Hull with the remainder of the seed on board in 
order to discharge other cargo. The ship returned 
to London in fourteen days & the balance of the 
seed was tendered to the buyers, but they refused 
to accept it. The buyers retained the portion 
which had been delivered & claimed repayment of 
the price paid for the rejected portion :—Held: 
when the delivery had begun the buyers were 
entitled to receive the whole quantity before the 
ship left the port, & in the circumstances the 
buyers were entitled to keep the part actually 
delivered & to reject the balance & to be repaid 
the price of the balance.—BEHREND & Co. v. 
PRODUCE Broxksrs’ Co., [1920] 3 K. B. 530; 90 
L. J. K. B. 143; 124 L. T. 281; 36 T. I. R. 775 ; 
15 Asp. M. L. C. 139 ; 25 Com. Cas. 286. 


C. Limitation of Right. 


1898. Delivery on trial—Necessity for return on 
discovery of defects.|—Though on the sale of a 
horse there is an express warranty by the seller 
that the horse is sound, free from vice, etc., yet 
if it is accompanied with an undertaking on the 
part of the scller to take the horse again, & pay 
back the purchase-money, if on trial he shall be 
found to have any of the defects mentioned in the 
warranty, the buyer must return the horse as soon 
as he discovers any of those defects, in order to 
maintain an action on the warranty, unless he 
has been induced to prolong the trial by any 
subsequent misrepresentation of the seller. In 
such case the term trial means a reasonable trial.— 
ADAM v. RicHarps (1795), 2 Hy. Bl. 573; 126 


Kk. R. 710. 
Annotation :-—Refd. Heilbutt v. Hickson (1872), L. R. 7 
Cc. P. 438. 


1899. Reasonableness of trial question for 
jury.}—Where utensils to be used in trade have 
been contracted for & delivered at a stipulated 
price, it is a question for the jury, whether the 
vendee, who complains that they are unfit for the 
purpose for which they were intended, has used 
them further than was necessary, in order to give 
them a fair trial; & if not, the commodity being 
bulky, & after a reasonable trial found to be unfit 
for such purpose, the vendor upon notice given, 
is bound to take them away; but if the vendee 
retain the utensils, without giving such notice, he 
is liable to pay for the value of the materials.— 
OKELL v. Smiru (1815), 1 Stark. 107; 171 EB. Rh. 
416, N. P. 

Annotations :-—Distd. Street v. Blay (1831), 2 B. & Ad. 456. 


pee | s v. Bright (1829), 5 Bing. 533; ler wv. 
ogee fe (1849), 13 Jur. 561; Heilbutt v. Hickson (1872), 
L. R. 7 C. P. 438 : 








1900. Whether repudiation within reasonable 
time—Question for jury.]—It is a question for the 
jury, whether the vendee of goods which turn out 
to be of a quality inferior to that which was stipu- 
lated for, has in point of fair mercantile dealing 
given a notice sufficiently early to the vendor of 








: Continuation of use 
pending repairs by vendor.}—RERVES 


ec de ig & Co, v. Oz1a8 (1910), 15 W. L. R. 6A. 
—CAN. 
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Sect. Oro cai Sub-sect. 3, C. & D. (a) & 
a 

his intention to repudiate the contract.— ROWE v. 

OSBORNE (1815), 1 Stark. 140; 171 E. B. 427, N.P. 

Annotations :—Refd. Cowie v. Remfry ae ee 3 Moo. ind. 
TPP 448: Sievewright v. Archibald (1851), 17 Q. 


1901. Custom as to rejection—-Inconsistent with 
express contract.]—-A usage of trade cannot be set 

in contravention of an express contract: 

Therefore, where A. agrees to sell to B. a quantity 

of prime bacon, which B. weighs & examines, & 

pays for by a bill at two months, but before the 
bill becomes due, gives notice to A. that the bacon 
does not answer the contract :—Held: A. could 
not give in evidence a custom that the buyer was 
bound to reject the contract, if at all, at the time 

of examining the goods.—YATES v. Pym (1818), 

6 Taunt. 446; 128 EB. R. 1107; ; sub nom. YEATS 

v. Pim, 2 Marsh, 141. 

Annotations :—Distd. Parker v. Palmer (1821), : B. & Ald. 
387, Refd. Budd v. Fairmanner (sat), a J. Gc P. 
16; Powell v. Horton (1836), 2 Bing. N | eB: Brown 
v. Byrne (1854), 18 Jur. 700 ; Maxwoll. Me "Deare (1854), 
23 L. T. O. 8.1; Humfrey v. Dale eer, i E. & B. 266; 
Lucas v. Bristow (1858), 27 L. J. Q. B 
1902. .|—Held: Ne eustonid in the 

iron trade that defective castings might be returned 

by the purchaser to the founder, & that in such a 

case the purchaser had no claim against the 

founder except to have them replaced by sound 
castings or to receive credit for their cost price, 

. could not apply to a contract which expressly 

provided that the purchaser relied upon the 

founder’s inspection of the castings, & would use 

“them on receiving them, & that the responsibility 

must rest on the founder. —VICKERY’S PATENTS, 

LTD. v. Hii (1917), 33 T. L. R. 536. 

1903. Reasonableness.| —- Semble: an 
article sold by sample cannot be rejected as not 
corresponding with the sample, except within a 
reasonable time.—SANDERS v. JAMESON (1848), 
2 Car. & Kir. 557. 

1904. Custom compelling acceptance—Subject 
to allowance-—Existence in Liverpool corn trade.|— 
A contract for the sale of wheat to arrive, contained 
a clause that any dispute arising thereout should 
be referred to arbitration as therein provided. On 
its arrival, the buyer claimed the right to reject 
it, on account of inferiority in quality. The sellers 
at once called for an arbn. The arbitrators made 
an award that the purchaser should take the wheat 
with an allowance :—Held: the award was invalid, 
inasmuch as the only question submitted to the 
arbitrators was the buyers’ right to reject. No 
custom exists in the Liverpool corn trade com- 
pelling a buyer to accept, with an allowance, 
wheat inferior in quality to that contracted for, 
if not sea-damaged.—SINIDINO, RALLI & Co. v. 
KITCHEN & Co. (1883), Cab. & El. 217. 

1905. Effect of stipulation as to rejection— 
Damaged part only—Whether parcels divisible.|— 
In a contract for the sale of ten bales of cotton 
at so much a pound, the following stipulation was 
contained: ‘‘ Claims for damaged cotton allowed 
at the value of the sound cotton at the time of 
return, if claim & return made within ten days & 
three months.’ Of two out of the bales delivered 
respectively, two-thirds were sound & one-third 
damaged :—Held: the purchaser was not entitled 
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re ood v. BLAIR sey 23 W.L. R. CAN, L. R. 142; 
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RON v. SMITH (1870), 21 C. P. 1.—CAN. 
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to return & be allowed for the whole bales, but 
on the one-third that was damaged. Semble: 
such a quantity out of a bale might be damaged 
as to render the whole bale substantially damaged 
cotton, & returnable under the above stipulation, 
even though there were some sound cotton in it.— 
MELLOR v. STREET (1866), 15 L. T. 223. 

1906. On non-approval—Within reasonable 
time.|—-ORNSTEIN v. ALEXANDRA FURNISHING Co. 
(1895), 12 T. L. R. 128. 

1907. Stipulation as to non-warranty—No right 
of rejection.|-Howcrortr & WATKINS v. PERKINS 
(1900), 16 T. L. R. 217. 


Annotation :—Folld. Wallis & Wells v. Pratt & Haines 
(1910), 102 L. T. 108. 





D. Loss of Right. 
(a) Retention of Possession. 


1908. Fourteen days.|—A trader ordered bags of 
wool of defts., merchants, in Dec., which were 
delivered on Feb. 19 following, & by the course 
of dealing the trader had the option of returning 
the wool for which he had no call, though previously 
ordered. The trader being from home when the 
bags were delivered, on his return the same day 
gave directions not to have them opened or entered 
in his books, but only weighed off to see that they 
agreed with the invoice; he being then in 
embarrassed circumstances & intending not to 
take them into the account of his stock if in the 
event he found himself unable to pursue his busi- 
ness. Afterwards on Mar. 4, 5, being then 
avowedly insolvent, he returned the bags with a 
letter to the merchants declaring his situation, 
& hoping that they would have no objection to 
take back the wool, & requesting the favour of a 
line of approbation thereof; which lIctter was 
received & the approbation given after an act of 
bkpcy. committed on the same day the letter was 
sent :—Held: by the trader keeping possession 
of the goods so long, his option, which ought to 
have been exercised on the receipt of them, was 
gone; & being in a state of insolvency & on the 
eve of bkpcy., he could not exercise the power of 
restoring the goods to the vendors, though without 
any fraudulent concert with them: but the trader’s 
assignees were entitled to the property.—NEATE v. 
BAuL (1801), 2 Hast, 117; 102 EB. Wt. 318. 
Annotations :—Distd. Gibson v. Bray (1817), 8 BE ad 76. 

Refd. Richardson v. Goss (1802), 3 Bos. & P. 

1909. Two months—Without eae goods. 
—If a person purchases an article, & suffers it to 
remain on his premises for two months without 
examination, & then finds it to be unfit for use, 
he cannot, after that length of time, avail himself 
of the objection in an answer to an action for the 
price, unless some deceit has been practised with 
regard to the article-—PERCIVAL v. BLAKE (1826), 
2C. & P. 514; 172 E.R. 233. 

1910. Necessity for prompt notice of rejection.] — 
If one order a certain machine, e.g. a threshing- 
machine, which, when sent to him, turns out to 
be unfit for use, he should either return it 
immediately, or else give immediate notice to the 
vendor to fetch it away; for if he keep it a long 
time without doing either, he will be taken to have 
waived all objections to its goodness.—CAsH uv, 
GILES (1828), 3 C. & P. 407; 172 H.R. 477. 


to seller.}—LAING ¥. WESTREN (1858), 
20 Dunl. (Ct. of Sess.) 519; 30 Se, Jur. 
275.—SCOT. 


Retention relying on representa- 
tion of vendor that goods conformed to 
contract. }—MUNRO Co. v. BENNET 


part 
& Son, [1911] 8S. C. 337.—8COT., 
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(b) Acts of Ownership. 
i. In General. 

See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 35. 

1911. Using more than necessary as sample.]|— 
Pltf. contracted by parol with H., deft.’s agent, 
for the purchase of flour above the value of £10 
of the same quality as deft. had supplied to M. 
On the next morning deft. sent to pltf. a sold note, 
which described the flour simply as ‘‘ Whites XS.” 
On the following day flour answering the descrip- 
tion of ‘‘ Whites XS’ was delivered. Pltf. tried 
half a sack, & finding it not so good as the flour 
supplied to M., which was ‘‘ Whites XSS,’’ com- 
plained of it to H., but afterwards used two more 
sacks & sold a third, & then paid the contract 
price under protest :—Held: pltf. after having 
used more of the flour than was necessary for the 
purpose of testing it, & sold a portion of it, was 
not at liberty to rescind the contract & recover 
the price paid as moncy had & received to his use.— 
HARNOR v. GROVES (1855), 15 C. B. 667; 38 
C.L. R. 406; 241. J.C. P. 53; 24 L. T. 0. S. 
215; 3 W. R. 168; 139 BE. R. 587. 
Annotation :—Mentd. Rye v. Purcell, [1926] 1 K. B. 446. 


1912. Announcing incapacity to return goods— 
On advice of solicitor.|—Goods were consigned 
from London to A. at Sunderland according to 
order; & a draft for the price, the invoice, & the 
bill of lading, were forwarded. On the arrival of 
the goods at Sunderland A. was in difficulties, & 
desired that they should not be received from the 
wharf where they then lay. But in the absence of 
A., & without his consent, the goods were deposited 
on his premises. Le afterwards knew of these 
facts, & took & kept the key of the warchouse in 
which the goods were deposited. On Feb. 4, A. 
wrote to pltf., the vendor, returning the draft 
unaccepted, & stating the circumstances as to the 
goods, & that a stoppage of his business was 
decided upon, & continued: ‘ f immediately 
sent for my solr. to get his advice, amongst other 
things, as to whether I could not, under the cir- 
cumstances, return the hemp to the wharf. He 
declared not ; which placed me under the necessity 
of depriving you of what I considered your right. 
I cannot say what dividend there is likely to be.” 
‘*T return your draft, &, although it can be little 
satisfaction to you, must express my extreme regret 
that you are so unfortunately placed.’ On 
Feb. 6, the vendor applied to A. for the goods, & 
was referred by him to his solr. On Feb. 25, A. 
made an assignment to defts. for the benefit of his 
creditors, & delivered the key of the warehouse to 
them. The goods were demanded of defts. & 
were refused ; & defts. sold them. 

In an action of trover by the vendor :—Held: 
(1) the property in the hemp passed to A. by the 
delivery on board ship & the forwarding of the bill 
of lading; (2) there was no valid rescission of 
the contract, for such could only be by mutual 
consent, therefore any expression of a wish to 
rescind uttered by one party & not communicated 
to the other was immaterial, the letter of Feb. 4, 
which was communicated to the vendor, did not 
amount to an offer by A. to rescind, but to an 
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h. User of part—Loss of right to 
reject remainder.J—EUREKA WOOLLEN 

ILL Co. v. KIRK (1889), 21 N. S. R. 
335.—CAN. 


k. Unloading d& taking goods into 
custody— Notice of defects to vendor 
within reasonable time.)—A purchaser 
of goods ordered to be sent by railway 
does not lose his right of rejecting the 


546,—CAN. 
1. User 


THOMPSON 1. 
E. L. R. 192; 41 


goods by unloading them from the 
cars on arrival & teaming them to his 
own premises, if he finds them to be 
inferlor to what he had ordered & so 
notifies the vendor within a reasonable 
v. PaciIFIC COAST 
LUMBER Co. (1899), 12 Man. L. R. 


time.—CREIGHTON 


after failure of seller to 
remove goods at request of purchaser.)— 
AMERON 

N. 8. kt, 29.—CAN. 


59] 


assertion that he could not do so; (3) there was no 
valid stoppage in transitu, for the natural transit 
was ended, & the facts showed that A. had taken 
to the goods as owner whilst they were in his 
possession.— HEINEKEY v. HARLE (1858), 8 E. & B. 
410; 28 L. J. Q. B. 79; 31 L. T. O. S. 3857; 4 
Jur. N. S. 848; 6 W. R. 687; 120 E. R. 159, 
Ex. Ch. 
Annotations :—As to (2) Distd. Nicholson v. Bower (1858), 
ea ae B. 97. Refd. Hutchings v. Nunes (1863), 


1913. Purchaser despatching goods abroad.|— 
Defts. engaged to supply shoes to pltfs., to be 
according to sample, & to be inspected & paid for 
by pltfs. before shipment, it being known that the 
shoes were intended for the French army; a 
large quantity of shoes were inspected, approved 
& delivered, & a portion then sent by pltfs. to 
Lille. It was subsequently discovered by pltfs. 
that some of the shoes contained paper in the soles, 
which the French authorities would not allow, & 
after various communications defts. engaged to 
take back shoes returned because they contained 
paper, but not a larger quantity if only a few were 
so defective. The French authorities rejected all, 
& on cutting open a large number most were found 
to contain paper, which was also found in the 
sample; the shoes both delivered & undelivered 
were inferior to sample, & the defect could not be 
discovered by any reasonable inspection. Pltfs. 
gave notice that they rejected the shoes delivered 
& would receive no more, & brought their action : 
—Held: (1) pltfs. were entitled to reject the shoes 
delivered, & throw them back on defts.’ hands at 
Lille & in Iingland respectively, to refuse to receive 
more, & to recover as damages the whole money 
paid, the expense of sending to & keeping at Lille 
& the loss of profit on all shoes delivered or not. 

In the case of exccutory contracts, where the 
yoods are not ascertained or may not exist at the 
time of the contract, from the nature of the trans- 
action no property in the goods can pass to the 
purchaser by virtue of the contract itself (BOVILL, 
C.J.). 

(2) The shoes could not have been thrown back 
on defts.’ hands at Lille but for the second engage- 
ment.—HEILBUTT v. HICKSON (1872), L. Rh. 7 C. P. 
438; 41 L. J.C. P. 228; 27 L. T. 3386; 20 W. R. 
1005. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Refd, Kursell v. Timber Oporators 

& Contractors, [1927] 1 K. B. 298. As to (2) Consd. 


Grimoldby ». Wells (1875), L. R. 10 G. P. 391; Hardy ». 


Tiillerns & Fowler, {1923j 2 K. B. 490. edb Refd. 


Drummond v. Van Ingen (1887), 12 App. Cas. 28 
1914. Sending carrier for goods—No inspection 
until next day.|—Pltf. sold a quantity of wheat to 
deft. by sample, & delivered it at a railway 
station some 20 miles from deft.’s mills. In 
obedience to the directions of deft. the wheat was 
brought from the station to the mills by a carrier 
employed by him. On inspecting it next morning, 
deft. found it was not equal to sample, & rejected 
it :——-Held : on these facts he was precluded from 
oe it.— WATSON v. HODGSON (1876), 40 J. P. 
87. 
1915. Claiming allowance for shortage—& de- 
livering to sub-purchaser.]—-By letters & telegrams 


m. User pending efforts of seller to 
bring goods into conformity with con- 
tract. J—-MORRISON & MASson, LTD. v. 
CLARKSON BROTHERS (1898), 25 R. 
(Ct. of Sess.) 427; 35 Sc. L. R. 335; 
58. L. IT. 277. —SCOT. 

n. User after notice of rejection.] 
—If a vendor delivers a machine dis- 
conform to contract, & the purchaser 
intimates that he rejects it, but goes 
on using it for a short time, the pur- 


1906), : 
chaser looses his right to reject on the 
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Sect. 3.—Acceptance : Sub-sect. 3, D. (b) 7., tt. & tii. 5 
sub-sects. 4 & 5.) 


between applts. in Gibraltar & resp. in Malta 
applts. sold to resps. anchovies f.o.b. Gibraltar. 

pon the anchovies arriving in Malta resp. com- 
plained of their quality, but without claiming to 
reject them ; on the contrary he claimed an allow- 
ance for an alleged shortage & delivered them to 
purchasers from him. Upon their refusing to 
accept the goods, resp. claimed to rescind his con- 
tract with applts., & brought an action against 
them in Malta. The cts. there found that the 
anchovies were defective in quality, &, applying 
the law of Malta, held that resp. was entitled to 
rescind the contract, & to recover from applts. 
the price, together with the sums paid for freight 
& insurance :—Held: under Gibraltar Ordinance 
No. 20 of 1895, s. 35, which is in the same terms 
as Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 35, resp. had 
lost that right [to reject] since. he had acted in a 
manner inconsistent with the ownership of the 
sellers.— BENAIM & Co. v. DEBONO, [1924] A. C. 
514; 938 L. J. P. C. 133; 131 L. T. 1, P.C. 


li. Resale by Buyer. 


1916. General rule.] — Pitf. sold barley by 
sample to deft. to be delivered at a railway station. 
Deft. resold by the same sample. On the barley 
being delivered, the stationmaster, at deft.’s 
request, sent him samples taken from the sacks ; 
& deft. thereupon ordered the barley to be for- 
warded to the sub-purchaser, who on inspection 
found it not up to sample, & rejected it. Deft. 
then claimed to reject as against pltf.:—Held: 
‘ there was nothing in the facts to dislodge the 
primd facie presumption tl.at the place of delivery 
was to be the place of inspection, & when deft. 
ordered the barley to be forwarded to the sub- 
purchaser the property passed to him, & his right 
of rejection was gone.—PERKINS v. BELL, [1893] 
1Q. B. 193; 62 lL. J. Q. B. 91; 67 L. T. 792; 
41] W. R. 195; 9 T. L. R. 147; 37 Sol. Jo. 130; 
4 R. 212, C. A. 

Annotation :—Folld. Hardy (London) v. Hillerns & Fowler, 

[1923] 1 K. B. 658. 

1917. 
1915, ante. 

1918. Application of rule—Resale of portion of 
goods.|—-H ARNOR v. GROVES, No. 1911, ante. 

1919. -|—Wheat was sold under a 
c.i.f. contract to be shipped from a foreign port to 
this country. The ship arrived & the buyers took 
up the shipping documents on Mar. 20.° On 
Mar. 21 she commenced to discharge the wheat & 
the buyers took delivery. On the same day they 
resold & dispatched to sub-purchasers a portion 
of the wheat so delivered to them. They sub- 





-|—BENAIM & Co. v. DEBONO, No. 








doctrine of personal bar.—CROOM & 
ARTHUR v. STEWART & Co. (1905), 7 
F. (Ct. of Sess.) 563; 42 Sa L. R. 


then t 


o. With knowledye of defect.) — A o ; 
pltf. who exercises acts of owner 
ship after knowledge of the defect in 
an article sold is debarred from claim- 


ing a rescission of the contract.—Le 143.—CAN 


1918 ii. 


eee to be made to third partics 

ae ws uy ce accepts _— goods.— 

HANDELWAL Vv. KALUMULL 

437; 128. L. T. 799.—SCOT. rel aol Kl. 30 Cale. 649; 7C.W.N. 
Hi 


1918 i. Application of rule—Resale 
of portion of pours — ROBINSON v. 
GoRDON & MokKay (1863), 23 U. O. R. 


-- ——,]— BURLINGTON 


SALE OF Goobs. 


sequently discovered that it was not in accordance 
with the contract, & on Mar. 28, before a reasonable 
time for the examination of the goods had expired, 
they gave the sellers notice of rejection. It was 
contended by the buyers that before the date of 
the sub-sales the property in the wheat had passed 
to them, so that the sellers had no ownership with 
which the sub-sales could be inconsistent :— 
Held: (1) whether the true effect of a c:i.f. con- 
tract is that the Pests of the property in the 
goods is suspended until after the buyer has had 
a reasonable opportunity of examining them, or 
that the property passes upon the buyer taking 
up the shipping documents subject to its being 
revested in the seller in the event of the buyer 
rejecting the goods as not being in accordance 
with the contract, the transfer of the possession 
to the sub-purchasers was an act inconsistent 
with the ownership of the sellers, being either 
inconsistent with their ownership at the time of 
such transfer of possession in one view of the con- 
tract, or inconsistent with the ownership revested 
in them by rejection in the other; (2) the pro- 
visions of Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), are not 
limited by Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 34, 
& the transfer of possession to the sub-purchasers 
put an end to the buyers’ right of rejection not- 
withstanding that it took place before a reasonable 
time for examining the goods had expired.— 
Harpy & Co. v. HILLERNS & FOWLER, [1923] 2 
K. fy 490; 92 L.J. K.B. 930; 129 L. T. 674; 39 
T. L. R. 547; 67 Sol. Jo. 618; 29 Com. Cas. 30, 
C. A. 

Annotation :—CGenerally, Refd. Barker (Junior) v. Agius 

(1927), 43 T. L. 2. 751. 

1920. Goods put up for sale—Bought in.]—— 
Declaration stated that deft. bargained for & 
bought of pltfs. a quantity of KE. I. rice, according 
to the conditions of sale of the E. I. co., to be put 
up at the next E. I. co.’s sale by the proprietors, 
if required, at a certain price there mentioned. 
The proof was, that, besides these conditions, the 
rice was sold per sample. This is no variance ; 
the words ‘‘ per sample ’’ not being a description 
of the commodity sold, but a collateral engagement 
that it shall be of a particular quality. The 
rice did not correspond with the sample; but 
deft., after seeing fresh samples inferior in quality 
to the original purchase sample, put it up at the 
I. I. co.’s sale, at a limited price; & no bidding 
taking place to that extent, he bought it in :— 
Held: he could not afterwards repudiate the con- 
tract.-PARKER v. PALMER (1821), 4 B. & Ald. 
387; 106 BE. R. 978. 

Annotations :-—Distd. Weedon v. Woodbridge (1850), 13 

Q. B. 470. Refd. Sieveking v. Dutton (1846), 3 0. B. 

331: Sharland v. Leifchild (1847), 4 C. B. 529; Syers 


v. Jonas (1848), 2 Exch. 111; Heilbutt v. Hickson (1872), 
IP. 438; Hardy (london) v. Hillerns & lowler 


In R. 7 C. 
[1923] 1 K. B. 658. 





from rejecting goods as disconform to 
order by the mere fact of having sold 

art. before the fault was discovered, 

ut he must restore the value, not the 
contract price of the goods not 
returned.—M‘CorMIcK & Co. v. RItT- 
MEYER & Co. (1869), 7 Macph. (Ct. of 


ssignment in insolven cy; }— 





Roux v. VISSER, [1911] E. D. L. 381. 
—S§, AF. 
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1916 i. General rule.|—If the right to 
reject the goods as being of inferior 
quality is not exercised by the buyer 
when the goods are tendered, but a 
right of proprietary character in respect 
of the goods is exercised by directing 


CANNING Co. v. CAMPBELL 1908), 7 
W.L. R. 544.—CAN. 


1918 iii. ——-— -———.]—J. G. VAN G. 
LUHRS TRADING AS THE HOLLAND 
Facirio Trapina Co. v. Fung Tana@ 


p. -——- -—— Before discovery o 
defect.\—A purchaser is not barre 


q.- A 
WILDS v. SMITM (1877), 2 A. R. 
CAN. 


r, ——— Aliempt to sell..}—SYMONDS v. 
CLARK FrRuir & PRODUCE Co., LTD., & 
ar C.), [1919] 1 W. W. R. 587. 


a Sale by buyer after ____ . 
ing rejection—Sale bona fide in interests 
Hi geller.}—CHAIMOWITY v. BALGOWAN 
TRADING Co. (1927), 48 N. L. R. 36. 
—§, AF. 


Part VI.—PERFORMANCE OF THE CONTRACT. 


lii. Failure to Inspect. 


1921. Transmission to place of destination with- 


out enepecdien | SAUNe v. BELCHER & GIBBONS, 
Lrp., No. 1871, ante. 


Suns-sEcT. 4.—EFFEcT oF ACCEPTANCE. 

1922. Effect on right to repudiate—Acceptance 
of part.]|—If a person orders several articles from 
a tradesman, at the same time, though at different 
prices, he may consider the whole as forming one 
order, & he will not be obliged to accept or pay for 
any. particular articles, unless all the rest are 
furnished according to the terms agreed on; but 
if he accept of any one article, he is precluded from 
saying that the order was entire, & he will be 
obliged to accept & pay for so many as arc 
individually furnished according to the contract.— 
CHAMPION v. SHORT (1807), 1 Camp. 53; 170 
HK. R. 874, N. P. 

1923. Allegation of inferior quality. ]— 
Defts. agreed to buy from pltfs. goods of a certain 
description, to be delivered in instalments. The 
first instalments were delivered & paid for. Defts. 
then refused to accept any further deliveries on 
the ground that their sub-purchasers would not 
take them, owing to previous commitments. No 
further deliveries were tendered by pltfs., who 
brought this action for damages for repudiation 
of the contract. Defts. then alleged & proved 
that the goods delivered & accepted were in fact 
slightly inferior to the contract description, & 
claimed that they were entitled to repudiate the 
whole contract :—-Held : (1) pltfs.’ breach of con- 
tract in respect of the instalments delivered & 
accepted under the contract was not a repudiation 








of the whole contract, but a severable breach,’ 


giving defts. a right to claim compensation under 
Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 31, & not a right 


to treat the whole contract as repudiated ;° 


(2) defts. were not entitled to reject future 
deliveries before they were tendered, on the plea 
that pitfs. could not have made good deliveries of 
the remainder if requested to do so.—-TAYLOR uv. 
OAKES, RONCORONI & Co. (1922), 127 L. T. 267; 
38 T. L. R. 517; 66 Sol. Jo. 556; 27 Com. Cas. 
261, C. A. 

1924. Effect on liability for price—Goods not as 
represented.|—A. sold to B. for £95 two pictures, 
representing them as ‘‘a couple of Poussin’s,”’ 
they were, in fact, not originals, but very excellent 
copies; B. did not offer to return them :—Held : 
if the jury thought that B. believed, from the 
representation of A., that they were originals, 


PART VI. SECT. 3, SUB-SECT. 3.— 1923 i. —— 
D. (b) iii. 


1921i. Transmission to place of desti- 





ferior quality.J—HENEY v. BOSTWICK 
(1885), 24 N. LB. R. 414.—CAN. 
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he was not bound to pay the price agreed upon ; 
but as he kept them, he was liable to pay such 
sum as the jury might consider to be the value. 
—LomI v. TUCKER (1829), 4 C. & P. 153; 172 
E. R. 586, N. P. 

1925. Contract not under seal.|—Piti. 
supplied coals from time to time to defts., the 
guardians of a poor law union, for the use of their 
workhouse, under articles of agreement between 
pitf. & defts., executed by pltf., but not under 
the seal of defts. Defts. received & used some 
of the coals. In an action for goods sold & 
delivered :—Held: as the goods had been sup- 
plied & accepted by defts., & were such as must 
necessarily be from time to time supplied for the 
very purposes for which defts. were incorporated, 
defts. were liable to pay for the coals although 
the contract was not under seal.—NICHOLSON v. 
BRADFIELD UNION (1866), L. R. 1 Q. B. 620; 7 
B. & S. 774; 35 L. J. Q. B. 176; 14 L. T. 830; 
30 J. P. 549; 12 Jur. N. S. 686; 14 W. KR. 731. 


Annotations :—Distd. Hunt v. Wimbledon L. B. (1878), 4 
Cc. FP. D. 48. Apprvd. Lawford v. Billericay R. C., 
{1903] 1 K. B. 772. Refd. Young v. Royal Leamington 
Spa Corpn. (1883), 8 App. Cas. 517. entd. Pegge v. 
Lampeter Union Grdns,. (1872), 41 L. J. CG. P. 204. 





SUB-SECT. 5.—RESCISSION OF CONTRACT BY 
INSOLVENT BUYER. 

See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. G1 (1); 
BAankKRupPtTCcy, Vol. V., pp. 858 et seq. 

1926. When contract may be rescinded —Effect 
of election by vendor not to rescind.|—-A contract 
of sale may be rescinded by the consent of the 
vendor & vendee before the rights of other persons 
are concerned. But where the vendce wished to 
return the goods, & the vendor instituted an 
attachment to attach the goods in the hands of 
a packer as the property of the vendee, it was 
considered as an election by the vendor not to 
rescind the contract; & the vendee having since 
become bkpt.:—Held: the vendor could not 
recover the goods from the packer in trover.— 
SMITH v. FIELD (1793), 5 Term Rep. 402; 101 
E.R. 225. 

Annotations :—Consd. Parry v. Dawson (1796), 3 Anst. 710. 
Refd. Bartram v. Farebrother (1828), 4 Bing. 579; Van 
Castecl v. Booker (1848), 2 kxch. 691; Hutchings v. 
Nunes (1863), 9 L. T. 125. 

1927. After actual delivery of goods.|— 
Where a sale of goods has been completed by 
actual dclivery to the buyer, who afterwards 
becomes insolvent before they are paid for, he 
cannot rescind the contract & return the goods 
with the consent of the seller so as to give the 





—The acceptance of goods by a buyer 
after examination doves not estop him 
from claiming damages for the goods 
not being of the quality contracted 


Allegation of in- 


L ithout inspection.J)—P? 1923 ii. ——- —-_— ———.]—-THOMSON 6 qu 
Coon Sunn & Co. 1805), 22 ReCe v. DYMENT (1886), 13 S. C. R. 303.— for.—HaANG@ SHING IIRM Vv. LOXLEY 
of Soss.) 699; 32 Sc. L. R. 474; CAN. ee SONG RONG Hong Kong 
8. L. T. 20.—SCOT. C -}—Deft. sold a quantity ~ it. 89. : 





a. Negligent inspection.] — NICHOL- 
SON v. OURLLE?TTH, [1927] 2 D. L. Rh. 
1116.—CAN. 

b. Within reasonable time.J—MEINT- 
JES & DIXon v. Dearne & Diez (1856), 
28. 294.—S. AF 
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1922i. Hffect on right to renudiate— 
Acceptance of part.}—FarRrow’s FAt- 
CON PRESS PROPRIETARY, LTD. v. 
QUARRILL, [1915] V. L. R. 651.—AUS. 

1922 fi, —— ——. ]}—_ LUCAS v. SMITH, 
(1926) V. L. R. 400; 48 A. L. T. 66; 
{1926] Argus L. Rh. 319.—AUS. 

1922 fii, -—— ——. 


—Held: 


sold should 


d. Effect on 


RARD 1. 67. AN, 


}+—~GER / 
GaaR Scott Co. (1910), 13 W. L. R. e. Effect 
442,—CAN. 
J.— VOL. xXxXAIX. 


of beans to plitf. by 
receipt, the beans were found to the 
extent of 50 per cent. to be not accord: 
ing to sample in quality & unmer- 
chantable & of no commercial value: 
aving accepted tho 
beans, could not rescind the contract, 
but could recover damages for breach 
of warranty that the bulk of the beans 
correspond with the 
sample.—INGRAHAM SUPPLY CoO. 
UNIVERSAL IMPORTING Co. (1921), 54 
N.S. R. 234; 57 D. L. R. 719.—CAN. 


ltfs., h 


eeuny for price — 
Acceptance with knowle 
ere v. HARPER (1846), 3 U. CG. RB. 


on right to 
Acceptance after examination of goods.) COT. 


f.$—-_ = Acceptance after time 
limited—Purchase money payable by 
instulments.J—In the caso of the pur- 
chase of a vessel paid for by instal- 
ments while building, the purchaser 
is not barred from claiming damages 
for non-dclivery at the date con- 
tracted for, by accepting delivery at 
vw later date.—SUTHERLAND v. MONT- 
ROSE SHIPBUILDING Co. (1860), 22 
»,  Dunl. (Ct. of Sess.) 665.—SCOT. 


sample. On 
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g. When contract may be rescinded 
— After acceptance—Goods delivered to 
quayside—Itemoval by buyer custodiea 
causa.}—-BOOKER & Co. v. MILNE 
oer 9 Macph. (Ct. of Sess.) 314.— 


Qe 


ge of defect. }— 


damages— 
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Sect. ari are 
ew «= 8ECLS. 1, 2 & 8, A.J 


seller a preference to his other creditors.—BARNES 


Sub-sect. 5. Sect. 4: Sub- 





5 eee (1794), 6 Term Rep. 80; 101 E. R. 
Annotation :—Consd. Bartram v. Farebrother (1828), 4 
Bing. 579. 
1928. —— Delay in returning.|—-NEATE 


v. BALL, No. 1908, ante. 
1929. Debtor hoping to escape bankruptcy 
—é& unable to use goods.|—A. purchases goods of 
B. on Oct. 8, for the purpose of exportation ; 
but finding that he must stop payment, & that 
he cannot apply the goods to the purpose for 
which they were bought, he returns them to B. 
on‘*Oct. 16. On Oct. 17, he stops payment, but 
expecting remittances from abroad more than 
sufficient to pay his debts, has no doubt but his 
creditors will give him time. They, however, 
refusing, he is made bkpt. on Nov. 2. In an 
action by the assignees against B. for the value 
of the goods :—Held: the jury were warranted 
in finding that the delivery of the goods to B. 
was not made in contemplation of bkpcy.— 
FIDGEON v. SHARPE (1814), 5 Taunt. 539; 1 
Marsh. 196; 128 E. R. 800. 
se sede —A Id. Poland v. Glyn (1823), 





2 Dow. & Ry. 


K. B. 310; Flook v. Jones (1826), 4 Bing. 20. Refd. 
Gibbins v. ’ Phillips aes a Man. & Ry. K. B. 238; 
Stanger v. Wilkins (1855), 19 Beav. 626; Strachan v. 


Barton (1856), 11 Hxch. 647. 

1930. Goods returned as condition of obtain- 
ing further credit.|—A trader, being in insolvent 
circumstances, applied to a creditor, to whom 
he owed £2,500 for goods supplied in the way of 
his business, to supply him with more goods on 
credit. Creditor refused to supply any more 
goods unless debtor paid 4200 on account of the 
goods previously supplied. Debtor said he could 
not pay the money, & on being pressed by creditor, 
he offered to return goods to the amount of the 
£200, which he did not want. This, creditor 
agreed to, & the goods were accordingly returned 
to him. On the same day debtor filed a petition 
for liquidation :—Held: the delivery of the goods 
to creditor was not a fraudulent preference.— 
Re WALKER, Ea p. TOPHAM (1873), 8 Ch. App. 
614; 42 L. J. Bey. 57; 28 L. T. 716; 37 J. P. 
628; 21 W. R. 655, L. JJ. 


Siatahons: Sa Re Brown, Ex pn. ene & County 
Banking Co ic p. Trickett ere . KR. 16 Eq. 391; 
Smith v. Pilgrim ( (1876), 2 Ch. D. 127. Consd. Ze Bird, 
Ex p. coe ee , 23 Ch. D. 65. " Refd. Butcher v. Stead 





pon ea es L, 839 ; fc Cohen, £z p. Trustee, [1924] 
1931. -.|—Re FLETCHER, Fx 


SUFFOLK (1891-), 8 T. L. R. 80; 9 Morr. 8, D. C. 
atte area er :—Apld. Re Blackburn, Buckley’ 8 Case, [1899] 
1932. Effect of rescission—Property revests in 
vendor.|—-The property of goods bought by an 
agent for the vendee, delivered by him to the 
vendce’s packer, i in whose hands they are attached 
by the vendee’s creditors, revests in the vendor 
so as to avoid the attachment by the vendee’s 
having countermanded the purchase by letter to 
his agent dated before such delivery though not 
received till afterwards, the vendor assenting to 
take back the goods.—SALTE v. FIELD (1793), 5 
Term Rep. 211; 101 H. R. 119. 
A :—Dis Smith v. Field (1793), 5 Term Rep. 


. Apld. Richardson v. Goss ie 02), 3 Bos. & P..11 
Consd. Bartram v. hepa (1 28). 4 Bing. ou Refd. 


Barnes v. oe (1794), 6 ae Pe 80 3 utchings 
vo. Nunes (1863) Moo. ae 8 243. Mentd. 
Blades v. Free ( 1399), 7 ES .211; Re Oriental 
Bank Corpn., gs p. Guilienie Gann) 28 Ch’ D. 634. 


PART VI. SECT. 4, SUB-SECT. 1. 


h. Acknowledgment of value re- 
ceived.}—Upon an agreement by H. to 


ete., 


pay to T. or bearer, pine saw-logs, 
*‘ for value received,’ etc., that 
the ’ logs must be considered as paid 
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1933. Before arrival of goods—Lien of 
shipowner—In respect of general balance due from 
purchaser.])—A. of Newcastle shipped goods for 
London to order of B.; before their arrival B. 
wrote to say that he was in failing circumstances, 
& would not apply for the goods on their arrival ; 
to this <A. es aah a general answer, without 
making any mention of the goods, but imme- 
diately left Newcastle for London, & on his arrival 
applied at the wharf of C., where the goods had 
in the mean time arrived, & where goods shipped 
for B. usually were landed & kept till sent for by 
him, tendering the freight & charges paid for the 
goods, & requiring a delivery of them, which was 
refused unless upon payment of a general balance 
due from B. to C. : the con- 
tract as between A. & B. having been rescinded 
previous to the arrival of the goods C. had no 
right to retain against A. for a general balance 
due to him from B.—Semble: the goods were 
no longer in transitu when arrived at the wharf of 
C., where the goods of A. were usually landed & 
kept.— RICHARDSON v. Goss (1802), 3 Bos. & LP. 
119; 127 E. R. 65. 

‘Annotations : -—Consd. Scott v. Peene (1805), 3 Bos. & P. 

469; Foster v. prep ton 1826), 6 B. & ©. 107. Refd. 

Rowe v. Pickford ee 2 Tauut. 83 ; S Morle Sie Hay 


(1828), 3 Man. & Ry 396 ; Tucker v. ey 
eee 4 Bing. 516; Hutchings v. Nunes (1863), 9 L. 


1034. Vendor may demand goods from 
shipowner—Notwithstanding purchaser’s engage- 
ment to ship goods.|—G. chartered a vessel of 
which deft. was master, & part owner, for a 
certain voyage, G. undertaking to pay, two months 
after the vessel had cleared from the custom 
house, a stipulated sum for the hire; G. pur- 
chased of pltfs. certain goods, to be shipped on 
board the vessel on G.’s own account, & to be paid 
for before the vessel left the port. Pltfs. shipped 
the goods accordingly, but G. becoming shortly 
afterwards insolvent, an agreement was made 
between him & pltfs. to rescind the contract of 
purchase, & an order was signed by G. for a 
redelivery of the goods to pltfs. Pltfs. accordingly 
demanded the goods of deft., offering to pay all 
reasonable charges, & every lawful claim in 
respect of the same. Deft. refused to redeliver, 
as the goods had been put on board for a parti- 
cular voyage, & afterwards carried the goods on 
the voyage :—Held: (1) as G. had not become 
bkpt. or taken the benefit of Insolvent Act, the 
property in the goods revested in pltfs. by opera- 
tion of the agreement to rescind & the order to 
redeliver, &, the right to the possession was in 
pltfs. at the time of the conversion; (2) as the 
charterer had a right to take the goods out of the 
vessel before the stipulated sum for the hire of 
the vessel had become duc, the refusal by deft. 
to redeliver the goods after the demand of plttfs. 
was a wrongful conversion.— THOMPSON v. SMALL 
(1845), 1 C. B. 328 ; 14 L. J.C. P. 1573 4 0 PT. 
O.S. 396; 9 Jur. 412 135 K. R. 566. 
Annotations :— As to (2) Retd. Tindall v. Taylor eee) 4 

K. & B. 219 ; Pearson v. Goschen (1864), 17 C + Si 

one Casebourne v. Avery & Houston (1887), 5 i 1. "Ro 

Ve 
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SuB-SECT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 
See, now, Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), ss. 27, 


28. 
1935. When ordinarily due—Not before delivery.]| 
—BRITISH & INDIA STEAM NAVIGATION Co. v. 


for, & H. could not recover from T. 
the value of the logs in an action of 
debt upon the common counts for 
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De Matros, Dm Matros v. British & INDIA 

Steam NAVIGATION Co., No. 1557, ante. 

1936. ——— On tender of duly indorsed bill of 
lading—Payment stipulated to be in exchange for 
bill.|-Where by the terms of the contract of sale 
of goods to be shipped payment is to be made in 
exchange for bills of lading of each shipment the 
ae Soar aaa is bound to pay when a duly indorsed 

ill of lading, effectual to pass the property in 
the goods, is tendered to him, although the bill 
of lading be drawn in triplicate, & all the three 
are not then tendered or accounted for; &, if 
he refuses to accept & pay, he does so at his own 
risk as to whether it may turn out to be the fact 
or not that the bill of lading tendered was an 
effectual one, or whether there was another of 
the set which had been so dealt with as to defeat 
the title of the purchaser as indorsee of the one 

tendered.—_SANDERS v. MACLEAN (1883), 11 

Q. B. D. 827; 52 L. J. Q. B. 481; 49 L. T. 462 ; 

31 W. R. 698; 5 Asp. M. L. C. 160, C. A. 

Annotations :—Consd. Biddell v. EK. Clemens Horst Co., 
{1911} 1 K. B. 934. Refd. Cederberg v. Borries, Crai 
1885), 2 T, L. R. 201; Cahn v. Pockett’s Bristol Channe 

team Packet Co., [1899] 1 Q. B. 643; Glasgow Assco. 

Corpn. v. Symondson (1911), 104 L. I’. 254; Landauer 

v. Craven & Speeding. [1912] 2 K. B. 94; Orient Co. v. 

Brekke & Howlid, [1913] 1 K. B. 531; Arnhold Karberg 

v. Blythe, Green, Jourdain, Theodor Schneider v. Burgett 

& Newsam, [1916] 1 K. B. 495; Sharpe v. Nosawa, [1917] 

2K. B. 814; Guaranty Trust Co. of New York v. Hannay, 

[1918] 2 K. B. 623; Manbre Saccharine Co. v. Corn 

Products Co., [1919] 1 K. B. 198. 

1937. Reasonable time—Sale ‘‘ by cash in 
exchange for documents.’’]|—RyYAN v. RipLEY & 
Co., No. 2369, post. 

1938. ——.] — Ii. CLEMENS Horst 
Co. v. BIDDELL BROTHERS, No. 1801, ante. 

1939. Effect of payment on delivery—No debt.]— 
Where goods are sold fur ready money, & payment 
is made accordingly, no debt arises, & such pay- 
ment is therefore proveable under the general 
issue.—LBussEY v. BARNETT (1842), 9 M. & W. 
312; 11 L. J. Mx. 211; 152 BK. RR. 132. 

Annotations :—Consd. Smith v. Winter (1852), 12 CG. B. 
487. Refd. Littlechild v. Banks (1845), 7 Q. B. 739. 
1940. .}—Where a man makes a pur- 

chase, & the article is paid for eo instanti, there 

is no debt incurred, & no occasion for a plea of 

payment.—Woop v. BLETCHER (1856), 27 L. T. 

O.S. 126; 4 W. BR. 566. 

















SuB-sEcT. 2.—By WHOM PAYMENT MAY BE 
MADE. 


See CONTRACT, Vol. XII., pp. 447-449. 


SuB-secr. 3.—To WHOM PAYMENT MAY BE 
MADE. 
A. Agents. 

Authority of agent gencrally, see AGENCY, 
Vol. I.. pp. 295-387. 

Authority to receive payment.|——-See AGENCY, 
Vol. I., pp. 361-870, Nos. 705-784. 

1941. Revoked by principal—kEffect of 
notice to purchaser.|—-Where goods are sold by a 





goods sold & delivered.—HIFFERNAN 
v. THOMPSON (1848), 6 U. C. R. 207. 
CAN {1923] 2 D. 


pee . SON 
1 W. W. R. 989.—CAN. 
m. ight to security for payment— 
Right of foreign merchant. 
merchant from whom goods are com- 
GAN missioned is entitled to send the Dill 
35.— . of lading to his own agent, & to demand 
security from the purchaser that the 
price will be paid when due.—ARNOTS 


k. Agreement. to pay by appro- 
priation of dividends—Pariner pur- 
chasing from partnership.|}—SPURR v. 
ALBERT MINING Co. (1883), 9 S. C. RR. 


l. Implied covenant to pay—Unless 


terms of contract exhibit different tnten- 


tion.] — GRIEVE McCLory, 
DOME LUMBER Co., L 
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factor who has agreed to take the risk of the 
debts the vendee is answerable for the amount 
to the owner, if he has received notice from him 
to pay him & not the factor previous to his having 

aid the latter.—ScCRIMSHIRE v. ALDERTON (1743), 

Stra. 1182; 93 BE. R. 1114. 

Effect of ratification.|—Sce AGENcy, Vol. IL, 
pp. 418-423. 

Bankruptcy of agent.]|—-See BANKRUPTCY, Vol. 
V., pp. 699, 700, Nos. 6139, 6145-6147. 

1942. Right of joint sellers against agent—On 
promise to pay by bill—Proceeds of sale of goods.]— 
A declaration stated that B. & deft., joint owners 
of a horse & mare, agreed that deft. should sell 
them, & pay one moiety of the proceeds to pltf. 
as the agent of B., who was abroad: that deft. 
sold the horse to O. for £600 & the mare for £300 
& did not receive the price of the horse, but took 
from the purchaser of the mare a promissory 
note for £300 which deft. indorsed & delivered to 
pitf. as the agent of B., & the amount of which 
was received by pltf. as such agent: that deft. 
afterwards requested pltf. upon his own respon- 
sibility, to pay deft. one moicty of the £300 in 
pitf.’s hands as such agent, & pltf. paid deft. 
£50: that deft. again requested pltf., on his own 
responsibility, to pay deft. £100, the residue of 
the moiety of the £300, which pltf. was willing to 
do provided deft., in consideration of the sum 
of £50 so paid & the further sum of £100 when 
paid, would undertake either to deliver to pltf. 
a bill of exchange for £233 3s., being B.’s moicty 
of the proceeds of the sale of the horse, less the 
forfeits in respect of the same, drawn by deft. 
upon & accepted by C. at two months date, or 
pay pltf. £233 3s. in cash within two weeks; & 
thereupon deft. wrote & delivered to pltf. the 
following undertaking :—‘‘ In considderation of 
your having paid me the sum of £150 on account 
of my share of the mare, I hereby undertake to 
deliver to you a bill for £233 3s. drawn by me 
upon & to be accepted by C. at two months, or 
the above sum in cash within two weeks from 
this date.’”—On demurrer :—Held: the declara- 
tion disclosed a sufficient consideration for deft.’s 
promise.—SURTEES v. LISTER (1861), 7 H. & N. 
1; 30 L. J. Ex. 8369; 158 E. R. 367. 

Annotation :—Mentd. Miles v. New Zealand Alford Estate 

Co. (1886), 32 Ch. D. 266. 

1943. Fictitious sales by agent—Liability to 
principal.|—-An award stating alleged sales by an 
agent to himself to woe ‘ expedient,” to enable 
the agent to meet deficiencies in his accounts 
with the principal, implies that such sales are 
fictitious, & that the amount of the sales has 
been received by the agent to the principal’s 
use.—BOWER v. JONES (1831), 8 Bing. 65; 1 
Moo. & 8.140; 1L. J. 0. P. 313; 131 EB. BR. 325. 

1944. Sale on behalf of various principals— 
Appropriation of payments.|—A person sold pro- 
perty, subject to different interests, but on account 
of one person only. He introduced all the sales 
into one account with that person; he had made 
payments sufficient to satisfy the interest of that 
one with whom he made the account; but a 
general balance remained in his hands :—Held: 
that general balance was not liable to be cut down 


». BoyvtTer (1803), 13 Fac. Coll. 272; 
Mor. Dict. 14204.—-SCOT. 


LTD. v, 

TD. & THOMP-: 
»§ R. 154; [1923] 
PART Vi. SECT. 4, SUB-SECT. 3.—A. 

n. Agent buying as apparent pri : 
citpal—Intervention of principal—Right 
of buyer to pay princtpal.j|—A purchaser 
from an agent, who has sold goods 


without disclosing the fact of his 
agency, is justified in paying their 


QQ2 


A fore 
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by an apportionment of the different interests of 
the parties ; but the earlier payments must be taken 
against the earlier items, according to the general 
rule.—SoLaRTE v. MAES HILBERS (1832), 1 L. J. 
K. B. 196. 

1945. Common agent of both parties—Entry of 
bill to credit of seller—-Effect on principal’s right to 
recover.|—A. at the Cape, ordered 300 bags of 
coffee of B. at Rio, to be shipped & sent to the 
Cape. R. & co., at London, were the general 
agents of both buyer & seller. The coffee was to 
be paid for by a bill drawn by B. on R. & co. 
forthe amount. A bill of exchange for the amount 
was accordingly drawn by B., on & accepted by 
R. & co. The coffee was received by the buyer. 
R. & co. on the receipt of the bill of exchange, 
credited the account of B. in their books with the 
amount, & debited the account of A. with a like 
sum. Before the bill of exchange arrived at 
maturity, R. & co. stopped payment :—Held: 
the entry of the amount of the bill of exchange to 
the credit of B. in the books of the mutual agents 
was not a payment for the coffee; & B. did not, 
by such entry, accept in satisfaction of his demand 
the credit opened by the purchaser with R. & co. 
—MAXWELL v. DEARE (1853), 8 Moo. P. C. ©. 
363; 10.L. R. 776; 231. T. 0.8.1; 14 E.R. 
138, P. C. 

1946. Sale subject to discount—Omission of dis- 
count in contract—Liability of broker.|—D., deft. 
entered into the following contract with R., 
pltfs. :-—'‘‘ Mar. 22, 1860, From J. D., Corn Broker, 
To Messrs. R., Liverpool. Dear Sirs,—I have this 
day sold to you two cargoes of French maize, to 
consist of 800 to 1,000 quarters, shipment all 
Apr., from the port of Bordeaux, at 33s. 3d. per 
480 lbs. cost & freight, payment in London, less 
60 days’ interest & 1 per cent. brokerage. Mr. 
J. Walker, Jiondon, will send contracts.’’ On 
the following day W. forwarded contracts for the 
two cargoes on behalf of T. of Bordeaux, the owner 
of the maize, but omitting the stipulation as to 
the brokerage. Pltfs. remonstrated, & deft. said 
he would write to W., but pltfs., in order to obtain 
the cargoes, were subsequently compelled to pay 
the 33s. 3d. without any deduction for brokerage : 
—Held: deft. was responsible for the failure of 
W. to send the contracts stipulated for. Semble: 
deft.’s liability was not affected by the fact that 
pltfs., instead of returning the contracts sent by 
W., accepted the maize under them.—RkEIpD v. 
DREAPER (1861), 6 H. & N. 813; 30 L. J. Ex. 
268; 4 L. T. 650; 7 Jur. N. S. 1125; 158 E. R. 
335. 

1947. Agent buying as apparent principal— 
Entrusted with purchase-money—Seller delaying 
to obtain payment—& electing to treat agent as 
debtor.|—-When goods are sold to an apparent 
principal for ready money, the seller must at his 
peril obtain immediate payment, & if the buyer 
is only an agent contracting in his own name, 
& receives the price forthwith from his principal, 
the seller who omits to enforce immediate pay- 
ment cannot at a subsequent time recover the 
value of the goods from the principal upon the 
failure of the agent to pay over to the seller their 
price. The seller of goods to an apparent prin- 
cipal upon discovering that the buyer is only 
an agent may so conduct himself by demanding 
payment from, & taking proceedings against, the 


price to the principal, who has inter- 
vened demanded the same, pro- 
vided the agent had not given to the 


purchaser notice of any lien or re 
on the purchase money enn, Pe ee y 
in respect of the said sale.—MosesmMaNn 


SALE OF GOODS. 


agent that he will be deemed to have elected to 
look to the agent only for payment, & will be 
debarred from any remedy against the real 
principal. 

Defts. instructed R. to buy 700 pieces of cloth. 
R. obtained the cloth from pltfs., who made out 
the invoices to him. The terms of sale to R. 
were ‘cash on delivery.’’ R. forwarded the 
cloth to defts. making out the invoice in his own 
name. The value of the cloth was £271 17s. 6d. 
Upon receipt of the cloth defts. sent R. £55 & 
defts. were allowed by R. on account of some 
silk £19 10s. R. afterwards drew a bill for £200 
in favour of pltfs. upon defts., which was duly 
paid to pltfs. Pltfs. charged R. with interest, 
& not obtaining payment of the balance requested 
by letter payment of it by defts., defts. replied 
by letter repudiating liability. After receiving 
defts.’ letter pltfs. twice demanded payment of 
the balance from R., & took proceedings in bkpcy. 
against him. R. having become insolvent, pltfs. 
afterwards sued defts. to recover the sum of 
£71 17s. 6d. the balance due after payment of 
£200 :—Held: pltfs. were not entitled to recover, 
(a) because the goods were sold for ready money, 
& pltfs. having failed to enforce immediate pay- 
ment from R. could not hold defts. liable, who had 
meanwhile ped R. the value of the goods; 
(6) because by demanding payment from R. & 
taking proceedings in bkpcy. against him after 
they knew him to be only an agent, they had 
made a final & irrevocable election to treat him 
as their debtor instead of defts—MacCiune v. 
SCHEMEIL (1871), 20 W. R. 168. 

Rights of principal against agent—Recovery of 
payment made to agent.|—See AGENcy, Vol. L., 
pp. 448-456, Nos. 1372-1446. 

Debtor paying own agent.|—See AGENCY, Vol. 
I., pp. 581 et seq. 

See, also, ConTRAcT, Vol. XII., p. 449; Part 
VIII., Sect. 3, sub-sect. 2 B. (a). 


B. Other Persons. 

See, generally, CONTRACT, Vol. XII., pp. 449, 
450, Nos. 3632-3637. 

1948. Creditor’s creditor.|—-FoREWooD v. DIc- 
TON (1616), 1 Roll. Rep. 296; 81 E. BR. 497; 
sub nom. MOORWOOD v. DICKENS, 3 Bulst. 148. 

1949. By delivery of goods.|—To a count 
by A. against HK. for goods sold & delivered, B. 
pleaded, as to £4, parcel, etc., that on a certain 
day, at the request of A., he delivered to C., for 
A. certain goods; that it was ‘‘ then,’ to wit, 
on the day & year aforesaid, in consideration 
thereof, agreed between A. & B. that A. should 
accept such delivery to C. in full satisfaction & 
discharge of the premises as to the £4, etc., & that 
A. did ‘‘ then ”’ accept such delivery in full satis- 
faction & discharge :—Held on special demurrer 
for ambiguity, the plea was bad, inasmuch as it 
might mean either that the agreement to accept 
the delivery of the goods to C. in satisfaction 
took place at the same time as the delivery, or 
at a subsequent period.—STEAD v. POYER (1845), 
1C. B. 782; 14L.J5.C. P. 251; 9 Jur. 856; 135 
K. R. 751. 

Annotation :—Mentd. Hamilton v. R. (1846), 9 Q. B. 271. 
.|—See, also, CONTRACT, Vol. XII., p. 449, 
Nos. 3632, 3633. 

1950. Stakeholder —- Whether revocable — Pay- 
ment pending taking of account.}-—— Where A. 
agrees to take certain goods of B. at a price, 








v. AUSTRALASIAN STEAM NAVIGATION. 
oe es 12 N. 8. W. 8. C. R. 62. 
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partly to be set against a debt due from B. to A. 
& the residue to be deposited with C. for the pur- 
pose of being paid over to D., when it should be 
ascertained in what sum B. is indebted to D., 
it is not competent for B. to countermand the 
payment to D., & until the account is taken C. 
may hold the whole of such residue against B.— 
BIGNELL v. ELLs (1829), 5 Man. & Ry. K. B. 165 ; 
4 nom. BRIGNELL v. ELuis, 8 L. J. O. S. K. B. 

1951. —— Order amounting to equitable 
assignment.|—The following letter, sent to the 
holders of the fund out of which payment is to 
be made, does not require a bill stamp :—‘‘ We 
now authorise you to pay to Messrs. KR. & co., 
having revoked the former order in their favour, 
after you have paid yourselves the balance we owe 
you from the net proceeds of our shipments to 
your foreign establishments to the present date, 
one half of the remainder of the proceeds of ship- 
ments, provided the same shall not exceed the sum 
of £5,000.—H. & J.”’ 

Defts. carried on business as a commission 
house at Liverpool, & were connected with several 
houses abroad in which they were partners, but 
the foreign partners were not partners in the 
Liverpool house. H. & J. were in the habit of 
consigning goods to defts., to be sent abroad to 
their foreign houses for sale, & the proceeds were 
remitted to defts. on account of H. & J. H. & J. 
being indebted to R. & co., wrote the above letter 
to defts., on which defts. wrote to R. & co., stating 
they would pay the money accordingly on re- 
ceiving their guarantee, which R. & co. thereupon 
gave. Before the proceeds were received by 
defts., H. & J. became bkpts., & their assignees 
gave defts. notice not to pay any thing on account, 
of bkpts. :—Held: on the goods being afterwards 
received & sold by defts., the proceeds were not 
recoverable by the assignecs, as the letter of 
H. & J. contained a specific appropriation or an 
equitable assignment to R. & co., which was not 
revocable by bkpts. or their assignees.—H UTCHIN- 
SON v. HEYWORTH (1838), 9 Ad. & El. 375; 1 
Per. & Dav. 266; 1 Will. Woll. & H. 730; 8 
L. J. Q. B. 17; 112 E.R. 1254. 
cation :—Consd. Belcher v. Capper (1842), 4 Man. & G. 





1952. Order acted upon.|—Pltf., a 
merchant at Sunderland, having given an order 
to B. & co., at Dantzig, for a cargo of wheat, 
wrote to request that B. & co. would hold it at 
the disposal of defts., merchants of Liverpool, 
who would lodge the necessary credits for the 
remaining balance, & communicated this to 
defts. A few days afterwards, & before the wheat 
was shipped from Dantzig, pltf. wrote to deft. as 
follows :—‘' We request you will account to Mr. 
J. S. of Newcastle for the proceeds of the wheat 
we have consigned to you, lying at Dantzig, in 
Messrs. B.’s possession, which we wrote about to 
you a few days ago.” Defts. assented to this 
order, & informed S., who was largely indebted to 
them, that they held the wheat to his account ; 
& on its arrival, they rendered accounts of the 
sale of it to S., & placed the balance of the pro- 
ceeds to the credit of his account with them :— 
Held: pltf.’s order to account to S. was an order 
transferring the proceeds to him, & not a mere 
order to pay to him, & was not revocable after 
defts. had acted upon it.— DICKINSON v. MARROW 


PART VI. SECT. 4, SUB-SECT, 4.—A. 

o. Contract f.o.b.— Whether buyer 
bound to pay before loading.|}—CLARK 
v. Rosy (1870), 29 U, Cc, e 302,— 


p, Delivery 
thirty days after 


inside 
Whether time of yment 


HARBOUR LUMBER Oo. v. JRWIN (1895), 
$4 Ss. Cc, R, 607.—CAN, 


597 


(1845), 14 M. & W. 713; GOL. T. 0. S. 156; 158 
E. R. 662. 


1953. —— .|—H. & D. consign indigo 
to Messrs. G. for sale, with a Ictter of instructions, 
to which H. adds a postscript stating that T. is 
to share his moiety with him, & directing Messrs. 
G. to carry the balance, after certain payments 
thereout, to the separate accounts of the three, 
H., D., & T. Messrs. G. act on these instructions. 
T. deals with his share through their means, & 
H. then revokes his directions to carry to T.’s 
separate account in consequence of T.’s default 
in meeting a bill, of which he was joint acceptor 
with H. H. files a bill for a decree that he has a 
lien on T.’s share in the hands of Messrs. G., & 
for an account & lien on the balance. Bill dis- 
missed with costs.—HOoOLROYD v. GRIFFITHS (1856), 
3 Drew. 428; 4 W. R. 225; 61 EB. R. 966. 

1954. ——_— ——— Assented to by all parties.|— 
In 1842, W. & S., type founders, were indebted to 
G., pltf.’s testator, in £6,000 for money lent. Deft, 
who was a member of the firm of I. & S., printers, 
had been accustomed to purchase of W. & S. 
large quantities of type, for which quarterly 
accounts used to be sent, & it was expected that 
those dealings would be continured. W. & S. 
being applied to by G. for payment, delivered to 
him the following order, signed by them, & directed 
to deft.: ‘‘ We hereby authorise you to pay on 
our account to the order of G. £6,000 at the follow- 
ing periods, deducting the amount from the 
quarterly accounts for type furnished to you & 
to Messrs. BE. & S., viz. Nov. 11, 18438, £1,000 ; 
Nov. 11, 1844, £1,000; Nov. 11, 1845, £1,000 ; 
Nov. 11, 1846, £1,500; Nov. 11, 1847, £1,500.” 
Deft., on receiving this order, wrote underneath, 
‘‘ Having received the foregoing authority from 
Messrs. W. & S., I undertake to make you the 
payments as above stated.’? The instalments 
were paid up to Nov. 11, 1844, but no other part 
of the £6,000 was paid. W. & S. continued to 
furnish deft. with type, the quarter’s account of 
which, up to Dec. 31, 1845, amounted to £65] Qs. 9d. 
On Dec. 18, 1845, deft. wrote to W. & S. stating 
that he considered himself bound to see all the 
amounts due from him to them applied in pay- 
ment of the debt due to G. :—Held: the docu- 
ments amounted to an agreement, that. if any 
of the specified portions of debt mentioned therein 
were at any time unpaid by W. & S. to G., & 
if, after that event had occurred, & come to the 
knowledge of deft., any quarterly accounts for 
type should become due from deft.to W. & S., 
deft. would, so far as those accounts would extend, 
pay the debt due from W. & S. to G., & such agree- 
ment, when assented to by all parties, was irre- 
vocable, & consequently pltfs. were entitled to 
recover the £651 0s. 9d.—HAMILTON v. SPOTTIS- 
WOODE (1849), 4 Exch. 200; 18 L. J. Ex. 393; 
141. T. O.S. 108; 154 BE. R. 1182. 


Annotations :—Distd. Liversidge v. Broadbent (1859), 4 
H. & N. 603; Greenway v. Atkinson (1881), 29 W. R. 560. 


& AUCTIONEERS, 








Auctioneer.|—-See AUCTION 
Vol. IIT., pp. 5 et seq. 


SuB-SEcT. 4.—TIME AND MODE OF PAYMENT. 
A. In General. 
See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), 8. 28. 
1955. Change of mode of payment—Necessity for 
notice.]|—-Where a party has dealt with a trades- 


q. Sale of cedar poles—Construr- 
tion of shipping contract.|\—PHELPS v. 
McLacHLin (1904), 25 C. L. T. 533 35 
&. C. R, 482.—CAN, 


thirty days-— 
extends to 
livery. }—VICTORIA 
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(c) & (d) 4. & ti.] 


man on credit, it is not sufficient to give notice to 
the tradesman’s servant that he meant to pay ready 
money in future, it must be given to the tradesman 
himself.—-GRATLAND v. FREEMAN (1800), 3 Esp. 
85; 170 KE. R. 547, N. P. 

1956. Payment of balance on resale.] In a 
contract for the sale of 641 hogsheads of tobacco, 
then on board a vessel bound from A. to B., it is 
stipulated ‘‘ that one-fifth of the contract price 
shall be paid in ready money, & that for the other 
four-fifths the sellers are to look to their corre- 
spondents, D., of B.. to whom the property goes 
consigned. It is nevertheless understood between 
the parties, that interest is to be calculated as if 
the sale was made at two & three months from 
final delivery ; the buyers to have the benefit of 
the sellers’ policy in case of average.’’ One-fifth 
of the contract price is paid in ready money. On 
the arrival of the tobacco at B., it meets with an 
unfavourable sale, & a loss of two-fifths of the 
estimated value takes place :—Held: the buyer 
is liable to the seller upon this contract, for the 
amount of such loss.— HOFFMAN v. HEYMAN (1822), 
1B. &C.7; 2 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 74; 1L. J. 0.8. 
K. B. 3; 107 BE. R. 8. 

1957. Admissibility of evidence of custom.|— 
By the custom of trade, when timber is sold in 
bond at a sale by auction in London, the buyer 
contracts to buy at a price including the duty 
payable, & he may, by giving notice on the follow- 
ing day so to do, elect to take the timber in bond, 
& if he does so, he is then only bound to pay the 

rice less the duty. On Feb. 10, 1860, deft. 
bought timber in bond at a sai. by auction at a 
price including duty, the contract to be com- 
pleted within fourteen days, & the Chancellor of 
the Exchequer on the evening of that day gave 
notice that a resolution would be moved to reduce 
the duty on timber, & he accordingly moved & 
carried such a resolution on Mar. 8. An Act of 
Parliament passed to that effect on May 6, the 
reduction commencing from Mar. 8. On Feb. 11 
deft. gave notice to the seller that he elected to 
take the timber in bond, & on Feb. 24 offered the 
price less the then duty, which pltfs. refused to 
take, & they also refused to give a delivery order 
for the timber. In an action by pltfs. to recover 
the price of the timber :—Held: the custom was 
receivable in evidence.—CLARK v. SMALLFIELD 
(1861), 4 L. T. 405. 


B. When Time Essence of the Contract. 
Sce Part ITI., Sect. 2, sub-sect. 2, ante. 


C. Sale on Credit. 
(a) In General. 


1958. What amounts to giving credit.]|—R. v. 
JonEs, No. 1479, ante. 


PART VI. SECT. 4, SUB-SECT. 4.— 

C. (a). the pa 
diverte 
may 


r. What amounts to giving credit 
-——-Course of dealing between parties— 
Payment suspended until authorised 
by meeting of buying association. |— 
FITZGERALD v. LONDON CO-OPERATIVE 
Assocn., LTp. (1868), 27 U. CG. R. 
605.—CAN, 

1962 i. Effect of repudiation by buyer 
—Seller’s rights to sue forthwith. iad 
McFaRLANE v. MCLEAN (1909), 438 
N.S. R. 304; 6 EK. L. R. 505.—CAN. 

t. Credit given for particular 
voyage—Payment by appropriation of t 
produce—Diversion of produce—Seller’s 
right to sue forthwith.}—Gooda supplied 
for the fishery are advanced on the 
credit of the proceeds of the voyage, 
&, therefore, if the produce of the 


trade.J—Where a 


voyage, instead of being applied to 
ent of those supplies are 
to another object, the planter 
be sued immediately for the 
debt.—Hunters & Co. v. 

(1820), 1 Nfid. L. lt. 219.—NFLD. 


a. ELaxpiration o 
ealer was attacho 

by his merchant much earlier in the 
year than he had been for some time 
accustomed to settle his account, set 
up as a defence that at the time of 
issuing the writ his credit had not 
expired :—Held: there is no usage in 
8 country to prevent parties from 
djustment of their 
ore the expiry of 
he eer he hes Ve 
(1881), 6 Nfid. L. R. 256.—NFLD. 


b, Conversion of sale for cash to S, AF, 


demanding an a 
early dealings be 
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1959. Credit given for part of price—Nothing 
stated as to remainder.|—-WILLOUGHBY v. MILWARD 
(1598), Gouldsb. 116; 75 EH. R. 10838. 

1960. Monthly credits—How calculated.|—The 
time of credit given upon a mercantile contract 
must be reckoned exclusively of the day on which 
the contract was entered into. 

Goods were sold on Qct. 5, to be paid for in two 
months :—Held: an action for the price could not 
be commenced until after the expiration of Dec. 5. 
~——WEBB v. FAIRMANER (1838), 3 M. & W. 478; 6 
Dowl. 549; 1 Horn & H. 108; 7L. J. Ex. 140; 
2 Jur. 897; 150 BE. R. 1231. 

Annotations :—Consd. Spartali v. Benecke (1850), 10 C. B. 
-212. Refd. Blunt v. Hislop 1838), 2 Jur. 5423; Young v. 

Higgon (1840), 6 M. & W. 49; Russell v. Ledsam (1845), 

14M. & W. 574; Williams v. Nash (1859), 28 L. J. Ch. 
886; Isaacs v. Royal Insce. (1870), L. R. 5 Exch. 296 ; 
Re Ry. Sleepers Supply Co. (1885), 29 Ch. D. 204; G 

smiths’ Co. v. West Met. Ry., [1904] 1 K. B. 1; R. v. 

Turner (1909), 3 Cr. App. Rep. 103; English v. Cliff, 

[1914] 2 Ch. 376. Mentd. Simpson v. Margitson (1847), 

11 Q. B. 23. 

1961. Promise to pay before expiration of credit— 
Validity.;—-On a contract for credit for goods sold, 
a promise to pay before the time is nudum pactum, 
but it may be material as to whether the contract 
was for credit.—HERITAGE v. LAWRENCE (1861), 
2F. & F. 532, N. P. 

1962. Effect of repudiation by buyer—Seller’s 
rights to sue forthwith.|—Pltfs. & deft. entered 
into a treaty for the sale & purchase of a large 
quantity of furniture, to be paid for half in cash & 
the residue by bill at six months. A portion of the 
goods having been delivered, the parties disagreed, 
& deft. wrote to pltfs. as follows: ‘‘ The way you 
do your business will not suit me. I have an 
account for a large amount’of goods not purchased, 
& a demand made for payment, opposed to treaty. 
I now close all further orders, & desire what 
I have not purchased may be taken off my 
premises ’’ :—Held: pltfs. were entitled to treat 
this letter as a rescission of the contract, & to 
suc at once upon a quantum valebant for the goods 
delivered & kept.—BARTHOLOMEW v. MARKWICK 
(1864), 15 C. B. N.S. 711; 3 New Rep. 386; 33 
L. J.C. P. 145; 9. T. 651; 10 Jur. N.S. 615; 
12 W. R. 314; 143 BE. 1. 964. 

Annotation :—Distd. Wayne’s Merthyr Steam Coal & Iron 

Co. v. Morewood (1877), 46 L. J. Q. B. 746. 

1963. ‘* Payment at convenience ’’—Subject to 
payment of interest.|—CRAWSHAW v. HORNSTEDT 
(1887), 3 T. L. R. 426, C. A. 


(b) Where No Time or Mode provided for. 


1964. Where agreement in writing—Whether 
evidence of credit admissible.|—Forp v. YATEs, 
No. 1476, ante. 

1965. Agreement not within Statute 
of Frauds.]—Deft. ordered goods by letter, which 
did not mention any time for payment. Pltf. 
sent the goods & an invoice :—Held: parol 


sale on credit.}—Where a contract is 
that the goods purchased are to be 
paid for on delivery, & the buyer 
receives the goods & neglects or refuses 
to remit the price, such neglect or 
refusal cannot convert what was to 
be a sale for cash into a sale on credit. 
——-GNAEDINGER & SONS v. TURTLE- 
FORD GRAIN GROWERS CO-OPERATIVE 
AsSSOCN., LTD., ee 1 W. W. Rt. 936 ; 
63 ee R. 498; 15 Sask. L. R. 207. 


| 


ce. Whether credit presumed—By de- 
livery.J—The mere delive of goods 
sold raises no presumption {n favour of 
credit having been given; on the con- 
trary the presumption is in favour of the 
sale having been for cash.—DANIELS 
v. COOPER (1880), 1 E, D, C. 174,—~- 








®. GRAHAM 


credit—Usage o 
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Part VI.—PERFORMANCE OF THE CONTRACT. 


evidence was admissible to show that the goods 
were supplied on credit, the letter not being a 
valid contract within Stat. Frauds.—LocKETT v. 
NICKLIN (1848), 2 Exch. 93; 19 L. J. Ex. 4038; 
154 EB. R. 419. 

1966. No agreement in writing—Evidence of 
course of dealing.|—Deft. agreed to scll to pltf. 
200 tons of potatoes, to be delivered at T. station, 
& consigned to pltf. at N., in such quantities & 
at such intervals as pltf. should direct. Deft. 
delivered 16 tons 15 cwt. in five different quantities, 
& received pltf.’s cheques in payment after the 
arrival of the potatoes; but he refused to deliver 
any more unless he was paid upon delivery at T. 
station. He also refused to deliver more than 
50 tons under any circumstances. There was no 
agreement in writing, & it was admitted that there 
was no stipulation as to the time of payment :— 
Held: in an action to recover damages for non- 
delivery, if was no misdirection on the part of the 
judge to tell the jury that they might*accept as 
evidence of what the intention of the parties was 
as to the time of payment the course pursued in 
that respect upon the five deliveries under the 
a v. REEDMAN (1883), 49 L. T. 


(c) Buyer’s Option of Longer or Shorter Credit. 


1967. No payment at end of shorter period— 
Presumed election to take longer term.|—-Upon a 
sale of goods at six or nine months’ credit, the 
purchaser by not paying at the end of six months, 
makes his election to take credit for the nine 
months, & there is no debt to support a commission 
of bkpt. till the nine months are expired.—PRICE 
v. NIxon (1813), 5 Taunt. 338; 128 HK. R. 720. 
Annotation :—Refd. lteed v. Kilburn Co-op. Soc. (1875), 

L. it. 10 Q. B. 264. 


1968. Time extended provided interest paid— 
Payment of interest not a condition.|— Pltf. agrecd 
to supply deft. with a quantity of bricks, upon the 
following terms: ‘‘ Terms of payment, four 
months’ account, & at the end of four months a 
settlement shall be made, & cight months longer 
will be given on your paying interest on the amount 
at the rate of 5 per cent.; &, if a further three 
months is required, it will be given, on your paying 
the current rate of interest on the amount” :— 
Held: the payment of the intcrest was not a con- 
dition precedent to deft.’s having the eight months 
& three months’ further credit.—-Dopp v. PONs- 
FORD (1859), 6 C. B. N.S. 824; 141 BE. It. 481. 

1969. Addition of words of estimate—Meaning of 
terms question for jury.|—On a sale of goods, the 
invoice expressed that they should be paid for in 
‘‘from six to eight wecks.’’ The sale took place 
on May 1, & the action for the price was com- 
menced on June 18. At the trial the judge left 
it to the jury to say what was the mercantile 
meaning of the expression from ‘six to cight 
weeks’; & they found that the action had not 
been brought prematurely. The judge, being of 
the same opinion, directed a verdict for pltf. :— 
Held: the question was properly left to the jury, 
& the verdict right.—ASHFORTH v. REDFORD 


PART VI. SECT. 4, SUB-SECT. 4. -- 
C. (d) i. 


d. General rule.J—Where an agree- 
ment is made that a bill at a certain 
date should be given in payment for 
goods, that agreement operates as a 
giving of credit & debars the seller 
from suing for goods sold & delivered 
before the period when the bill, if 

ven, woul have become due.— 
POLLOCK v. MACKENZIE (1866), 1 Q. 8. 
C. hk. 156.—AUS. 


{f. Z'o 
note of third 


e. Presumption that note given in 
accordance with agreement.J—LYMAN v. 
Sa a 8 N. B. R. (3 All.) 259. 


whom credit given-—~- Taking 
arty. |-—-STRPHENSON Vv. 


_& Provision for discount of notes 
giwen-—Rights of indorsee on destruction 
of dala }——-MONTICELLO STATE BANK 
v. KILLORAN, [1921] 1 W. W. R. 988; 
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(1873), L. R. 9 C. P. 203; sub nom. ASHWORTH v. 
REDFORD, 43 L. J. ©. P. 57. 


(d) Bills of Exchange, Promissory Notes, etc. 
i. In General. 


1970. Goods sold part for cash & part for bills— 
Effect of default—In payment of cash—& delivery 
of bills.|—A. sells goods to B. to be paid for partly 
in cash, & the residue by bills at intervals of three 
months each. The payment of the money & the 
delivery of the bills do not constitute a condition 
so as to entitle A. upon non-payment of the money 
& non-delivery of the bills, to sue as for goods 
sold & delivered, without waiting the expiration 
of the credit, nor can such action be maintained 
for the amount of the stipulated cash payment. 
A.’s remedy is, by special action on the express 
contract.—PAuL v. Dop (1846),2 C. B. 800; 15 
L. J.C. P2177; 71. T. 0. S. 443; 10 Jur. 335; 
135 EB. R. 1158. 


Annotations :—-Consd. Bartholomew v. Markwick (1864), 9 
ie 651. Expld. Rugg v. Weir (1864), 16 C. B. N. 8. 


Whether good petitioning creditor’s debt—-To 
support creditor’s bankruptcy petition.] — See 
Bankruptcy, Vol. IV., p. 117, Nos. 10638, 1064. 


ii. Hffect of Failure to give Note or accept Bill. 

1971. General rule—Original credit stands.|— 
MILLER v. SHAWE (1801), cited in 4 East, at p. 
149; 102 BH. RR. 787. 
Annotation :—Refd. Mussen v. Price (1803), 4 East, 147. 

1972. -|—— Where goods were sold upon 
a contract that the vendee was to pay for them in 
three months by a bill of two months :—Held : the 
contract was for a credit of five months, & there- 
fore assumpsit for goods sold & delivered could 








-not be brought at the end of three months upon 


the neglect of the vendee to give his bill at two 

months; the remedy being by a special action 

on the case for damages for the breach of contract 

in not giving such bill—MUSSEN v. PRICE (1803), 

4 Wast, 147; 102 BK. RR. 786. 

Annotations :—Apld. Dutton v. Solomonson (1803), 3 Bos. & 
IP. 582; Hoskins v. Duperoy (1808), 9 Mast, 498. Distd. 
Lee v. Risdon (1816), 7 Taunt. 188. Expld. Rugg v. 
Weir (1864), 16 C. B.N. S. 471; Anderson v. Carlisle 
Horse One Co. (1870), 21 L. . 760. Consd. Rabe v. 
Otto (1903), 89 L. T. 562. Refd. Hickling »v. Hardey 
(1817), 7 '‘Tuunt. 312; The Staffordshire (1871), 25 L. 'T. 
137; Jefferson v. Querner (1874), 30 L. T. 867. 

1973. .|—Where a person purchased 
goods, & agreed to pay for them by a bill at three 
months, which he afterwards refused to accept ; 
semble, an action for goods sold would not Nie till 
the expiration of the three months ; before which 
period, it should have been an action for not 
accepting.— LEE v. Rispon (1816), 7 Taunt. 188 ; 
2 Marsh. 495; 129 HK. R. 76. 

Annotations :—Refd. Salmon v. Watson (1819), 4 Moore, 
GC. P. 73. Mentd. Colegrave v. Dias Santos (1823), 2 
B. & OC. 76; Hallen v. Runder (1834), 1 Cr. M. & R. 266 ; 

lee Ogden, Mx p. Loyd a a 3 Deac. & Ch. 765; Re 

Butterworth, Ex yp. Wilson (1835), 2 Mont. & A. 61; 

Minshall v. Lloyd (1837), 2 M. & W. 450; Ie Gye & 

Hughes, Wx p. Reynal (1841), 2 Mont. D. & De G. 443; 

London Loan & Discount Co. v. Drake (1859), 6 C. B. N.S. 

798; KR. v. Townley (1870), L. Rh. 1 Cc. C. R. 315; KR. v. 

Te Tis. 17 Cox, C. C. 142; Gough v. Wood, [1894] 








57D. L. R. 359; 16 Alta. L. R. 341 5 
61S. C. R. 528.—CAN. 


PART VI. SECT. 4, SUB-SECT. 4.— 
©. (d) il. 


19711. General rule—Original credit 
stands.}—Where pltf. sold goods to 
deft., who was to give his note at 
three months for the price, but after- 
wards took away the goods without 
giving it :—Held: an action for goods 
sold would not lie until the time of 
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1974, ———.]—Goods were sold at six 
months’ credit, payment to be then made by a 
bill at two or three months, at the purchaser’s 
option :—Held: this was in effect a nine months’ 
credit, &, consequently, an action for goods sold 
& delivered commenced within six years from the 
end of the nine months was in time to save Stat. 
Limitations.—HELrs v. WINTERBOTTOM (1831), 
2B. & Ad. 431; 9L. J. O. S. K. B. 258; 109 
E. R. 1203. 

Annotation :—Expld. Rugg v. Weir (1864), 16 C. B. N.S. 471. 

1975. -|—Pltfs. contracted to deliver 
iron of a certain quality to defts., & agreed to 
receive payment for each delivery, either in cash 
for discount within a month, or by bills at four 
months, according to defts.’ option. Upon applica- 
tion by pitis. in July for payment of iron delivered 
in June, defts. elected to pay by bill. Before, 
however, the bill was given, defts. discovered that 
the iron which had been worked up into plates was 
of inferior quality to the sample, & useless to them. 
They therefore refused to accept any more bills, 
& pltis. immediately, in Aug., brought an action 
to recover the contract price of the June delivery : 
—Held: the contract having been broken by 
pltfs. delivering iron of inferior quality, & it being 
consequently their fault that the bill for the 
invoiced price was not given, & yet both partics 
having at the time, & up to the discovery of the 
quality of the iron, treated the delivery as made 
under the contract, & to be paid for under it, the 
period of credit had not expired, & pltfs. were not 
eptitled to sue in this action, either for the contract 
price or on a quantum valeb:mt for the reduced 
value of the goods.—WAYNE 5 MERTHYR STEAM 
CoaL & IRon Co. v. MoREwoop & Co. (1877), 46 
L. J. Q. B. 746. 

1976. .]—If there is an agreement on 
the sale of goods that credit should be given, & as 
a security an agreement by the purchaser to give 
an acceptance, even although the purchaser 
refuses to give such acceptance the period of 
credit still stands. Semble, there may be an action 
for refusing to accept the bill if damage can be 
proved.—RaBE v. OTTo (1903), 89 L. T. 562; 20 
i ge rs ope ae 

1977. Exception to rule—Credit conditioned on 
bill given.|—Goods sold at three months’ credit, 
the vendor agreeing to take the vendee’s bill of 
exchange, at three months’ date, at the end of the 
first three months, if he wished for further time. 
Unless the vendee give such a bill, at the end of the 
first three months, the vendor may bring his 
action immediately.—NICKSON v. JEPSON (1817), 
2 Stark. 227; 171 HK. R. 629. 

Annotations :—Distd. Paul v. Dod (1846), 2 C. B. 800. 

Consd. Rugg v. Weir (1864), 16 C. B. N. 8. 471. 

1978, —— -|—Goods were sold upon the 
following terms: ‘24 per cent., or three months’ 
bill,” which was explained to mean cash at the 
expiration of the month succeeding the current 
month, deducting a discount of 24 per cent., or, 
at the buyer’s option, a bill at three months from 
the same period. The buyer having refused to 
accept a bill at the end of the second month :— 
Held: the seller might at once sue him for goods 
sold & delivered, concessit solvere in the Mayor’s 




















the credit had expired.—MaGRaTH v. 
TINNING (1845), 6 O. S. 484.—CAN. 
19771. Hrception to rule—Credtt con- 
ditioned on bil A pa ae v. Hon- k. 
SON (1857), 16 U. C. R. 368.—CAN. —When 
h -—— Right to interest on 
notle.]-—-Ross v. MOON (1907), 5 W. L, R. 


accept note. 





goods 





dorsed notes 


j. Action for failure to give vill or 
OUNTER v. ROEBUCK 
(1840), 3 Ont. Dig. 6213.—CAN. 
Before expiration of credit.) 
were delivered under 
an agreement to be paid for by in- 
ayable in... days 
after delivery, the vendor recovered in 


SALE OF GOODS. 


Ct., London, & was not bound to wait the 
additional three months.—RuvuGG v. WEIR (1864), 
16C. B. N.S. 471; 143 H.R. 1211. 

Annotation Ne, acy Anderson v. Carlisle Horse Clothing Co. 

(1870), 21 L. T. 760. 

1979. Action for failure to give bill or accept 
note.]|—-MILLER v. SHAWE (1801), cited in 4 East, 
at p. 149; 102 BH. R. 787. 

Annotation :—Refd. Mussen v. Price (1803), 4 Hast, 147. 


1980. ———.]—-MUSSEN v. Prick, No. 1972, ante. 
1981. ——.|—LEE v. Rispon, No. 1973, ante. 
1982, ——.]—RaBE v. Orro, No. 1976, ante. 
1983. ——— Duty of seller to tender draft for 


acceptance.]|—REED v. MESTAER (1804), Comyn’s 
Law of Contract, 2nd ed. 181. 

1984. No set-off allowed.|—-Where goods 
are sold, to be paid for by a bill of exchange at a 
given date, to an action commenced within that 
time for refusing to give such bill, deft. cannot 
set off a debt due to him from pltf.—HUTCHINSON 
Bey (4813), 3 Camp. 329; 170 E. R. 1400, 





ili. ‘‘ Cash or Acceptance.” 

1985. Effect of default in accepting bill.|—In an 
action for goods sold, the merits being strong for 
pltfs. & the period of credit having elapsed, they 
were allowed to add a count for not accepting a 
bill of exchange.—IsAaAcs v. PICKARD (1859), 1 
F. & F. 672. 

1986. .J|—If the agreed terms of payment 
for goods sold be by a three months’ bill, the buyer 
to have the option of paying cash at 24 discount, 
the buyer is not bound to accept a bill for a larger 
amount than his debt, & even if he refuse to accept 
a bill correctly drawn the seller cannot sue for 
goods sold & delivered. before the end of three 
months from the date of the bill drawn by him. 
If, however, the agreed terms be cash, with buyer’s 
option of a bill, the seller can sue immediately 
upon the buyer’s refusal to accept.—ANDERSON 
v. CARLISLE HORSE CLOTHING Co., Lrp. (1870), 
21 L. T. 760, N. P. 

Annotation :—Apld. Rabe v. Otto (1903), 89 L. T. 562. 

1987. Effect of part payment in cash.|—Deft. 
bought goods upon the following tcrms of pay- 
ment: ‘‘ Four months’ bill on the 10th of the 
month following delivery, or 2 per cent. for cash.” 
After the delivery of the goods he paid part of 
the price in cash :—Held: he had exercised his 
option of paying ready money, & therefore pltf. 
might sue him for goods sold without waiting for 
the expiration of the four months.— SCHNEIDER v. 
Foster (1857), 2 TI. & N. 4; 157 HE. ht. 2. 

1988. Bill with option of cash—Distinguished 
from cash with option of bill.|—ANDERSON v. 
CARLISLE IloRSE CLOTHING Co., Lrp., No. 1986, 
ante. 





SUB-SECT. 5.—PLACE OF PAYMENT. 
See CONTRACT, Vol. XII., pp. 451-454, Nos. 
3655-3673. 


SuB-sEcT. 6.—WHAT AMOUNTS TO PAYMENT. 
A. In General. 


See, generally, CONTRACT, Vol. XII., pp. 454- 
3. 


assumpsit before the expiration of the 
time of credit for a breach of the agrce- 
ment in not giving the said notes.— 
BROWN ¥v. FRINK (1838), Ber. [547] 


363.—CAN. ; 
1. Right to restrain removal of 
} } MITCHELL Uv. 


is by injunction, )— 
CGAFFEY (1858), 6 Gr. 361.—CAN. 


Part VI.~-PERFORMANCE OF THE CONTRACT. 


1989. Return of vendor’s dishonoured accept- 
ance.|—-Deft., who had ordered goods for ready 
money, paid for them by returning to the vendor's 
agent a bill accepted by vendor, which had been 
due & dishonoured before the goods were ordered ; 
the agent at first refused to take the bill, but 
ultimately carried it home to the vendor, who 
kept it. The vendor having become bkpt., the 
ct., in an action brought by his assignees to recover 
the value of the goods :—Held: this transaction 
equivalent to payment, no fraud having been 
established. MAYER v. Nias (1823), 1 Bing. 311; 
8 Moore, C. P. 275; 1L. J. 0. 8. C. P. 113; 130 
HH. R. 125. 

Annotation :-—Refd. M‘Gillivray v. Simson (1826), 9 Dow. & 

Ky. K. B. 35. 


1990. Approved banker’s bills—Bills dishonoured 
on presentment—No notice of dishonour.|——Pltfs. 
sold to defts. goods to be paid for, according to the 
contract between the parties, by cash or ‘“‘ approved 
banker’s bills.’ Defts. paid for them by 
*‘ approved banker’s bills ’? which was dishonoured 
on presentment for acceptance. They were not 
parties to the bill, & reccived no notice of dis- 
honour. In an action against them at the suit of 
pltfs. for the price of the goods :—Held: defts.’ 
liability was not more extensive than it would have 
been if they had indorsed the bill, & they were 
therefore discharged, not having received due 
notice of dishonour.—SmiTH v. MERCER (1867), 
L. R. 3 Exch. 51; 37. J. Bx. 24; 171. T. 317. 


Annotation :—Apld. te British & American Steam Naviga- 
tion Co., Poarse’s Claim (1869), L. R. 8 iq. 506. 

1991. Shares—Calls to be debited on account of 
goods—Validity.,—An agreement between A., a 
tradesman, & the directors of a co., that the co. 
should order goods of A., & A. should take shares 
in the co., but that calls on the shares should be 
placed to A.’s debit as payment on account of 
goods :—Held: to be ultra vires on the part of the 
directors, & not binding either on the co. or on 
A.—fRe RicuMonn Hit Hore, Co., PELUATT’s 
CASE (1867), 2 Ch. App. 527; 36 I. J. Ch. 613; 
16 L. T. 442; 15 W. RR. 726, Ll. JS. 

Annotations :—Apld. Ite Aldborough Hotel Co., Simpson’s 
Case (1869), 4 Ch. App. 184. Distd. Re Patent Paper 
Manufacturing Co., Addison’s Case (1869), 21 L. T. 654; 
Jte Paraguassu Steam Tramroad Co., Black’s Case (1872), 
8 Ch. Ap. 254. Consd. Gardner v. Iredale, (1912] 1 Ch. 
700. Reid. Ite Saloon Steam Packet Co., Hr p. Fictcher 
(1867), 37 L. J. Ch. 493 Re Oriental Commercial Bank, 

. Barge’s Case (1868), 18 L. T. 227; Me General Provident 

Assce., Bridger’s Case (1869), L. R. 9 Kq. 743; Ilfracombe 

ity. v. Nash (1870), 22 L. T.. 209; 2e Nanteos Consols 

Mining Co., Thomas’s Case (1872), 20 W. RR. 479; Le 

Harmony & Montague Tin & Copper Mining Co., Spargo’s 

Case (1873), 8 Ch. App. 407; Re Limehouse Works Co., 

Coato’s Case (1873), L. I. 17 Kq. 169; Re Church & 

Kimpire Fire Insce., Pagin & Gill’s Case (1877), 6 Ch. D. 

681; #e Johannesburg Hotel Co., x p. foe 

Prospecting Co., [1891] 1 Ch. 119; Ooregum Gold Mining 

Co. of India v. Roper, Walbroth v. Roper, [1892] A. C. 
125; &e Wragg, [1897] 1 Ch. 796. Moentd. fe Universal 
Banking Co., Roger’s Case, Harrison’s Case (1865), 3 
Ch. App. 633; He International Contract Co., Levita’s 
Case (1867), 3 Ch. App. 36; Re Universal Banking Corpn., 
Gunn's Case (1867). 3 Ch. APP. 40; Re Bowron, Baily, 
Baily’s Case (1868), lL. R. 5 ig. 428; Ite Peruvian Rys. 
Co., Ex p. Wallis (1868), 18 L. T. 676; Re Cheltenham & 
Swansea Ry. Carriage & Waggon Co., Little's Caso (1869), 


contractor 


under 
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20 L. T. 162; British & Amorican Telegraph Co. v. 
Colsom (1871), L. R. 6 Exch. 108; Richards v. Home 
Assce. Assocn. Shae L. R.6C. P. 591; Re United Porto 
Co., Adam’s Case (1872), L. R. 13 Eq. 474; Re Northern 
Electric Wire & Cable Manufacturing Co., Kx p. Hall 
(1890), 63 L. T. 369. 
1992. Fraudulent misrepresentation as to 
value.|-—PotTts v. LEVER (1887), 4 T. lL. R. 50. 
Bank notes.|—See BANKERS, Vol. IIT., pp. 198- 


200 





B. Payment of Smaller Sum than Sum Due. 
Liquidated debt.]—See Contract, Vol. XII., 
pp. 455-458, Nos. 3676-3715. 
Unliquidated debt.]|—-See Contract, Vol. XII., 
pp. 458, 459, Nos, 3716-3723. 


C. Payment in Gooda. 


See, generally, CONTRACT, Vol. XII., p. 459, 
Nos. 3730, 3731, 

1993. Whether good payment—-Apart from 
agreement.|—GRAY v. SHEPHERD (1839), cited 1 


Horn & I. at p. 425. 
a :—Apld. Learmonth ». Grandin (1839), 1 Horn 


1994. |—A. being indebted to B., 
agreed by letter to ship for B.’s account from 40 
to 50 tons of foreign produce in any vessel which 
B. might despatch for that purpose, & that A.’s 
account with B.’s house should be credited with 
the invoice price. The letter concluded, ‘‘ I do 
also further engage to ship produce on similar terms 
to the above, to the amount of what I may remain 
indebted to you after the first shipment as above, 
within six months from the sailing of the first 
vessel.’’ B. assented to the terms of the letter, 
& the shipment of the 40 tons of foreign produce 
took place pursuant to such terms :—Held: the 
residue of the letter could not be considered as a 
substituted mode of payment, which B. was 
bound to accept in discharge of the debt, but a 
proposal on the part of A. to pay in goods, which, 
until it was performed, did not alter the position 
of the parties with reference to the original debt.— 
PIULLIPS v. AFLALO (1842), 4 Man. & G. 846; 12 
L.J.C.P.493; 184 E.R. 348. 

1995. Agreement on footing of goods for goods— 
How balance payable.|—Upon an agreement be- 
tween two traders to supply each other, on the 
footing of goods for goods, after a balance struck 
between them, such balance is to be paid in money. 
-—JNGRAM Vv. SHIRLEY (1816), 1 Stark. 1855; 171 


E.R. 441, N. P. 
Sal ad :—Distd. Harrison v. Luke (1845), 14 M. & W. 
39. 








1996. -—— Action for price in default.|—Bow- 
TELL v. GREENWELL (1843), 1 L. T. O.S. 4138. 


D. Settlement of Accounts. 
See Contract, Vol. XII., pp. 459-461, Nos. 
3732-3749. 
KE. Book Entries. 


See Contract, Vol. XII., pp. 461, 462, Nos. 
3750-3754. 


the contract :— out an agreement of some kind that 


PART VJ. SECT. 4, SUB-SECT. 6.—A. 


19891. Return of vendor's dishonoured 
acceptance.|-—PETERS v. SEAMAN (1890), 
22 N.S. R. (10 R. & G.), 405.—CAN. 


m. Jetention of draft pes request 
for return—Presumption of acceptance 
as pave in full.}—NASH v. DEVER 
(18 6), ll N. B. R. (6 All.), 404.—CAN, 


n. Account stated—Whether set-off.) 
—A land owner had an old account 
for bread against the contractor for 
the erection of certain stores supped: 
which account, bh interest, he 
charged against the sums due to the 


Held: the account & interest should be 
treated, not as a matter of set-off, but 
as &@ payment of so much of the contract 
price.—TRUAX v. DIXON (1888), 17 
O. lt. 366.—CAN. 


o. Bank draft under letfer of 
credit—When draft met by bank.} 
HINDLEY & Co. v. TOTHILL, WATSON & 
Co. (1895), 13, N. Z. L. h. 13.—-N.Z. 


PART VI. SECT. 4, SUB-SECT. 6.—-C. 


1993 i. Whether good payment—A part 
from agreement.J)—Primda facie goods 
delivered are not a payment, & with- 





they are intended to be a payment 
of a debt, one party by his own act, 
such as tendcoring an account with the 
goods credited, cannot make them so.— 
LITrTLe v. CAIEK (1876), 3 Pug. 386.— 
CAN. 
1998 ii. .}—Fish is not a 
dae & sufficient tender in payment 
of a debt contracted for articles 
furnished for the prosecution of seal- 
fishery ; & can only be a legal tender 
by virtue of a contract expressed or 
implied.— ROGERSON & OWAN W. 
cornet (1821), 1 Nfld. L. R. 228,.— 
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Sect. 4.—Payment: Sub-sect. 6, F., G., H. & I.; 
sub-sects. 7,8 & 9.) 


F. Composition with Creditors. 

Position of creditor—Failure by debtor to perform 
stipulations.|—See BANKRUPTCY, Vol. V., pp. 1110- 
1118, Nos. 9049-9102. 

Provision for indemnification—Bills not 
retired by creditor.|See BANKRUPTCY, Vol. V., 
pp. 1159-1160, Nos. 9400-9403. 

—— J—See, generally, BANKRUPTCY, Vol. V., 

pp. 1110 et seq. 





G. Negotiable Instrument. 


See, generally, BILLS OF EXCHANGE, Vol. VI., 
pp. 348 et seg.; CONTRACT, Vol. XII., pp. 462 
el seq. 

1997. Whether good payment——Giving of instru- 
ment part of agreement.|—-Taking a note for goods 
sold is a payment because it was part of the original 
contract ; but paper is no payment where there is 
a precedent debt (Hort, C.J.).—Warp v. EVANS 
(1703), as reported in 2 id. Raym. 928; 3 Salk. 
118; 92 E. R. 120. 

Annotations :-—Refd. Smith v. Wilson (1738), Andr. 187. 
Mentd. Thorold v. Smith (1706), Holt, K. B. 462; Nickson 
v. Brohan (1712), 10 Mod. Rep. oe Grant v. yeureeu 
(1764), 3 Burr. 1516; Tatloc Harris (1789), 3 Term 
Rep. 1743 ennings v. Rothachild eee 4 Bing. 315; 
Nicholl v.’ Thomas (1850), 2 Rob. Keel. 


1998. For original & peeocaent debt.|— 
WARD v. Evans, No. 1997, ante. 

1999. Bill drawn on buyer’s agent—Re- 
newed by seller without notice to buyer.|—The 
purchaser of goods, to be paid for by bill upon his 
agent, is not discharged by the seller taking a 
renewal of the bill without giving him notice, if 
the agent had not funds in hénd to pay the bill 
when it became due,—CLARKr v. NoEL (1818), 
3 Camp. 411; 170 KE. R. 1428, N. P. 

2000. ——— Bill destroyed by buyer—In hands of 
indorsee.|—On the sale of certain goods by pltfs., 
deft., the purchaser, agreed to accept bills for the 
price, & to pay the sums of money for which the 
bills should be given when the bills became due. 
One of the bills having been afterwards destroyed 
by deft.,.in the hands of a person to whom it had 
been indorsed as trustee for pltfs.:—Held: no 
action could be maintained by pltfs. on the 

romise to pay the money when the bills should 

ecome due.—JUNGBLUTH v. Way (1856), 1 
H.& N. 71; 251. J. Ex. 257; 156 BE. R. 1122. 
-|—See, also, CONTRACT, Vol. XIT., pp. 462- 
468, Nos. 3755-3811. 

2001. Bill payable on future day—-Whether 
remedies suspended during currency—Bill of no 
value.|—If a person in payment of a debt gives 
a bill or note which has some time to run the party 
receiving if cannot sue on his original debt until 
the time which such bill or note has to run is 
expired. Aliter if such bill or note was of no 











PART VI. SECT. 4, SUB-SECT. 6.—G. 


p. Whether good payment — Note 
of third person—xpress agreement to 
fake note.J—Ueft. gave a note made 





Delivery 

birt of seller—Cheque stopped ie 
entry but before credit or notice to 
seller.}—The delivery of a cheque by 


the purchaser to a bank, 


SALE OF GooDs. 


value.— STEDMAN v. GOOCH (1793), 1 Esp. 3; 170 

EK. R. 262, N. P. 

Anno tations :—Consd. Dutton v. Solomonson Bii1808), 3 Bos. 
& P. pee corolla. Hickling v. Hardey ete 1 Moore, 
Cc. P. Consd. Maillard v. Argyle (18 3) 6 Man. & G. 
+ Avid. Re London Birmingham & South 6 foraenice 

anking Co. ee 34 Beav. 332. Refd. Price v. Price 
(si), 16 M. 232; Belshaw v. past 1851), 11 C. Bg 
Mentd. Nicholl v. Thomas (1850), 2 Rob. Meccl. 157. 

2002. -|—Where a bill of 
exchange is given in payment for goods sold, 
which, upon presentment to the drawee, is refused 
acceptance :—Held: the holder having declared 
against the drawer on the bill, & joined counts 
for goods sold, may treat such bill as a nullity, 

& recover his demand on the latter counts, although 











‘the credit on the bill be not expired.—HICKLING 


v. HARDEY (1817), 7 Taunt. 312; 1 Moore, C. P. 
61; 129 EH. R. 125. 
Annotation :—Refd. The Staffordshire (1871), 25 L. T. 137. 

2003. -|—Goods sold & delivered upon 
an agreement to be paid for by a present bill pay- 
able at a future day does not create a present 
debt, on which to found a commission of bkpt. ; 
nor can an action for goods sold & delivered be 
maintained by the vendor before the time when the 
bill agreed to be given would have become due, & 
when the contract would be no longer executory. 
Neither can such executory contract, if no such 
bill payable at a future day be actually given to 
secure it, found a good petitioning creditor’s 
debt within 7 Geo. 1] (c. 31),s. 1, & Bankrupts Act, 
1732 (c. 30), s. 22, which are confined to debts 
due on bills, bonds, promissory notes, & other 
personal written securities of the like sort, payable 
at a future day ; which alone by the latter statute 
are made available to found a good petitioning 
creditor’s debt.—HOSKINS v. DUPEROY (1808), 9 
East, 498; 103 EH. R. 663. 

2004. ——- j—A., a foreign merchant, 
employs B. to purchase ’ goods on commission ; 
the vendors, with the knowledge that the purchases 
were made on account of A., make out the invoices 
to B., & take in payment his acceptances, payable 
at six months :—Held: there was no contract of 
sale as between A. & B.; &, if any such contract 
existed, B. could maintain no action against A. 
before the six months expired.—SEYMOUR vv. 
PycnLau (1817), 1 B. & Ald. 14; 106 E. R. 6. 

2005. 
a tradesman who had supplied goods to a ship sent 
in his account to the owner’s agent & ship’s 
husband, & took his acceptance at three months 
for the amount, deducting discount for that time, 
which was the usual credit, & when the bill became 
due consented to a renewal of it, adding interest, 
& in like manner took a third acceptance, which 
was dishonoured, & the agent soon afterwards 
failed ; the balance in his hands in favour of his 
principal, the ship owner, having during all this 
time exceeded the amount of the bill, which was, 




















transaction amounts in law to a pay- 
ment pro tanto. ee ey v. CRONK- 
HITE (1898), 34 N. B. RR. 498.—CAN., 


a. Cheque of rea person -— 


of cheque 





which is 


by one K. to pltfs. in exchange for a 

The note was not paid at 
TA EOy, whereu ba cpa pe ria deft. 
for the price, eging that he had 
induced them to take the note by 
fraudwent representations : — Held: 
pltfs. could not recover, for there being 
an express contract to take the note 
for the buggy, no agreement to pay in 
yuoney could be implied by reason of 
the alleged fraud.— AUGER v,. THOMPSON 
(1878), 3 A. R. 19.—CAN, 


qa. —— Note taken for closing 
account.}-—-NORDHEIMER ¥. RONINEON, 
(1878), 2 A. R. 305.—CAN, 


agent of the seller, & the entry of the 
amount in the seller’s account with the 
bank, does not constitute payment, 
whon, before the bank credi the 
amount to its principal, or advises him 
of the fact that it has been received, the 
ear recalls the authority & has 

imself credited with the amount of 
the cheque.— NRILLY v. BEARNS (1897), 
40 N.S. Rt. 102.—CAN. 

t. Promissory note credited 
against goods. ]—-W here sponds are sold 
& delivered by the maker of a PS 
missory note to the holder thereo 
their value credited by the latter, the 





Barter of cheque with all hard a 
MCGLYNN v., HaAstiK (1919), 44 
190; 15 O. W.N. 178. YOAN,” 


b. Bill accepted by supplying 
merchant from party on whom dealer 
has drawn.)—Where & supply ing mer- 
chant receives an order fr s dealer, 
a partncr in the fishery, upon a party 
who owes them money, & afterwards 
accepts from the party on whom such 
order was drawn a bill of exchange 
upon E Tere for the amount thereof, 
& the b rotested & the drawer 
becomes = upt :—Held: under 
these circumstances, the debt of the 





Part VI.—PERFORMANCE OF THE CONTRACT. 


however, unknown to the principal, who had 
never inspected the agent’s accounts :—Held : 
the tradesman might sue the ship owner for the 
amount of his claim, & it was not discharged by 
the acceptance of the agent.—ROBINSON v. READ 
(1829), 9 B. & C. 449; 4 Man. & Ry. K. B. 349; 
7L.J.0.8. K. B. 236; 109 E.R. 167. 


Annotations :—Apld, The ITuntsman, [1894] P. 214. Refd. 
Thompson v. Percival (1834), 3 L. J. K. B. 98. 


Acceptance after service of bankruptcy 
notice.|—See BANKRUPTCY, Vol. IV., p. 158, Nos. 
1486, 1487, 

——.|—-See, Vol. XII, 
pp. 468-469. 

Effect of payment.])—See Contract, Vol. XII., 
p. 469, Nos. 3820, 3821. 

2006. Effect of non-payment—No right to ques- 
tion amount.]—Where an account for goods sold 
is settled & the party gives a bill of exchange for 
the amount, but which bill is not paid, on an 
action brought, the party cannot go into evidence 
to impeach the charges in the first account which 
has becn settled.—KNox v. WHALLEY (1794), 1 
Esp. 159; 170 BE. R. 312, N. P. 

Annotation :-—Retd. Lumsden v. Shipcote Land Co. (1906), 

75 L. J. K. B. 665. 

-|—See, further, Contract, Vol. XII., 
pp. 469-471, Nos. 3822-3845. 

2007. Notice of dishonour—Time for giving.}|— 
To a declaration for goods sold, deft. pleaded that 
he transferred to pltf. promissory notes made by 
L. & co., etc., which pltf. accepted on account of 
the debt, & that pltf. did not, within a reasonable 
time, present them. Replication, that, on the day 
before the transfer, & without the knowledge of 
pltf., L. & co. “ became & were bkpts. & insolvent,’’ 
& that they ‘continued such bkpts.,” etc., & 
unable to pay the notes ; that afterwards, & before 
a reasonable time for presentment, pltf. discovered 
the bkpcy, & that, within a reasonable time after 
such discovery, etc., he gave deft. notice of the 
premises, & offered to return the notes ; rejoinder, 
that pltf. did not give the notice till after the 
expiration of a reasonable time for presenting the 
notes for payment. Demurrer :—Held: pltf. was 
only bound to give such notice within a reasonable 
time after he acquired the knowledge, & not, 
necessarily, before the expiration of time for 
presentment. Judgment for pltf.—ROBSoN  v. 
OLIVER (1847), 10 Q. B. 704; 16L. J. Q. B. 487; 
Saas T. O. 8S. 197; 11 Jur. 1056; 116 BE. R. 

Effect of invalidity.|See Contract, Vol. XII., 
p. 471, No. 3846; BILLS oF EXCHANGE, Vol. VI., 
i 509-512, Nos. 3122, 3253-3255, 3263, 

Avoidance of bill by seller’s own act—Right to 
sue on original consideration.|—See BILLs oF 
Sr aan Vol. VI., pp. 386, 387, Nos. 2538- 

oD . 

Lost instrument.}—See BILLs or EXCHANGE, Vol. 
VI., pp. 417-423 ; Contract, Vol. XII., p. 471, 
Nos. 3847-3853. 








further, CONTRACT, 





dealer was extinguished by the mer- 
chants taking the bill—CuUSTEEN & 
BuRK v. DANSON (1820), 1 Nfid. L. R. 
206.—NFLD. 


Cc. Cheque subsequently dis- 
honoured. }-—Delivery of a cheque which 
is subsequently dishonoured is not 
payment of the price.—M‘LAREN’s 
I'RUSTER v. ARGYLLS, LTD. (1915), 
53 Se. L. R. 67.—SCOT. 


d. Karpress contract to accent negoati- 
able instrument—No agreement to pay 
in money implied by reason of fraud.| 
—To action on the common counts 
for goods sold deft. pleaded that at 


notes made 





the time of sale, pltf. agreed to & did 
receive in payment to 
xy one M. 
that ho was induced to receive 
notes” by fraud :—I/eld: 
not recover, for there being an express 
contract deft.’s fraud could not create 
an implied one.—SuHERIFF v. McCoy 
(1868), 27 U. C. R. 597.— CAN. 


6. AUGER tv. THOMP- 
BON (1878), 3 A. R. 19.—CAN, 


— ——.]— 
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f. Effect of defaulfé in payment— 
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H. Payment by Post. 


See ConrractT, Vol. XII., pp. 471-472, Nos. 
3847-3853. 


I. Joint or Joint and Several Contracts. 
See Contract, Vol. XII., pp. 472, 473, Nos. 
3854-3864. 


SuUB-SECT. 7.—IN WHAT CURRENCY AND AT WHAT 
RATE OF EXCHANGE PAYMENT MUST BE MADE. 


See Damaaks, Vol. XVITI., pp. 158-161, Nos. 
596-618; Monry & MoneEy-LENDING, Vol. 
XXXV., pp. 169 et seg. 


SUB-SECT. 8.—APPROPRIATION or Sums PAID. 
See CONTRACT, Vol. XII., pp. 474 et seq. 


SUB-SECT. 9.—PAYMENT BY INSTALMENTS. 

See Part VI., Sect. 2, sub-sect. 9, ante. 

2008. Where goods delivered by instalments— 
Payment recoverable as instalments se ie 
Upon a contract for twenty-four numbers of a 
periodical work, to be delivered monthly, at a 
guinea a number, pltf. may sue for the numbers 
actually delivered, although the contract be not 
reduced into writing, as required by Stat. Frauds. 
—MAvor v. PYNE (1825), 3 Bing. 285; 2 C. & P. 
91; 11 Moore,C.P.2; 41. J.0.8. C0. P. 86; 130 
H.R. 622. 

Annotation :—Apld, Howell v. Evans (1926), 134 L. T. 570. 

2009. .|—A. contracted with B. to 
supply him with the whole of the Sevenoaks stone 
required at the Pembury reservoir, same to be 
delivered into trucks of the railway co. at Seven- 
oaks at 5s. 3d. per ton :—Held: A. was entitled 
to payment on delivery for the quantities delivered 
from time to time.—LocKkwoop v. TUNBRIDGE 
WELLS LOCAL BOARD (1884), Cab. & El. 289. 

2010. —.]—-A purchaser contracted to 
purchase a series of engravings from pltfs., who 
were the publishers, by signing a circular to the 
following effect: ‘‘ Please enter my name as a 
subscriber for ‘ the Cries of London’... to be 
sent to me as published, the price of cach of the 
thirteen plates, £10 10s... .” After pltfs. had 
delivered the first four plates of the series they 
called on deft. to pay for them, but he refused to 
do so till the entire set was published & delivered : 
—Held: the words ‘‘to be sent to me as pub- 
lished ’? made it clear that the contract was an 
instalment contract, & not an indivisible contract 
for the entire set & the fact that the price of each 
plate was stated to be 10 guineas, while there was 
no mention of the price of the whole set, showed 
that each instalment was to be paid for separately. 

















Whole sum unpaid immediately pay- 


romissory able.|--Where an agreement for the 
Pitf. replied conditional sale of goods provides that 
hese on default in payment of an neuen 

pitf. could the whole amount remaining unpal 


shall becomo immediately due & pay- 
avle, & the ven-tor takes possession of 
the goods on default by the buyer, such 
default operates under such provision 
to make the whole sum remaining 
unpaid ‘the full amount then in 
arrear,” within R.S. B.C. c. 203, 8. 32, 
on payment of which within twenty 
days the buyer may redeem the goods. 
cat ©. INDEPENDENT UNDERTAKERS, 


LTD, v. MARITIME MoToR CAR Co., 
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Sect. 4.—Payment: Sub-sects.9,10 & 11, A. &B.; 
sub-sect. 12.) 


—HoweEL. v. Evans (1926), 1384 L. T. 570; 42 
T. L. R. 310, D. C. 
2011. Option of buyer to look to either of joint 
urchasers—Insolvency of one joint purchaser.|— 
y a contract under seal between A., a vendor, of 
the one part, & B. & O., joint purchasers, of the 
other part, B. & C. agreed to pay a certain sum for 
the subject-matter of sale, such payment to be 
made by instalments, & to be partly in cash, & 
ena by bills to be drawn by A., & accepted at 
is option by either B. or C. A. exercised this 
option by drawing upon C. & after a large portion 
of the purchase-money had been duly paid in 
cash, & by the acceptances of C. which had been 
duly honoured, A. further elected as to such 
portion of the balance of the pur nese money as 
was to be paid by bills, to take the acceptances 
of C. & received such bills accordingly. Before 
the bills became due, & while they were in the 
hands of third parties, both B. & C. stopped 
payment. A., after having proved against C.’s 
estate for the amount of the bills, & having received 
dividends thereon, sought to prove against B.’s 
estate for the balance of the purchase-money 
which remained unpaid in consequence of the in- 
sufficiency of C.’s estate :—Held: the contract 
was a contract to pay, & A. was entitled to have 
recourse to the estate of B. for the balance of the 
purchase-money remaining unpaid.—Re Bririsu 
& AMERICAN STEAM NAVIGATION Co., PEARSE’S 
CLAIM (1869), L. R. 8 Eq. 506; 17 W. R. 1077. 


SUB-SECT. 10.—TENDER OF PAYMENT. 
See, generally, CONTRACT, Vol. XII., pp. 319-332. 


SUR-SECT. 11.—INTEREST ON PRICE. 
A. In General. ° 

See, generally, MONEY & MONEY-LENDING, Vol. 
XXXV., pp. 177-201, Nos. 64-281; CoNnTRAcT, 
Vol. XII., p. 571, Nos. 4753-4760. 

2012. Whether allowed — General rule.} — No 
interest allowed in Chancery for book debts.— 
DOLMAN v. PRITMAN (1670), 3 Rep. Ch. 64; 21 


HK. R. 730; sub nom. DALBIN v. PRETTIMAN, 
Freem. Ch. 133. 
2013. ——- ——.]—PINOCK v. WILLETT (1733), 


Barnes, 228; 94 E. R. 889. 

2014. By agreement—In accordance with 
trade usage.|—One sells goods at three months’ 
credit; but stipulates, in case the money is 
unpaid, that the vendee shall allow him a half- 
penny an ounce per month, till the debt is dis- 
charged. This allowance was according to an 
usage in that particular branch of trade, but 





LTp. Oe C.), [1917] 3 W. W. RR. 22; 
35 D. de Rh, 551.—CAN. 

g. Refusal to pay part of second 
instalment with pie of inferiority of 
goodse—Abatement covered by umount 
of last instalment—lPremature with- 
holding of payment.J—Dick & STEVEN- 
80N v. WOODSIDE STEEL & IRON Co. 
1888), 16 R. (Ct. of Seass.), 242; 26 


(! 
Sc. L. R. 165.—SCOT. 2012 Ki. 





PART VI. SECT. 4, SUB-SECT. 11.—-A. 
20121. Whether allowed — General 
rule.}—WINTERBURN v. BOON (1913) 
23 W. L. R. 556; 6 Sask L. KR. 177; 
3 W. W. R. 1068.—CAN. 
2012 ii, ——— -———.}— Where there is fhien paid, the 
no time fixed or agreed for payment of not carry interes 


2012 iv. 





the price of goods bought nor was any 
demand of price made accompanied 
with an intimation that interest from 
the date of demand would be charged : 
—IlITeld : interest could not by law be 
decreed for the period prior to the 
institution of the suit.—PALMER v. 
a a PERSAUD (1867), 2 Agra 131. 


-——. ]— HaJI MAHOMED 
Hasi JIVA v. SPINNER (1900), I. L. Rh. 
24 Bom. 510.—IND 





are sold & the price is to be paid on 
delivery, & delivery is not taken at the 
roper time, nor’is the purchase-money 
urchase-mone 
under Lord 


SALE OF GOODS. 


above the legal rate of interest. The contract 
being a bond fide sale is not usurious. Otherwise, 
if it had been merely colourable, to cover a loan 
& evade the statute.—FLOYER v. EDWARDS 
(1774), 1 Cowp, 112; Lofft. 595; 98 E. R. 995. 


Annotations :—Consd. Jestons v. Brooke (1778), 2 Cowp. 
793; Sinclair v. Stea’venson (1825), 10 Moore, C. P. 46. 
efd. Ex p. Aynsworth (1799), 4 Ves. 678; Long v. 
Storie (1852), 9 Hare, 542; Miller v. Cook (1870), 35 J. P. 
ave entd. Jeffries v. Alexander (1860), 8 H. L. Cas. 


2015. Goods on sale or return.|— 
Deft., who had contracted for jewellery, was to 
return it in a twelve-month, & if he omitted to 
do so, to pay for it a certain price, with interest. 
Pitf. sued for the amount, the jewellery having 
been retained ; but the only counts in the declara- 
tion applicable to this case were a count for goods 
sold & delivered, & a count for interest on money 
due & forborne. The jury having found a verdict 
for the sum demanded, with interest, the ct. 
refused to set aside the verdict, or to reduce the 
damages.—IIARRISON v. ALLEN (1824), 2 Bing. 
4; 1C. & P. 235; 9 Moore, C. P. 28; 2L. J. 
O. 8S. C. P. 97; 130 EH. R. 205. 

Annotation :—-Refd. Bianchi v. Nash (1836), 5 L. J. ix. 252. 

2016. ——— Agreement for payment of 
purchase-money by instalments—Compound in- 
terest.|—-By a contract of sale, the purchaser is 
to pay a certain sum by six instalments, & also 
5 per cent. half yearly, from the day appointed 
for the payment of the second instalment, upon 
the four remaining instalments, until paid; such 
additional sums by way of percentage to be 
secured by the bond of the purchaser. In the 
contract, & also in the declaration thereon, this 
additional percentage is called ‘‘ interest ’’ upon 
the instalments. Neither the instalments nor 
the additional percentage are paid as they become 
due, nor is any bond given:—Held: the pur- 
chaser is chargeable with interest upon the last 
four instalments until actual payment of those 
instalments, but the jury are not bound, either 
at common law or under Civil Procedure Act, 
1833 (c. 42), 8. 28, to give interest upon the addi- 
tional percentage treated by the partics as 
‘‘ interest.”,—-ATTWoop v. TAYLOR (1840), 1 Man. 
& G. 279; 1 Scott, N. R. 611; 183 EH. R. 340. 
Annotation :—Refd. Coats v. Direction der Disconto Gesell- 

schaft (1916), 85 L. J. K. B. 973. 

.|—See, further, Monty & MONEY- 
LENDING, Vol. XXXV., pp. 180, 181, Nos. 95-109. 

2017. Whether inferred from course of 
dealing.])—In the administration of the estate of 
deceased debtor, claims were made in respect 
of certain tradesmen’s accounts, which included 
charges for interest. In cach case accounts had 
been sent in, during the lifetime of debtor, charging 
interest after one year’s credit. No objection 
was made by debtor to the charges, & he from 
time to time made payments on account of the 
amounts shown to be due. The heading of the 























den’s Act, as it is not payable at a time 
certain; but if the default of the 
purchaser in not taking delivery pre- 
vented the vendor from making the 
demand for interest. he would have been 
entitled to make under 3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 
48, 8. 28, if oe had been taken at 
the proper time, interest by way of 
damages can be allowed to the vendor. 
—-~RAYMOND & Co. v. FRIEDLANDER 
eo (1904), 23 N. Z. L. R. 917.— 





20141. By agreement—ZIn accord- 
ance with trade wusage.}—Interest is 
recoverable on goods sold on credit from 
the date on which the credit expired, 
where such is the usage of trade at the 

lace where the goods are sold, although 
here may have been no previous 


.-—Where goods 


does 
enter- 


Part VI.—PERFORMANCE OF THE CONTRACT. 


accounts sent to debtor by one of claimants con- 
tained the words ‘5 per cent. interest charged 
after twelve months’ credit’’ :—-Held: interest 
could not be charged, as no agreement to pay 
interest could be implied from the circumstances, 
& no demand with notice of a claim for interest 
had been made within Civil Procedure Act, 1833 
(c. 42), s. 28.—Re Ltoyp EDWARDS, WILLIAMS v. 
TRENCH (1891), 61 L. J. Ch. 22; 65 L. T. 453. 
Annotations :—Apld. Tautz v. Archdale (1895), 11 T. L. 

one fe Anglesey, Willmot v. Gardner, [1901 


2018. -.]—Tautz & Son v. ARCHDALE 
(1895), 11 T. L. R. 452. 

2019 -———.|—During a series of years a 
tradesman, in the yearly accounts which he 
delivered to his customer, charged him with 
interest on amounts which had been due for three 
years & longer. The customer never objected 
to the charge for interest, & he from time to time 
made payments to the tradesman on account 
generally. At the time of the customer’s death 
a large amount was due from him to the trades- 
man for goods supplied :—Held: an agrecment 
on the part of the customer to pay interest ought 
to be inferred from the course of dealing, & the 
tradesman was entitled to prove in the adminis- 
tration of the customer’s estate for interest as it 
had been charged, as well as for principal.— 
Re ANGLESEY (MARQUIS), WILLMOT v. GARDNER, 
[1901] 2 Ch. 548; 70 L. J. Ch. 810; 85 L. T. 
179; 49 W. R. 708; 45 Sol. Jo. 738, C. A. 
Annotations :—Refd. Pocahontas Fuel Co. Incorporated v. 

Ambatielos (1922), 27 Com. Cas. 148. Mentd. /te Angle- 

sey, De Galve v. Gardner, (1903) 2 Ch. 727. 

2020. Particular time fixed for payment.]— 
In a contract for the sale of goods, if any parti- 
cular time be limited for the payment of the price, 
the vendor is entitled to interest on the price 
from that time.—-MOUNTFORD v. WILLES (1800), 
2 Bos. & P. 337; 126 BE. R. 1314. 
Annotations :—Consd. Gordon v. Swan (1810), 

429, n.; Slack v. Lowell (1810), 3 Taunt. 157. 

2021. -|—Though an agreement for 
the sale of goods which were afterwards delivered 
give a certain day of payment for the price, 
intercst does not run upon the sum duc from that 
day.—Gorpon v. Swan (1810), 12 East, 4193; 2 
yee 429,n.; 104 BE. R. 164. 

Annotations :-—Distd. Marshall v. Poolo (1810), 13 East, 
98; Harrison v. Allen (1824), 2 Bing. 4. Refd. Bell v. 
Free (1818), 1 Swan. 90; James v. Emery (1818), 2 Moore, 
C. P. 195; Higgins v. Sargent (1823), 2 B. & C. 348. 
2022. On balance of account struck between 

parties.|—The mere act of striking a balance, for 

goods sold, of an account between two parties, 
does not entitle the party, in whose favour the 
balance is, to interest from that time, unless the 
money then was to be paid.—CHALIE v. YORK 

(DUKE) (1806), 6 Esp. 45; 170 I. R. 826, N. P. 
—— By statute.}|—-See Money & MOoneEy- 

vein Vol. XXXV., pp. 182-185, Nos. 117- 

142. 


R. 
] 2 








2 Camp. 











B. Where Bill or Note to be Given. 
2023. Interest allowed from due date of bill.|— 
BECHER v. JONES (1810), 2 Camp. 428, n.; 170 
E. R. 1206, N. P. 


Annotations :—Refd. Farr v. Ward (1837), 3 M. & W. 25; 
L.c. & D. Ry. v. 8S. BE. Ry., [1892] 1 Ch. 120. 


dealings betwoen the parties, no engage- 
ment to pay interest, & no notice under 
the Statute that interest would be 
claimed.—BANNERMAN v. FULLERTON 
(1862), 1 Old. 200.—CAN. 








ment 


Agreement for pay- 
of purchase-money 

ments.J—-GILLOW & CO. Uv. 
(1824), 3 Sh. (Ct. of Sess.), 45.—SCOT. 


k. —— Discretion of 
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2024. ———.|—-When the goods are sold to be 
paid for by a bill of exchange, & the purchaser 
neglects to give the bill, the vendor is entitled to 
interest from the time the bill if given would have 
become ‘due.—PORTER v. PALSGRAVE (1810), 2 
Camp. 472; 170 H. R. 1221, N. P. 

2025. .|—If goods are sold to be paid for 
by a bill of exchange, in an action by the vendor 
against the purchaser for not giving a bill accord- 
ingly, interest will be allowed from the time the 
bill, if given, would have become duc, whether 
deft. has, or has not, accepted the goods.—BOYCE 
v. WARBURTON (1810), 2 Camp. 481; 170 H. R. 
1225, N. P. 

2026. -|—Whcere goods are sold & delivered 
upon an agreement by the vendee to pay for them 
by a bill at a certain date ; as interest would have 
run upon such bill, if given, it may be recovered 
in an action for the price of the goods brought 
after the time when such bill would have become 
due; & it may be recovered as part of the 
estimated value of the goods upon the common 
count for goods sold & delivered.—MARSHALL v. 
POOLE (1810), 13 Kast, 98; 104 I. R. 304. 
Annotations :—Distd. Edwards v. Vero (1833), 5 B. & Ad 











282, Folld. Farr v. Ward (1837), 6 Dowl. 163. Apld. 
Davis v. Smyth (1841), 8 M. & W. 399. 
2027. -.|—Where goods are sold, to be paid 


for by a bill of a certain date, the price shall bear 
interest from the day when the bill would have 
been due, & may be recovered as damages, on a 
special count for the non-delivery or non-payment 
of the bill.—StLack v. LOWELL (1810), 3 Taunt. 
157; 128 i. RR. 63. 

Annotations :-—Distd. Hare v. Rickards (1831), 7 Bing. 254. 

Refd. Uurrison v. AUen (1824), 2 Bing, 4. 

' 2028. .|—Where goods are sold & delivered, 
to be paid for by a bill at a certain date, if the bill 
be not given, interest on the price, from the time 
when the bill would have become due, may be 
recovered as part of the estimated value of the 
goods, on the common count for goods sold & 
delivered.—F arr v. WARD (1837), 6 Dowl. 163 ; 
3M. & W. 25; Murp. & H. 274; 1 Jur. 825; 150 
EB. R. 1041. 

2029. -|—In Jan. 1837, a carriage was sold 
& delivered by pltf. to deft. In Apr. following, 
deft. wrote to pltf. as follows: ‘‘ The document 
you have sent me appears to be in the nature 
of a bill, & being payable to your order, is good in 
the market ; just what I wished to avoid. The 
document I have wished to give you was simply 
my promissory note, payable to yourself,” etc. : 
—Held: this was some evidence to go to the jury 
of an agreement to pay for the goods by a bill 
or note, & therefore the jury might give interest 
on the price as part of the damages.—DAvIs v. 
SmyTH (1841), 8 M. & W. 309; 10 L. J. Ex, 478 ; 
151 BK. BR. 1004. 








SUB-SECT. 12.—PAYMENT OF DEPOSIT. 


Earnest.J—See Part II., Sect. 4, sub-sect. J, 
As, ante. 
Recovery of deposit.]— See Nos, 2689-2693, post. 


STYLES v. HENDERSON (Sask.), [1918] 
2 W. W. R. 394.—CAN. 

l. For 
years.J-—HAYNES UW. 
2 Leg. Rep. 224.—IR. 


instal- 


BURGESS what period allowed — Six 


ROGERS (1841), 
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Part Vil_—Rights of Unpaid Seller Against Goods. 


Sect. 1.—THE SELLER. 


See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), sg. 38, 39. 
2030. Agent himself responsible for price.] 
A trader here gives an order to his correspondent 
abroad to ship him certain goods, which the latter 
procures upon his own credit, without naming 
the trader here, & ships to him at the original 
price, charging only his commission :—Held: the 
correspondent abrvad is so far a vendor as between 
him & the trader here that on the bkpcy. of the 
latter he may stop the goods in transitu by pro- 
curing the bill of lading from bkpt.’s brother ; 
& this though the trader here had before his 
bkpcy. accepted bills drawn on him by his corre- 
spondent for the amount of the goods; such 
acceptances proveable under his commission 
amounting at most to part payment for the 
goods, which does not take away the vendor’s 
right to stop in transitu.—FXISE v. WRAY (1802), 

3 East, 93; 102 BK. R. 582. 

Annotations :—Apld, Falk v. Fletcher (1865), 18 C. B. N. 8. 
403; Ireland v. Livingston (1870), L. R. 5 Q. B. 516. 
Consd. Cussaboglou v. Gibb (1883), 11 Q. B. D. 797. Refd. 
Siffken v. Wray (1805), 6 Hast, 371; Nichols v. Wart 
(1831), 5 C. & P. 179; Edwards vy. Brewer (1837), 2 
M. & W. 375; Jenkyns v. Usborne (1844), 7 Man. & GQ. 
$678; The Tigress (1863), Brown. & Lush. 38: Mollett 
‘vy. Robinson (1870), L. R.5 C. P.646; Ireland v. Livingston 
(1872), L. R. § H. L. 395; Weguelin v. Collier (1873), 
L. R. 6 H. L. 286; Re Bruno, Silva, He p. Francis (1887), 
06 L. T. 577. 

2031. .|—An agent of a bkpt. who has 
made himself responsible for the price of goods, 
may stop them in transitu. But if, after they 
have reached a certain place, he give them a new 
destination in furtherance of bkpt.’s business, & 
in the course of bkpt.’s trade, when they arrive 
at the place of such destination, they vest in 
bkpt., & pass to his assignees.—-HAWKEsS v. DUNN 
(1831),1 Cr. & J. 519; 1 Tyr. 413; 97. J. O.S. 
Ex. 184; 148 HK. R. 1529. 

Annotation :—Refd. Heald v. Carey (1852), 11 C. B. 977. 

2032. ——.|—-VAN CASTEEL v. Booker, No. 
1305, ante. 

2033. Agent of alien enemy seling under 
licence.|—A trading licence from the Crown to 
British merchants to send a ship in ballast to an 
enemy’s port, there to reccive & load a cargo, & 
import it into this country, by legalising the pur- 
chase by the subject, legalises the sale by the 
enemy, & impliedly legalises the vendor enemy’s 
right to stop the goods in transitu after their 
arrival in port here, upon the intermediate in- 
solvency of the vendeces, after a part payment 
only, which was offered to be refunded, & also to 
employ an agent here for that purpose: & such 
agent having possessed himself of the goods, the 
assignees of bkpt. vendees cannot recover from 
him the value of them in trover.—FENTON v. 
PEARSON (1812), 15 Hast, 419; 104 EB. R. 903. 
Annotations :—Consd. Morgan v. Oswald (1812), 3 Taunt. 

554; Flindt v. Scott (1814), 5 Taunt. 674. Refd. Mennett 

v. Bonham (1812), 15 Kast, 477. 

2034. Agent to whom bill of lading indorsed.]|— 
H. shipped goods at Dundee to the order of, & 
for P. in London. H. having ascertained shortly 
after the goods had been forwarded that P. had 
stopped payment, indorsed & forwarded the bill 
of lading to pltf., who demanded the goods of 
defts., wharfingers, in whose custody they were. 
Defts. having refused to deliver the goods to pltf. : 
—Held: he had a sufficient title to sue for them 
in trover. 

The only question is whether H., having a right 








to stop in transitu, has vested a right of action 
in pltf. by indorsement of the bill of lading ... 
He could not do this more efficiently & correct] 
than by the general mode of transferring a bill 
of lading (BrEsT, C.J.).—-MORISON v. GRAY (1824), 
2 Bing. 260; 9 Moore, C. P. 484; 3 L. J. O.S. 
C. P. 261; 180 EB. R. 305. 

a lenon :—Expld. Burgos v. Nasclmento (1908), 100 L. T. 


2035. Surety of purchaser.|—B., a trader in 
London, ordered goods to be shipped to him by 
D. & co., his correspondents at Dantzic, who were 
to draw for the amount on FI. at Hamburgh, who 
had agreed to accept the bills upon receiving 
commission on the amount, & the bills of lading 
& invoices were to be transmitted to D. & co. 
from Dantzic to F. at Hamburgh, who was to 
forward them to B. in London; & F.. accord- 
ingly accepted the bills of exchange drawn upon 
him & on the receipt of the bills of lading trans- 
mitted the same, which were made out to the 
order of the shippers & not indorsed, to B., in 
London, who received them, together with the 
invoices & letter of advice, five days after an act 
of bkpcy. committed by him.  F. also became 
bkpt., & the bills of exchange drawn on him by 
D. & co. were obliged to be taken up & paid by 
themselves :—Held: (1) F. had no right to stop 
the goods in transitu, being no more than a surety 
for the price & not vendor or consignor; (2) one 
who was general agent of F. in London having 
obtained the bills of lading from bkpt. after his 
bkpcy. upon an agreement when the goods arrived 
to dispose of them, & to apply the net proceeds 
to the discharge of such bills as had been drawn 
against the goods, had no authority to retain 
the proceeds against the assignees of B. the bkpt., 
cither in respect of F. or in respect of a stopping 
in transitu on behalf of D. & co., the shippers, 
who after his possession of them & after trover 
commenced by B.’s assignees for the value sent 
a letter to him approving of his having obtained 
possession of the bills of lading & the goods; for 
at any rate there was no adverse stopping in tran- 
situ, but the goods were obtained by agreement 
with the vendee after his bkpcy.; even if deft. 
could be considered as agent for the shippers 
at the time by relation.—SIFFKEN v. WRay (1805), 
86 East, 371; 2 Smith, K. B. 480; 102 KE. R. 
1328. 

2036. .|—According to the usage of the 
London dry goods market, a broker who buys for 
an undisclosed principal is personally liable to 
the seller for the price of the goods. 

D., a broker, bought of C. for undisclosed 
principals a quantity of gum sandrac then lying 
at the St. Katharine’s Dock, to be paid for on 
Saturday, Mar. 18, & obtained a delivery order 
from C., which he indorsed & gave to his principals 
on the faith of their representation that the 
goods were wanted for immediate shipment. D.’s 
principals, however, pledged the delivery order 
with a bank, & on the evening of Mar. 17 they 
stopped payment. On the morning of Mar. 18 
the bank sent the delivery order to the dock office 
in the city with a request for a warrant, which, 
they were told, would be ready on Monday. Notice 
of the delivery order having been lodged was sent 
by the dock co. in due course to their warrant 
office at the dock, where through a mistake of 
the messenger it did not arrive until three p.m., 
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& in the meantime a clerk of D., who had, in 
accordance with the usage of the trade, paid the 
price of the goods to C. that morning, applied at 
the warrant office in C.’s name for a warrant for 
the goods, which was made out & given to him, 
as the goods were clear in the cargo ledger. O. 
indorsed the warrant to D., &, in consequence of 
what had happened, the dock co. on the Monday 
refused to act on the bank’s delivery order. In 
an action by the bank against the dock co., D. 
& co.:—Held: D. was entitled to the goods, 
for the bank had never obtained either actual or 
constructive possession of the goods, & D., having 
paid the price of the goods as surety for his prin- 
cipals, was, notwithstanding his prior application 
for the delivery order & endorsement thercof, 
entitled, by virtue of Mercantile Law Amend- 
ment Act, 1856 (c. 97), s. 5, to the benefit of the 
unpaid vendor’s lien subsisting in CU. 

What was the position of the Imperial Bank ? 
They had a modified ownership in the goods, but 
they were not the actual owners. They were 
pledgees of the goods, they were armed with the 
delivery order, & they had a right, . . . to require 
one of three things from the Docks co. They 
might go to the Docks co. & say: ‘* Here is our 
delivery order; deliver us the goods standing in 
the name of Messrs. C.,” who had given a delivery 
order. Of course, if nothing had intervened, that 
is, if there had been no stop & nothing to prevent 
the Docks co. delivering the goods, they would 
have dclivered the goods. ... Or they might 
say to the Docks co.: ‘‘We do not want you to 
deliver the goods; we want vou to hold them 
for us, & be our bailees (that is, instead of making 
actual delivery), & so to make a constructive 
delivery to us by entering them in our name in 
your books, by which we should become owners 
to the same extent as if they had been delivered 
to us, & you to be our warchousemen or bailees 
of the goods for us.” Or they might have super- 
added to this second proposal a third thing ; 
they might have said: ‘ Besides entering our 
names in your books, give us a dock warrant, 
which will show our title to the goods, & enable 
us to confer a title by indorsement on the buyer 
of the goods” (JESSEL, M.R.).—IMPERIAL BANK 
v. Lonpon & St. KATHARINE Docks Co. (1877), 
5 Ch. D. 195; 46 L. J. Ch. 335; 36 L. T. 233. 

2037. Purchaser agreeing to buy goods—Subse- 
quent resale without right of possession.]— 
JENKYNS v. Ussponne, No. 2236, post. 


Sect. 2.—THE UNPAID SELLER. 

See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), ss. 38, 39. 

2038. Whole purchase-price not paid—Effect of 
part payment.|—A consignor’s right of stopping 
goods in transitu is not taken away by the con- 
signee’s having partly paid for the goods.— 
Hiopason v. Loy (1797), 7 Term Rep. 440; 101 
KE. R. 1065. 


Annotations :—Apld. Feise v. Wray (1802), 3 East, 93. 
Refd. Dixon v. Baldwen (1804), 5 East, 175; Hz p. 
St ir (1806), 12 Ves. 379; Stoveld v. Hughes (1811), 
14 East, 308; Bloxam v. Sanders (1825), 4 B. & C. 941; 
Nichols v. Hart (1831), 5 C. & P .179; Edwards v. Brewer 
(1887), 6 L. J. Ex. 135; Schotsmans v. L. & Y. Ry. 

(1867), 2 Ch. App. 332. 

2040. Goods to be paid for on delivery— 
Delivery of part of goods without payment.|- 
It is not an entire waiver of a condition to be 

aid for goods on delivery, that the vendor allowed 


he purchaser to carry away a part of the goods 
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without being paid for them.—PaYNE v. SHADBOLT 
(1808), 1 Camp. 427; 170 HE. R. 1009, N. P. 

2041. When unsettled account current 

between parties..—A merchant in England sent 

oods of a given value to a merchant at Quebec 
or sale on his account. Before the goods were 
sold or the proceeds ascertained, the latter shipped 
three cargoes of timber to the former, to credit 
in account. Two of them arrived. Against the 
third, the consignor drew a bill for the amount, 
whilst it was in transitu. In the interval, the 
consignee dishonoured the bill & became insol- 
vent :—Held: the consignor had a perfect right 
of stoppage in transitu, & was not bound to wait 
until the mutual accounts between him & the 
consignee were finally adjusted.—Woop v. JONES 
(1825), 7 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 126. 

2042. —-— Acceptance of composition by seller 
—A. sold to B. a butt of wine, which was no 
delivered. B. compounded with his creditors, 
& the amount of the wine was, by A.’s consent, 
included in the composition. The composition 
money was sccured by bills, & A. had a claim 
against B. beyond the price of the wine. Be 
fore the whole of the composition was paid, B. 
demanded the wine of A., who refused to deliver 
it :—Held: he was bound to deliver it, as he had 
undertaken to do so; & the doctrine with respect 
to stoppage in transitu did not apply under the 
circumstances.—NICHOLS v. Harr (1831), 5 OC. 
& P.179; 172 KH. RR. 929. 

2043. Buyer’s acceptance negotiated by 
seller—Insolvency of buyer.}|—BUNNEY v. POYNTZ, 
No. 2065, post. 

2044. 











-.|—-Goods were sold under 
an invoice which expressed that they remained 
at rent. ‘The vendee subsequently accepted a 
bill drawn by the vendor for the price which was 
negotiated by the vendor. Whilst the bill was 
running the vendor sold a part, which, by his 
direction, was delivered by the vendor to the 
sub-vendee whom the vendor charged with ware- 
house rent for the part, which he paid. Sub- 
sequently the vendee became bkpt., & the bill 
was dishonoured :-—Held: the assignee of bkpt. 
vendee could not without paying the price maintain 
trover against the vendor for the residue of the 
goods which had remained in his hands. —-MiLus 
v. GorTON (1834), 2 Cr. & M. 504; 4 Tyr. 205 5 
3 L. J. Ex. 155; 149 I. R. 860. 

Annutations :—Apld. Tanner v. Scovell (1845), 14 M. & W. 
28. Consd. Grice v. Richardson (1877), 3 App. Cas, 319. 
Refd. Griffiths v. Perry (1859), 1 Ik. & E. 680; He Edwards, 
ke p. Chalmers (1873), 8 Ch. ADD. 289; te McLaren, 
Kz p. Cooper (1879), 27 W. R. 518. 

2045. ——- ——.|—- GUNN v. BOoLckow, 
VAUGHAN & Co., No. 1387, ante. 

2046. Purchaser having rejected goods after 
paying price.|——-A person who has purchased goods 
& has rejected them after paying the price is not 
in the position of an unpaid vendor under Sale of 
Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), ss. 38, 39, & therefore has 
no lien upon the goods & is not entitled to retain 
possession of them until the money paid has been 
returned.— Lyons (J. L.) & Co. v. May & BAKER, 
Lrp., [1923] 1 K. B. 685; 92 L. J. K.B. 675 ; 120 
L, T. 418. 





Srct. 3.—SELLER’S LIEN. 
SuB-SECT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 

See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), ss. 39, 41-42, 
55; &, generally, Lien, Vol. XXXII., pp. 215 
et seq. 

2047 . Extent of lien—Bankruptcy of buyer-—- 
Difference between price & amount of composition.| 
—SMITH v. BEEMAN (1843), 1 L. T. O. S. 233. 
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2048. Enforcement by injunction.]—Pltfs. having 
purchased goods abroad by the order of B. & co. 
of Liverpool, shipped the goods on board a ship 
belonging to B. & co. & by insertions in the bill 
of lading, retained or intended to retain a lien 
upon the goods until bills, which pltfs. had drawn 
on B. & co. for the price of the goods, had been 
paid. Before the arrival of the ship in Liverpool, 
B. & co. had become bkpt., & their assignees 
claimed the goods as being in the legal ownership 
of bkpts.:—Held: equity would interfere by 
injunction to preserve the property until the 
question of right had been tried at law.— MANLOVE 
v. CARTER (1848), 12 L. T. O. S. 169. 

Rights as against mortgagee of buyer—-Goods 
on hire-purchase agreement.|—See MORTGAGE, Vol. 
XXXV., pp. 309, 310. 

2049. Whether power of sale conferred.]—The 
lien at law upon a chattel for a portion of the 
price unpaid confers no right of sale upon the 
person having such lien, although the retention 
of the chattel may be attended with expense.— 
THAMES JRON WoRrKS Co. v. PATENT DERRICK 
Co. (1860), 1 John. & H. 93; 29 L. J. Ch. 714; 
2L. T. 208; 6 Jur. N.S. 1013; 8 W. lt. 408; 70 
E. R. 676. 


Annotations :—Mentd. Lievcsley v. Gilmore (1866), L. R. 1 
C. P. 570; Aitken v. Bachelor (1893), 62 L. J. Q. B. 193. 


2050. Trover by purchaser against third party— 
During continuance of lien.|—A purchaser of 
goods, of which the vendor retains possession with 
a lien for unpaid purchase-money, cannot maintain 
trover against a mere wrongdorr. Qu.: whether 
he can, if after the conversion he pays or tenders 
the purchase-money to the vendor.—Lorp v. 
PRICE (1874), L. R. 9 Exch. 54; 48 L. J. Ex. 49; 
30 L. T. 271; 22 W. R. 318. 


SUB-SECT. 2.--WHEN EXERCISABLE. 
A. In General. 

See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 41, &, 
generally, LIEN, Vol. XX XIIT., pp. 215 et seq. 

2051. Until price paid.J|—Simmons v. Swirt, 
No. 1042, ante. 

2052. -]—NEw v. Swain, No. 2060, post. 

2053. -|—-On a contract for the sale of a 
specific chattel on credit, time, without express 
stipulation, is not of the cssence of the contract ; 
& the vendee, on tender of the pricc, though after 
the expiration of the period of credit, may maintain 
trover against the vendor to recover such chattel. 
The vendor cannot rescind the contract on non- 
payment at the day. 

The vendor’s right therefore to detain the thing 








PART VII. SECT. 3, SUB-SECT. 1. 


20491. Whether power of sale con- 
Jerred.|—A. vendor has a mere passive 





2054 i. Until possession obtained by 
buyer. J-——PATON’S TRUSTEES v. FINLAY- 
SON, [1923] S. C. 872.—SCOT. 


SaLE oF GOODS. 


sold against the purchaser, must be considered 
as a right of lien till the price is paid, not a right 
to rescind the bargain, & here the lien was gone 
by tender of the price (DENMAN, C.J.).—-MARTIN- 
DALE v. SMITH (1841), 1 Q. B. 389; 1 Gal. & Dav. 
1; 10L. J. Q. B. 155; 5 Jur. 932; 113 EH. R. 
1181. 

ions :—Refd. Chinery v. Viall ,5 H. &N. 288; 
Ae aie Eduljeo (1866) sae ee pe C. 127; 

Cohen v. Roche, [1927] 1 K. B. 169. 

2054. Until possession obtained by buyer.|-— 
LACKINGTON v. ATHERTON, No. 1552, ante. 

2055. ———.|—-COoPER v. BILL, No. 2076, post. 

2056. ——-.|—GRIcE v. RicHarpson, No. 206], 

ost, 

- 2057. -| — Defts. contracted to buy a 
quantity of onions from pltf. After the arrival of 
the first shipment defts. paid certain sums on 
account thereof, & pltf. refused to deliver the 
second & third shipments until after the balance 
of the price of the first shipment had been paid. 
In an action by pltf. against defts. to recover the 
balance of the price of the first shipment, defts. 
counterclaimed for damages for non-delivery of 
the remainder of the goods :—Held: pltf. was 
entitled to recover on his claim, but he had no 
lien on the undelivered goods under Sale of Goods 
Act, 1893 (c. 71), ss. 39, 42, as the property in 
them had not passed to defts. & in the circum- 
stances he was not entitled to refuse delivery, & 
defts. were entitled to recover on the counterclaim. 
—STEINBERGER v. ATKINSON & Co., LTp. (1914), 
31 T. L. R. 110. 

2058. Felled timber.J|—-Qu.: upon the bkpcy. 
of the purchaser of a chattel, viz. timber felled, 
whether the vendor has a lien, & may prove the 
deficiency. Ex p. GWYNNE (1806), 12 Ves. 379 ; 
33 E.R. 148, L. C. 

2059. Machinery fitted into vessel—Vessel in 
possession of engineers during operations.|— 
Engineers contracted with debtor, the owner of 
a barge, to supply steam machinery to the vessel, 
at the docks of a dock co., for the price of £1,050, 
to be paid by approved bills; one at three months 
for £260 when the boiler & engine should be placed 
in the vessel, one at three months for £260, & one 
at six months for £530, when the vessel should 
have made a trial trip. The vessel having been 
taken to the docks, was there entered in the name 
of one of the engineers; &, whilst shipwrights & 
other agents of debtor were occasionally or con- 
stantly on board, the vessel remained in the pos- 
session of the engineers till the boat was ready to 
make a trial trip. In the interim the engineers 
had been paid £360, partly in cash, & partly by 
debtor’s acceptance, which they discounted. On 
the day appointed for the trial trip debtor filed 
a liquidation petition, & a receiver took possession 
of the vessel. A few days afterwards debtor’s 





the tea. Subsequently fifteen of the 
chests were delivered to P. who paid 
the rent due on them & also paid some 


right to detention, & no right to sell.— ; rent on the rem y-five 
CGREGOR v. HALEN ue 31 n. Subject to terms of agree- chests. P. then executed a creditor’s 
O.L R. 543; 20 DL. Rk. 489; 6 ment.}—Where by the terms of a deed & his acceptance was dishonoured. 
O. W. N. 553.—CAN, contract of sale of personal chattels a In an action by the trustees of the 
m. Whether right of user.J—Tho en is to be retained thereon in favour creditor's decd against D. to recover 


vendor of a chattel holding it under his 
vendor’s licn has no right to use it; if 
he does the purchaser may refuse to 
accept or pay for it.— DUNCAN MOTOR 
ri ae [1920] 2 W. W. lit. 


PART VIL. SECT. 3, SUB-SECT. 2.—A. 
20511. Until price paid.}—-KUTrTaYAaNn 
ETTY v. PALANIAPPA CHETTY (1904), 

I. L. R. 27 Mad. 540.—IND, 

2051 ii. ———.] — TESCHEMAKER v. 

McLEAN, Mac. Ly 10.—N.Z. 


such 


course of such b 


then stored in 


of the vendor until payment is made, 
lien is not destroyed by any 
possession taken by 
authorised by the contract in the usual 


v. VAN WALLEGHEM (1916), 33 W. L. R. 
336; 9 W. W. R. 9 AN 


0. Creditor’s deed  dishonoured — 
Right as against trustees o 
deed.}—D. sold to P. fifty chests of tea 
D.’s bonded stores; 
took his acceptance for the price & 
delivered him bonded certificates for 


58.—C e 


pomeicn of the thirty-five chests :— 
eld D. was entitled to a lien as 
unpaid vendor.—FRASER v. DALGETY 
(1864), 2 W. W. & A’B. 227.—AUS., 


p. Right as against seizure by 
sheriff.J—PIPER v. ROBERTS (B. C.) 
(1910), 14 W. L. IR. 445.—CAN. 


. Mowables on sugar estate sold 
& delivered on credit—Increase in value 
—Unpaid seller’s lien unaffected.}— 
ROCHECOUSTE v. DUPONT ieee) 2 
Moo. P. Cc. C. N. s. 195.-- MA RIT Us. 


the purchaser 
ess.— REYNEURT 


creditor's 
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acceptance was dishonoured :—Held: the lien of 
the engineers for the unpaid price for the machinery 
& their labour was not affected by their having 
agreed to take bills in payment, nor by the nature 
of the possession, nor by their having discounted 
debtor’s acceptance.—Re WESTLAKE, Ex p. WIL- 
LOUGHBY (1881), 16 Ch. D. 604; 44 L. T. 111; 
29 W. R. 934. 
Annotation :—Refd. The Nellim (1922), 39 T. L. Rt. 41. 
Goods on hire-purchase agreement — Rights 
against mortgagee of buyer.]|—See MorraaaeE, Vol. 
XXXV., pp. 309, 310. 


B. Possession of Seller as Agent. 

See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), 5. 41, &, 
generally, LIEN, Vol. XXXII., pp. 215 et seq. 

2060. Purchaser paying rent.|—The buyer of 
goods agrecs to leave them in the warchouse of the 
seller, paying a certain rent for the room :—Held : 
upon the dishonour of the bill given according to 
the bargain, in payment, the seller, who had still 
the goods in his warehouse, had a right to retain 
them until payment of the price.—NrEw v. SwAINn 
(1828), Dan. & LI. 193. 
Annotation :—Refd. Castle v. Sworder (1861), 4 L. T. 865. 

2061. .|—Unless actual possession of goods 
sold has been delivered to the purchaser, the vendor 
is not deprived of his right of licn as against the 
assignees of the purchaser, in the event of his 
insolvency. Where the vendors werc also ware- 
housemen of the goods sold under an arrangement 
with the purchasers to pay warchouse rent :— 
Held: as the goods remained in the possession of 
the vendors, & no actual delivery had been made 
to the purchasers, the vendor’s lien revived upon 








the insolvency of the vendees.—GRICcE v. RICHARD- 


SON (1877), 3 App. Cas. 319; 47 L. J. P. CO. 48; 
37 L. T. 677 5 26 W.R. 358, P.C. 

2062. Goods in bond.|—-A. buys two pipes 
of wine in bond; the agent of the seller gives him 
a delivery note, upon which one pipe is subse- 
quently delivered to his order the other remaining 
in the bonded warehouse at a rent charged to A. ; 
he having become bkpt., his assignees claim that 
pipe on payment of the warehouse rent :—Held: 
the seller had a right to retain it until the duties 
advanced upon it were repaid him.—-WINKS vt. 
HASSALL (1829), 9 B. & C. 372; Dan. & LI. 312 ; 
7L. 5.0.8. Kk. B. 265; 109 E. R. 138. 

Annotation :-—Refd. Miles v. Gorton (1834), 2 Cr. & M. 501. 

2063. Sale to sub-purchaser.|—D. bought 
of Y. forty-six puncheons of rum, lying in the 
warchouse of Y., at Liverpool, & sold them to C., 
who was a clerk of Y., but carricd on business for 
himself. D. gave C. an invoice, specifying the 
marks & numbers of each puncheon, & took his 
acceptances for the price. The rum, & the samples 
which had been taken, remained in Y.’s ware- 
house. ‘The invariable mode of delivering goods 
sold while they are in warehouses at Liverpool, is 
by the vendor’s giving a delivery order to the 
vendee. D. was asked by C. for delivery orders, 
but declined giving any, except for two or three 
puncheons, which C. received. C. marked, 
coopered, & gauged the casks. While the bills 
were running, C. sold twenty-six of the puncheons 
to K., who paid him for them, & who, by C.’s 
permission, without the knowledge of D., gauged 
& coopered the casks in the warehouse of Y., & 
marked them with his initials. C. gave an invoice 
to K., stating the marks & numbers of the casks, 
& by whom the rum was bonded. C. also, while 
the bills were running, sold eighteen puncheons of 
the rum to two other parties, to whom he gave 
similar invoices, & samples; & who afterwards 
obtained three of the puncheons, on a delivery 


J.——VOL. ZEXXIX. 
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order signed by themselves, but not by D. They 
paid C. for the whole. The bills given by C. for 
the price of the forty-four puncheons were dis- 
honoured :—Held: (C. never had acquired the 
actual possession of the rum, & on his dishonouring 
his acceptances, D. had a lien on it for the price ; 

& C.’s sub-vendees could not claim against D. the 

rum which remained undelivered to them. 

The very appropriation of the chattel is equiva- 
lent to delivery by the vendor, & the assent of the 
vendee to take the specific chattel, & to pay the 
price, is equivalent to his accepting possession 
(PARKE, J.).— DIXON v. YATES (1833), 5 B. & Ad. 
313; 2 Nev. & M. K. B. 177, 110 E. R. 806; 
sub nom. DIXON v. YATES, DIXON v. KAYE, Dixon 
v. Bonn, 2 L. J. K. B. 198. 

Annotations :-—Apld.. Lackington v. Atherton (1844), 7 
Man. & G. 360. Consd. Godts v. Rose (1855), 17 C. B. 
229; Kemp v. Falk (1882), 7 App. Cas. 573. Refd. 
Townley v. Crump (1835), 4 Ad. & Hl. 58; Jones v. Jones 
(1841), 8 M. & W. 431; Scott v. England (1844), 2 Dow. & 
L. 520; Tanner v. Scovell (1845), 14 M. & W. 28; Davies 
v. Lowndes (1847), 3 C. B. 808; Logan v. Le Mesurier 
(1847), 11 Jur. 1091; Pearson v. Dawson (1858), 27 L. J. 

. B. 248; Meyerstein v. Barber (1866), L. R. 2 C. P. 

38; Heilbutt v. Hickson (1872), 41 L. J. Q. B 

Re McLaren, Wx p. Cooper (1879), 27 W. Rh. 518. - 

Pane Anilin und Soda Fabrik v. Hickson, [1906] A. C. 


2064. 
ante. 





——.|]—-MILES v. Gonrron, No. 2044, 


C’. Goods Partly Delivered. 


Sec Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 42; &, 
generally, LIEN, Vol. XXXII., pp. 215 et seq. 

2065. Whether lien exists over remainder—De- 
pendent on intention governing delivery.|—A part 
delivery of goods to vendee, will not vest the abso- 
lute right of possession to the whole in him, unless 
it be done in progress of the delivery of the whole ; 
but if it be clear that the intention was to separate 
the part delivered from the rest, the original right 
of lien which the vendor had will still remain. 

Deft employed an agent to sell a certain 
quantity of hay in a stack, which he did, to one 

C., & took his promissory note, payable at three 

months, to the agent himsclf, for the price. The 

agent immediately discounted the note with pltfs. 
his bankers. The purchaser at several times 
within the three months, carried away several 
tons of the hay, & afterwards sold the remainder 
to pltfs., allowing the note given by him to the 

agent to be taken as part payment, & receiving a 

further sun. The agent afterwards became bkpt., 

& upon demand being made by pltfs., after the 

three months had elapsed, to be allowed to take 

away the rest of the hay, deft. refused. In an 
action of trover for the hay :—Held: (1) the fact 
of part having been delivered did not take away 
deft.’s lien; but (2) deft. could not be considered 
as an unpaid vendor, so as to revive the right 
of lien upon the expiration of the time for which 

the note was to run.—BUNNEY v. POYNTz (1833), 

4 B. & Ad. 568; 1 Nev. & M. K. B. 229; 2 

L. J. K. B. 55; 110 E. R. 569. 

Annotations :-—As to (1) Refd. Tanner v. Scovell (1843), 14 
M. & W. 28; dite McLaren, Ex yp. Cooper (1879), 11 Ch. D. 
68. As to (2) Reid. Sykes v. Giles (1839), 5 M. & W. 645. 
Generally, Refd. Dixon v. Yates (1833), 5 B. & Ad. 313; 
Pooley v. Budd (1851), 14 Beav. 34; Gunn v. Bolcokow, 
Vaughan (1875), 32 L. T. 781. Mentd. Nicholl v. Thomas 
(1850), 15 L. T. O. S. 50; He Defries, Kichholz v. Defries, 
{1909) 2 Ch. 423; Allen v. Royal Bank of Canada (1925), 
95 L. J. P. C. 17. 

2066. Sale of delivered part to sub-pur- 
chaser.|—DIXxoNn v. YATES, No. 20638, anie. 











2067. .|—MILEs v. GoRTON, No. 2044, 
ante. 

2068. —--—.|—TOWNLEY v. CruMP, No. 
2219, post. 


R BR 
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A. & 


2069. ——— Property in remainder not passed.]— 
STEINBERGER v. ATKINSON & Co., LTp., No. 2057, 
ante, 


Sect, rai lien: Sub-sect. 2, C.; sub-sect. 3, 


Sup-secr. 3.—Loss or LIEN. 
A. In General, 

See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), ss. 41, 43, 
47, &, generally, LIEN, Vol. XXXII., pp. 215 
et seq. 

2070. Goods in custody of third party—Carrier— 
As agent of buyer.]|—One who has a lien on goods 
in his possession, if he afterwards deliver them to 
a ship carrier to be conveyed on account & at the 
risk of his principal, though unknown to the 
carrier, cannot recover his lien by stopping the 
goods in transitu, & procuring them to be re- 
delivered to him by virtue of a bill of lading signed 
by the carrier in the course of his voyage.— 
SWEET v. Pym (1800), 1 East, 4; 102 I. R. 2. 
Annotation :—Refd. M‘Combio v. Davies (1805), 7 East, 5. 

2071. .|——GURNEY v. BEHREND, 
No. 2314, post. 

2072. 











——.|—Goods were consigned 
to pltfs.’ order to a station on defts.’ railway, & 
the usual advice note was sent them by defts. On 
Apr. 12 pltfs. sold these goods to one J., payment 
half by cash, half by bill at three months due 
July 13; & handed over the advice note to J. 
with an indorsement directing defts. to deliver the 
goods to J.’s order. On Apr. 24 J. handed over 
this delivery order to D. as collateral security for 
the payment of money advanced to him by D. 
with a second indorsement ordcring defts. to 
deliver the goods to D.’s order. But neither this 
delivery order nor that made by pltfs. was stamped 
in accordance with Stamp Act, 1870 (c. 97), s. 89. 
J. becoming insolvent, D. on May 14 wrote defts., 
inclosing the delivery order, & directing them to 
hold the goods to his order. To this he received 
the following reply from defts.’ goods manager, 
dated May 15: ‘‘I have yours of yesterday 
inclosing transfer of rails & beg to say I hold them 
to your order; but you will please produce this 
order when applying for the rails, & which order 
must also bear a transfer stamp by both parties 
transferring the goods, in accordance with the 
Act of Parliament. You will be aware they remain 
here at owner’s risk & subject to our usual rent- 
charges.”’ On May 19 D. affixed an adhesive 
stamp to each transfer, but omitted to cancel the 
stamps as required by Stamp Act, 1870 (c. 97), 
ss. 24, 89, & the same were never up to trial so 
cancelled. On May 23 defts. wrote to pltfs. 
asking if they consented to the goods being de- 
livered to D., to which pltfs. replied on June 23 
& 30, giving defts. formal notice to hold them to 
their, pltfs.’, order; but upon indemnity being 
given by D. the goods were handed over to D. 
The bill given to ae by J. in part payment of 
these goods not being met at maturity, pltfs. 
claimed the goods as partial unpaid vendors, & 
brought an acton against defts. for wrongfully 
parting with the possession of them :—Held: (1) 
the condition in defts.’ letter of May 15 as to the 
transfer stamp was no qualificaton of their 
admission that they held the goods to D.’s order ; 
(2) the letter was an absolute attornment by the 
defts. to D., by which pltfs.’ right of possession 
as unpaid vendor was destroyed, & pltfs.’ were, 
therefore, not entitled to recover.—PooLEyY v. 
GREAT HASTERN Ry. Co. (1876), 34 L. T. 537. 
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2073. ~.|—TRENT MINING Co. v. 
MIDLAND Ry. Co. (1881), Butterworth & Ellis’ 
Railway Rates & Traffic, App. C. 71, C. A. 
Annotation :—Apld. Ivens v. G. W. Ry. (1889), 53 J. P. 148. 


2074. ——— Acts of ownership by buyer.]—A 
number of bales of bacon then lying at a w 
having been sold for an entire sum, to be paid for 
by a bill at two months, an order was given to the 
wharfinger to deliver them to the vendee, who went 
to the wharf, weighed the whole, & took away 
several bales, & then became bkpt., whereupon 
the vendor within ten days from the time of 
the sale, ordered the wharfinger not to deliver 
the remainder. By the custom of the trade the 
charges of warehousing were to be paid by the 
vendor for fourteen days after the sale :—Held: 
the vendce had taken possession of the whole & 
the vendor had no right to stop what remained 
in the hands of the wharfinger.—HAMMOND v. 
ANDERSON (1803), 1 Bos. & P. N. R. 69; 127 
E. Rh. 384. 

Annotations :—Consd. Hanson v. Meyer (1805), 6 East, 614° 
Simmons v. Swift (1826), 8 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 693. 
Distd. Bunney v. Poyntz (1833), 4 B. & Ad. 568. Apld. 
Swanwick v. Sothern (1839), 9 Ad. & Kil. 895. Distd. 
Re McLaren, Ex p. Cooper (1879), 11 Ch. D. 68. Consd. 
dee Kiel], Wx mn. Valk (1880), 14 Ch. D. 446. Refd. Wolder- 
ness v. Shackicr (1828), 3 Man. & Ry. K. B. 25; Dodson 


v. Wentworth (1842), 4 Man. & G. 1080; Tanner v. Scovell 
(1845), 14 M. & W. 28. 





2075. ——-.]—-TANSLEY v. TunRNER, No. 
1221, ante. 
2076. -~.|—On Sept. 12, G. wrote to 


defts. as follows: ‘* I will agree to purchase your 
oak timber at L. wharf, to be delivered free to 
boats when required, at so much per foot, naming 
the sum. DPayment by bill at four months date 
from measurement.’”’ On Sept. 21, the contract 
was complcted, & the following note signed by 
defts. the vendors: ‘‘ Sold to G. the oak timber 
at the prices mentioned in his letter of Sept. 12, 
delivered to boats. Payinent, £100 by bill at 
one month, & balance by bill at four months from 
measurement.’’ ‘he timber had been brought by 
defts. to the wharf at L., belonging to a wharfinger 
on the canal where defts. were in the habit of 
conveying & depositing their timber to remain 
until sold, when it would be carried away by canal. 
On Oct. 7, G.’s agent measured the timber on the 
wharf, & marked it with G.’s initials, which were 
‘‘ scribed’? & ‘‘ punched ” upon each piece, & G. 
also employed men to ‘‘ square ’’ it for his trade 
purposes, & paid them £5 for so doing. On Oct. 15, 
whilst the squaring was going on, the bills were 
given to defts., & the first bill for £100 was duly 
paid, but before the four months bill became due, 
& whilst the timber remained at the wharl, G. 
became bkpt., & assigned all his estate to trustees, 
pltfs., who thereupon demanded possession of the 
timber, which was refused by defts., who then 
removed the whole of it from the wharf into their 
own custody, except enough to cover in value 
the £100 paid bill. An action was brought by 
plitfs., as trustees of bkpt.’s estate against defts., 
for detention of the timber, when a verdict was 
found for them with leave to move, & upon a rule 
to set aside the verdict & enter a nonsuit or a 
verdict for defts. on the ground that defts. were 
entitled to stay in transitu, the ct. having power 
to draw inferences of fact :—Held: it was not a 
question of stoppage in transitu, but whether the 
lien of the vendors had ceased by their allowing 
the vendee to deal with the timber, while it was 
in the custody of the wharfinger, as he had done, 
which was a question of fact upon the evidence ; 
&, as an inference of fact, there was an actual 
transfer of the possession of the timber to the 
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vendee, & the vendors’ lien was gone, & they had 
no right to meddle with the timber. 

_ The vendee had taken actual possession of the 
timber. He had sent his agent to the place where 
the timber lay, who had measured & marked it 
with the initials of the vendee’s name; he had 
expended moncy upon it in having it ‘‘ squared,”’ 
as it is termed, for the purposes of his business, & 
I think that he had thereby taken a possession of 
it, which excluded the vendors from afterwards 
saying that they still had a lien on the goods.... 
The case is answered by saying not that the 
transilus was or was not at an end, but that the 
vendors had parted with their lien by allowing the 
vendee to take possession of the goods, the same 
being at the time out of the vendors’ possession, 
& in the possession of a third person, the wharfinger 
(PoLLock, C.B.).—CooPER v. Bitu (1865), 3 
H. & C. 722; 34 L. J. Ex. 161; 12 L. T. 466. 

2077. ——— Holding as bailee of seller.]|—Pltfs., 
through T., who was acting for them in the matter, 
bought three old boilers which belonged to & were 
in the possession of a paper co. While the boilers 
still remained on the premises of the paper co., 
I’. sold them to H. for £60, on the terms that 
£20 should be paid before the removal of the 
first boiler & the balance of £40 by Dec. 1909, 

& in Oct. 1909, T., by letter, informed the 
paper co. of the sale to Il. Subsequently LI. sold 
the boilers, which still physically were in the paper 
co.’s possession, to defts. & paid £10 on account 
to T., but paid no more. There was no acknow- 
ledgment by the paper co. to I. that they held 
the boilers on his behalf :—J/eld : pltfs. were not 
precluded from setting up their right of lien as 


unpaid sellers by the fact that they had through 


T. informed the paper co. of the sale to IT. 

I agree that it is not necessary to have an 
acknowledgment to pass the possession. . 
may be done by something in the nature of a 
delivery order (VAUGHAN-WILLIAMS,  J,.J.).-— 
POULTON & SON v. ANGLO-AMERICAN OIL Co., 
Lrbo. (1911), 27 T. L. R. 216, C. A. 

2078. Goods in possession of seller—Resale by 
purchaser—Delivery to sub-purchaser—Unreason- 
able delay in objecting to delivery.]|—A. at Bristol 
sclls goods to LB. to be paid for by B.’s acceptance 
of a bill to be drawn by A.: the goods are weighed, 
but remain in A.’s warchouse, who omits to draw 
the bill. 4. sells a specific & ascertained portion 
of these goods to C. in London who pays for them, 
& transmits B.’s order to A. for the delivery of 
them. On the fourth day after A.’s receipt of the 
order B. becomines bkpt., & then & not before, A. 
refuses to deliver the goods to C., insisting that 
he has a lien upon them for the price. C. may 
maintain trover against A.; for he was bound 
at all events to notify his refusal immediately.— 
GREEN v. HAYTHORNE (1816), 1 Stark. 447; 171 
Bh. R. 525, N. P. 
sa :—Distd. Townley v. Crump (1835), 5 L. J. K. B. 








2079. —_— ———.|—-MILEs v. Gonron, No. 
2044, ante. 
2080. Conversion by seller.] — GuRk v. 


CUTHBERT, No. 2665, post. 

2081. Payment taken in promissory note— 
Negotiation of note—Effect of dishonour.| 
v. POYNTZ, No. 2065, ante. 
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2081 i. Payment taken in prontissory 
note—Negotiation of note—Effect of 
dishonour.J—ADAIR ¥. MALONE (1827), 
1 Hud. & B. 19.—IR. 


2082 i. -~.J—GRAHAM  U. 


Yr. Deliver 
payment— 


BUNNEY |: 


| 


CROUCHMAN (1918), 41 O. L. R, 22; 39 
D.L. lh. 284; 13 O. W.N. 165.—CAN. 


PART VII. SECT. 3, SUB-SECT. 3.-—B. 
conditional upon 
on-fulfilment of condition— 


O11 


MILES v. GorTON, No. 2044, 





2082. hee get —.| 
ante. 

2083. Delivery order—-Goods partly removed.|— 
HAMMOND v. ANDERSON, No. 2074, ante. 

2084. Negotiated to third parties—Warrants 
in use in fron trade.|—MERCHANT BANKING Co. 
oF LONDON v. PH@NIX BESSEMER STEEL Co., No. 
1838, ante. 

2085. .|—A delivery order was given 
by defts. to F. for 2,640 bags of mowra seed, 
which formed part of a consignment of 6,400 bags. 
F. gave defts. a cheque therefor & indorsed the 
delivery order to pltfs., who took it in good faith 
& for valuable consideration. JF .’s cheque having 
been dishonoured, defts. refused to give delivery 
of the seed to pltfs.:—Held: (1) the delivery 
order was a document of title to the goods which 
had been ‘ transferred ’’ by defts. to IF. within 
the meaning of Factors Act, 1889 (c. 45), s. 10, 
& Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), 8. 47, & having 
been transferred by F. to pltfs., who took it in good 
faith & for valuable consideration, defts.’ right of 
licen as unpaid vendors was defeated; (2) the 
delivery order was valid notwithstanding that it 
related to goods which were not specific.—ANT. 
JURGENS MARGARINEFABRIKKEN v. DREYFUS 
(Louis) & Co., [1914] 3 K. B. 40; 838 L. J. K. B. 
1344; 111 L. T. 248; 19 Com. Cas. 333. 
Annotation :—Distd. Laurie & Morewood v. Dudin (1926), 

134 L. T. 309. 

2086. Recovery of judgment for price of goods.|]— 
After judgment against the purchaser of a lease- 
hold house & furniture, lien of the vendor upon the 
house & furniture, & proof under a commission of 
bkpcy., against the purchaser for the deficiency.-— 
Kx p. SEAFORTH (1812), 19 Ves. 235 5; 34 E.R. 505 ; 
sub nom, Re WILKINSON, Ha p. SEAFORTH, 1 Rose, 
306. 

2087. .|--A. sells to B. a@ carriage, to be 
paid for partly by a bill upon the delivery, & 
partly by a bill at a future day, & B. neglecting 
to take the carriage, A. obtains a verdict against 
him for goods bargained & sold. Until the amount 
is paid to A., he has a lien upon the carriage, & 
the sheriff cannot seize it under a fi. fa. against 
the goods of B.—HoutwpitTei v. DESANGES (1818), 
2 Stark, 337; 171 I. R. 666, N. VP. 

2088. ———.]-—The right of an unpaid vendor 
to lien over goods in the hands of his agent is not 
taken away by the fact that the vendor has 
recovered a verdict for their price against the 
purchaser, &, under a county ct. order for payment 
of the debt by imstalments, has been paid one 
instalment of it.—ScCRIVENER v. GREAT NORTHERN 
Ry. Co. (1871), 19 W. R. 388. 

2089. Pledge of bill of lading.|——-ADELPHI BANK, 
Lrp. v. HALIFAX SUGAR REFINING Co., LTb. 
(1887), 4 T. L. R. 21, C. A, 

















2B. Waiver. 


See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), 8. 43; &, 
generally, LIEN, Vol. XXXIT., pp. 215 et seq. 

2090. Claim to retain on ground other than lien— 
Omitting to mention Hen.|—BoOARDMAN v. SILL 
(1808), 1 Camp. 410, n.; 170 TE. R. 1003, N. P. 
Annotations :—Consd. White v. Gainer (1824), 8 Moore, 

C. P. 41. Distd. Scarfe v. Morgan (1838), 4 M. & W. 270. 

Consd. Dirks v. Richards (1842), 4 Man. & G. 574. Apld. 


Weeks v. Goode (1859), 6 CG. B. N. 8. 367. Refd. Storr v. 
Crowley (1825), M‘Cle. & Yo. 129; Owen v. Knight (1837), 


Whether lien waived.]—Pltf. agreed to 
purchase cattle from deft. for cash, & 
paid a deposit. On his arriving at 
doft.’s station, the cattle were counted, 
& deft. allowed pltf. to at them 
on their journey. Plitf. did not pay 
the balance in cash. Deft. retook 
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Sect. 3.—Seller’s lien: 


Sub-sects. 1 & 2.] 
ated N.C. OBA Romsey v. N. E. Ry. (1863), 2 New Rep. 
360 ; v. Briesemann (1892), 67 LL. T. 642. 


Yun 
Mentd. Gobind Cl Chunder Sein v. Ryan (1861), 9 Moo. Ind. 
App. 140. 


2091. 
goods, does not waive that lien by the mere fact 
of his omitting to say that he claims the goods in 
that right, when they are demanded. Nor is it 
sufficient evidence of a waiver of his lien that he 
bought these goods with others, & also refuses to 
deliver up the other goods, though he has no 
lien on them ; the sale of both sets of goods being 
void. 

Deft. keeps the goods, not saying in what right ; 
& pltfs. seek to recover them in an action of trover. 
To do that, he having a lien, they must tender 
him the amount of his lien, before they have a 
complete right to the goods (BEST, C.J.).—-WHITE 
v. GAINER (1824), 2 Bing. 283; 1C. & P. 3243; 9 
Moore, C. P. 41; 2 L. J. O. S. C. P. 101; 130 
KR. R. 212. 

Annotations :—Refd. Owen v. Knight (1837), 4 Bing, N. C. 

54; Yungmann v. Bricsemaun (1892), 67 L. T. 642. 

2092. -.|—A refusal, grounded on a 
claim of right, to deliver up goods on demand, is 
evidence of a conversion, though deft. may have 
a lien on them.—CANNEE v. SPANTON (1844), 8 
Seott, N. WR. 714; 14L.5.C. P. 23; 8 Jur. 1008 ; 
sub nom. CAUNCE v. SPANTON, 7 Man. & G. 903; 
135 E. R. 367. 

2093. By claim to retain with other goods—No 
lien claimed on other goods.] —WHITE v. GAINER, 
No. 2091, ante. 

2094. Levying execution on the _ goods.|—A 
party, who having a lien on goods, causes them to 
be taken in execution at his own suit, loses his lien 
thereby, although the goods are sold to him under 
the execution, & are never removed off his premises. 

















—JACOBS v. LATOUR (1828), 5 Bing. 180; 2 Moo. 
& P. 201; 6L. J. O. S.C. P. 248; 180 I. R. 
1010. 


Annotutions :—Consd. Judson v. Etheridge eet) J ek & M. 
743. Distd. Comreton Haigh (1836), 5 L. P. 99 
Scarfe v. Morgan (1838), 4 M. & W. 270; yorth “Sinn son 
(1849), + Tur. 1024. Refd. Jackson v. Cummins (1839), 

5M. & W. 342. Mentd. The Repulso (1845), 2 Wm. Rob. 

398 : Hamilton v. Harland & Wolff, The Acacia (1880), 

42 L. "')'. 264. 

2095. Election to appropriate payment—-To par- 
ticular purchase.|——A factor in London purchased 
from time to time silk for R., & paid for the same. 
Remittances were made by R. gencrally, & not 
on account of any particular purchase. <A general 
account, current was kept by deft., & then rendered 
to & checked by R., & the next account began with 
the balance of the preceding one. After the pur- 
chase of a certain lot of silk by the factor, which 
ht. sold shortly afterwards to pltf., two such 
accounts were delivered & balances struck in 
favour of R., showing that the factor had, subse- 
quent to the purchase of this silk, received 
remittances from R. amply sufficient to cover 
both its price & also the preceding items of the 
amount against him. Subsequently, the balance 
being much against R., the factor sold this lot of 
silk, among others, to recoup himself :—Held: 
the accounts showed an election by the factor to 
appropriate the remittances about the time of the 
purchase of this lot of silk in payment of the 
advance on account thereof, & they were therefore 
not entitled to sell it, as against pltf., to recoup 


poe of the cattle :—Held: deft. 
1ad not waived his right of ace Fn: 
MAN U. PATTERSON Www 4 


t. Effect 
L. R. 290; 4N.8. 


eae: 


Sub-sect. 3, B. Sect. 4: 
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of.}-—Stoppage 
situ does not rescind a contract on the 


SALE OF GOODS. 


themselves.—SIEBEL v. SPRINGFIELD (1863), 3 
New Rep. 36; 9L. T. 324; 12 W. R. 78. 


Annotations :—Retd. Johnson wv, Stear (1863), 15 C. B. N. S. 
SO ae Mentd. De Comas v. Prost (1865), 3 Moo. P. Cc. 


2098. Execution of composition deed.| — X. 
bought hops of T. on a custom known in the hop 
trade as W. O., i.e. the hops were to wait the order 
of X. in T.’s warehouse, & to be charged for ware- 
house room & insurance. X. paid for the hops 
by bills of exchange, which were dishonoured at 
maturity. X. afterwards registered a deed of 
composition which was assented to & executed by 
T. to the full amount of his debt in respect of the 
dishonoured bills :—Held: assent & execution of 
the decd operated as a proof in bkpcy., & therefore 
an abandonment of his lien for unpaid purchasc- 
money.—Re OXxLEy, Ha p. TURNBULL (1868), 19 
L. T. 4635 17 W. ht. 200. 


Annotation : :__Mentd. Zve Poters & Warburton, Hw p. Lloyds 
Banking Co. (1869), 17 W. It. 492. 


Sect. 4.—STOPPAGE IN TRANSITU. 
SuUB-SECT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 

See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), 8s. 44-46. 

2097. Right lies in unpaid seller.]|—If the pur- 
chaser of goods to be paid by bill, after giving his 
acceptance during the time of credit, & while the 
goods are in transitu, sclls them to a third person 
for a valuable consideration, without transferring 
any bill of lading to him, the right of the original 
vendor to stop the goods in ftransitu is taken 
away. 

The consignors are in the situation of paid 
vendors (LORD HLLENBOROUGH, C.J.).—DAVIS v. 
REYNOLDS (1815), 4 Camp. 267; 1 Stark. 115; 
171 KK. R. 85, N. P 

Yates (1833), 5B. & Ad. 


Annotations :—Retd. Dixon v. 

313. Mentd. Strother v. Barr (1828), 5 Bing. 136. 

2098. oI—DPHELPS, STOKES & Co. v. COMBER, 
No. 2289, post. 

Who is an unpaid seller.|-—Scee Sect. 2, ante. 

2099. Right to retake goods—In state in which 
they arrive—Materiality of damage.|] —BERNDTSON 
v. STRANG, No. 2279, post. 

2100. »|—PHELPS, STOKES & Co. v. COMBER, 
No. 2289, post. 

2101. Seller’s knowledge of destination—Whether 
material.|—-B., residing at Birmingham, ordered 
goods for the Valparaiso market of defts., who had 
a house at Manchester. Defts. duly forwarded 
them to L. H. & co., shipping agents at Liverpool 
employed by B. to receive & forward his goods, 
they forwarded also some pattern cards, & in their 
letter to L. H. & co., said ‘* We have forwarded by 
Pickford’s the pattern cards of four cases sent by 
them this evening, marked, ctc., for shipment to 
Valparaiso ; you will see the samine put on board, 
with the goods & property, directed as B. may 
direct the same to be shipped.’ They sent the 
invoice of the goods to B. The goods were loaded 
by L. H. & co. on board a vessel for Valparaiso, 
Hut were afterwards relanded by an order of an 
agent of B. & sent back to defts. to be differently 
packed. Before the day of payment for the goods 
or the repacking, B. became bkpt. Defts., 
having kept the goods, the assignees brought 
trover :—Held: (1) the possession of the goods 
as well as the property vested in B. when B.’s 
agent exercised the ownership of relanding the 











sale of goods, but merely gives the 
vendor a lien on the goods for their 
rice. —BRASSERT v. MCEWEN (1885), 
0 O. R. 179.—CAN. 


in tran- 
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goods & sending them to be repacked ; that the 
transitus would have ended there had it not been 
already determined by the original delivery to 
L. H. & co.; & deft.’s knowledge that the goods 
were to_be sent to Valparaiso & of which they 
informed L. H. & co., made no difference ; (2) the 
vendors, though in the lawful possession of the 
goods had no right to retain them as against the 
assignees.—VALPY v. GIBSON (1847), 4 C. B. 837; 


16 L. J. C. P. 241; 97. T. O. S. 484 «11 Jur. 

826; 136 EB. R. 737. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Distd. Pe Cock, Kr p. Rosevear 
China Clay Co. (1879), 11 Ch. D. 560. Apld. Kendal v. 
Marshall Stevens (1883), 11 Q. B. D. 356; Re Isaacs, 


Kx p. Miles (1885), 15 Q. B. D. 39 

2102. Purchaser a partner in seller’s firm.]-— 
Re McLaren, La p. Coorrer, No. 2238, post. 

2103. Purchaser a passenger by ship carrying 
goods.|— Lyons v. Llorrnuna, No. 2197, post. 

2104. Relation to third parties—Execution credi- 
tor of purchaser—Process out of Mayor’s Court. |—- 
(1) If A. sells goods to B. & according to B.’s 
directions sends them to C. a wharfinger, to be by 
him forwarded to B.; while they are in C.’s hands 
they may be stopped in transitu by A. 
_ (2) The right of a consignor to stop goods 
in transitu is not divested by the goods, while in 
their transit, being attached by process out of the 
Ct. of the Mayor of London at the suit of a creditor 
of the consignee.—SMITH v. Goss (1808), 1 Camp. 
2825 170 BE. R. 958, N. P. 
Annotations :---As to (1) Consd. Bethell », Clark (1887), 19 

Q. B.D. 553.  Asto (2) Refd. United States Steel Products 


Co. v. G. W. Ry. (1914), 83 L. J. K. B. 1650. Generally, 
Refd. Pearson v. Goschen (1864), 17 C. B. N.S. 352. 


2105. Right paramount to lien of carrier 











against purchaser.!—An usage for cavriers to 


retain goods as a lien for a general balance of 

account between them & the consignees, cannot 

affect the right of the consignor to stop the goods 
an transitu. Semble: such a lien could not be 
established even by agreement between the carrier 

& the consignor.—OpPpENHEIM v. RUSSELL (1802), 

3 Bos. & P.42; 127 I. hk. 24. 

Annotations :-~-Consd. Richardson v. Goss (1802), 3 Bos. & P. 
119; Morley v. Hay (1828), 3 Man. & Ry. K. B. 396; 
Jackson v. Nichol (1839), 5 Bing. N.C. 508 ; Booths.S. Coa. 
v. Cargo Flect Lron Co., (1916] 2 K. B. 570; United States 
Steel Products Co. v. G. W. Ry., [1916] 1 A. C. 189 
Refd. Harris v. Packwood (1810), 3 Taunt. 264; Leuck- 
hart v. Cooper (1836), 3 Bing. N.C. 99; Pearson v. Goschen 
(1864), 17 C. B. N.S. 352. 





2106. ——-.]—Morbiry v. Hay, No. 2255, 
post. 
2107. .|—C. purchased goods of pltf. 











in London, & ordered them to be forwarded to 
Guernsey, by the care of deft.. C.’s shipping ayent 
at Southampton. Deft. took the goods from the 
warehouse of a London & Southampton waggoncer, 
by whom they had been brought from London, 
paid the waggoner’s charges, & shipped the goods 
for Guernsey in deft.’s name. C©., who was in- 
solvent, wrote at the request of pltf. to deft. to 
reland the goods without saying why; deft.’s 
clerk, in his master’s absence, obtained a custom- 
house order for that purpose, but before he had 
relanded the goods, the vendor of other goods sold 
to C., & shipped in the same vessel, although a 
stranger to & without authority from pltf., ordered 
deft.’s clerk to stop the goods sold by pltf. to C.; 
when deft.’s clerk promised that deft. should hold 
them for the owner :—Held: deft.’s having taken 
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2112i. Insolvency of buyer.jJ—A 
vendor, who, in good faith & in ignor- 
ance of the embarrassed circumstances 
of a customer, sold goods to him, may, 
on discovery of the customer’s insol- 
vency, exercise the right of stoppage 
in transituu—CoOUTURE vv. MCKAY, 








2112 ii. 





another, 


HUDSON’S Bay Co., CLAIMANTS (1889), 

6 Man. L. lt. 273.—CAN 
._/~-When goods are con- 
signed on credit by one merchant to 
& whilst on their way & 
before they are delivered the con- 
signee becomes insolvent, 
signor by law is permitted to resume 
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these goods from the waggoner, & having paid the 

waggoner’s charges & shipped the goods, was not 

such a determination of the transitus to Guernsey 
as to authorise deft to hold the goods in assertion 

of a lien for a general balance due to him from C. 

—NICHOLLS v. LE FEUVRE (1835), 2 Bing. N. C. 81 ; 

1 Hodg. 255; 4L. J.C. P. 2813; 132 EB. R. 32; 

sub nom. SLATER v. LE FEUVRE, NICHOLLS v. 

Le Fevvre, 2 Scott, 146. 

2108. — ~|——The vendors of goods, an 
American co., authorised their agents, on the 
arrival of the goods in England, to deliver the 
goods to a railway co., for carriage to the buyers 
upon the terms of a consignment note which con- 
tained a condition that all goods delivered to the 
co. would be received & held by them subject to 
a lien for money to them for the carriage of & 
other charges upon such goods, & also to a general 
lien for any moneys due to them from the owners 
of such goods upon any account. The vendors’ 
agents accordingly delivered the goods to the 
railway co. for carriage to the buyers. The 
vendors had paid all freight & charges in respect 
of the carriage of the goods. While the goods were 
still in the possession of the railway co. as carriers 
the vendors, being unpaid & having been informed 
that the buyers were insolvent, gave notice of 
stoppage in transilu to the railway co. The buyers, 
who had meanwhile become owners of the goods 
by indorsement & delivery of the bill of lading, 
were indebted to the railway co. in the sum of 
£1,170 on a general account. The co. claimed, 
under the condition in the consignment note, that 
they had a lien as against: the vendors in respect 
of the £1,170 due from the buyers :—Held: the 
condition did not confer on the railway co. a right 
to assert a gencral lien on the goods in respect of 
the debt of the buyers in priority to the vendor’s 
right of stoppage ta fransilu.u—UNITED STATES 
STEED, Propucts Co. v. GREAT WESTERN Ry. Co., 
[1916] 1 A.C. 189; 851. J. KB. 1; J1I38 L. &. 
886; 31 °'T. L. R. 561; 59 Sol. Jo. 648; 21 Com. 
Cas. 105, H. L. 

Annotations :—~Consd. Booth S.S. Co. ». Cargo Flect Iron Co., 
11916]2K.3.570. Mentd. Denholm v, Shipping Controllor 
(1920), 124 L. T. 378. 

2109. Rights acquired for value.]|—/ve 
Kwnicut, Hz p. GOLDING, DAvis & Co., Lrp. No. 
2294, post. 

Sect. 5, post. 

2110. Consignment of money —To meet particular 
account.|—When a party remits money on a parti- 
cular account or for a particular purpose, & the 
consignee becomes insolvent, it may be stopped 
in transilu ; aliter where it is a general remittance 
from a debtor to his creditor on account of his 
debt.—SMitTit v. BowxLEs (1797), 2 Esp. 578 5; 170 
Kh. R. 461, N. P. 

2111. —-_-— To meet general account.|—SMITH », 
Bowes, No. 2110, ante. 











Purchasers from purchase.|—Sce 








Sub-SEect. 2.—WHEN RIGHT ARISES. 


See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), 8. 44. 

2112. Insolvency of buyer.|—A. being beyond sea, 
consigns goods to B., then in good circumstances 
in London, but before the goods arrive, becomes a 
bkpt. lf A. can by any means prevent the goods 


possession of the goods or what is 
i called stoppage in trunsitu.m—BARNES 
& Co. v. FRANCI8CO LOPEZ (1864), 5 
Nfld. L. R. 89.—NFLD, 


SCHEINFIELD’S 


2112 iii. ——.] — 
& Co., [19203 


TRUSTEE v. MURRAY 


the con- 
C, P. D. 87.--S. AF, 
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Sect. Pe aaa in transitu: Sub-sects. 2 & 3, 


coming into the hands of B. or the assignees, it is 

allowable in equity, & B. or the assignees, shall 

have no relief in equity.—WISuMAN v. VANDEPUTT 

(1690), 2 Vern. 203; 23 BE. R. 732. 

Annotations :—Apld. Snece v. Prescot (1743), 1 Atk. 245. 
Consd. Lickbarrow v. Mason (1787), 2 Term lep. 63. 
Apld. Hodgson v. Loy (1797), 7 Term Hens 440. Consd. 
Gibson v. Carruthers (1841), 8 M. & . 321. Refd. 
Scott v. Surman (1742), Willes, 400; Dixon v. Baldwen 
(1804), 5 East, 175; Theo Constantia (1807), 6 Ch. Rob. 
321; Booth _S.S. Co. v. Cargo Fleet Iron Co., [1916] 2 
K. B. 590. Mentd. Paul ». Birch (1743), 2 Atk. 621. 


2113, ——.]|—BURGHALL v. Howarp (1759), 1 
iy. Bl. 366, n.; 126 E.R. 215. 
Annotations :—Consd. Mason v. Lickbarrow (1790), 1 Hy. 
Bl. 357. Ref@. Hodgson v. Loy (1797), 7 Term Rep. 440. 


2114. -\—Merchant consigns goods to A. in 
England. A. becomes insolvent. The consignor 
may stop the goods at any time before they get 
into A.’s hands.—D’AQUILA v. LAMBERT (1761), 
Amb. 399; 2 Eden, 75; 27 HE. R. 266, L. C. 


Annotations :—Consd. Booth 8.8. Co. v. Cargo Fleet Iron Co., 
[1916] 2 K. B. 570. Refd. The Constantia (1807), 6 Ch. 
Rob. 321; Gibson v. Carruthers (1841), 8 M. & W. 321. 


_ 2115. ——.]—The consignor may stop goods 
in transitu before they get into the hands of the 
consignee in case of the insolvency of the con- 
signee; but if the consignee assign the bills of 
lading to a third person for a valuable considera- 
tion, the right of the consignor as against such 
assignee is divested.—-LICKBARROW v. MASON 
(1787), 2 Term Rep. 63; 100 E.R. 35; on appeal, 
sub nom. MASON v. LICKBARROW (1790), 1 Hy. BI. 
357, Ex. Ch.; sub nom. LiIcKBARROW v. MASON 
(1793), 4 Bro. Parl. Cas. 57; t Hast, 22,n., H. L. ; 
subsequent proceedings (1794), 6 Term Rep. 683. 


Annotations :—Distd. Salomons v. Nissen (1788), 2 Term 
Rep. 674. Consd. Coxe v. Harden (1803), 4 East, 211; 
Newsom v. Thornton (1805), 6 Kast, 17. Distd. Patten 
v. Thompson (1816), 5 M. & S. 350. Consd. Gibson v. 
Carruthers (1841), 8 M. & W. 321. Apld. Gurney v. 
Behrend (1854), 3 E. & B. 622. Consd. Tho Marie Joseph 
(1866), Brown. & Lush. 449 ; Sewell v. Burdick (1884), 10 
App. Cas. 74; Booth S.S. Co. v. Cargo Fleet Jron Co., 
11916] 2 K. B. 670. Refd. Slubey v. Heyward (1795), 
4 Hy. Bl. 504; Walley v. Montgomery (1803), 3 East, 
585; Morison v. Gray (1824), 9 Moore, C. P. 484; Bloxam 
v. Sanders (1825), 4 B. & C.941; Te Westzinthus (1833), 
5 B. & Ad. 817; Thompson v. Dominy (1845),14 M. & W. 
403; Griffiths v. Perry (1859), 1 Kk. & 1. 680; The Tigress 
(1863), Brown, & Lush. 38; Rodger v. Comptoir 
d Kscompte de Paris (1869), L. R. 2 DP. C. 393; Leask v. 
Seott (1877), 2 Q. B. D. 376; Re Cock, x p. Kosevear 
China Clay Co. (1879), 11 Ch. D. 560; #e Knight, Wz p. 
Golding, Davis (1880), 42 L. I’. 270; Glyn, Mills, Currie 
v. Kast & West India Dock Co. (1882), 7 App. Cas. 591; 
Cassaboglou v. Gibb (1883), 11 Q. B. D. 797 ; Common- 
woalth Trust v. Akotey, [1926] A. C. 72. Mentd. Christy 
vv. Row (1808), 1 Taunt. 300; Martini v. Coles (1813), 1 
M. & 8S. 140; Giles y. Grover (1832), 9 Bing. 128 ; Saunders 
v. Smith (1838), 7 L. J. Ch, 227; Grant ». Norway (1851), 
10 C. 3. 665; Re North British Australasian Co., Hx p. 
swan (1859), 7 C. BB. N. 8. 400; Tayler v. Great Indian 
Peninsular Ry. (1859), 28 L. J. Ch. 285; Swan v. North 
British Australasian Co. (1863), 2 H. & C. 175; The 
Figlia Maggiore (1868), L. R. 2A. & E. 106; The Freedom 
(1871), L. R. 3 PY. C. 594; Chartered Bank of India, 
Australia & China v. Henderson, (1874), L. R. 5 P. C. 501; 
Goodwin v. Robarts (1875), L. R. 10 Exch. 337; Arnold 
v, Cheque Bank, Same v. City Bank (1876), 1 C. P. D. 578 ; 
Nahmaschinen Fabrik (late Frister & Rossmann) Act. v. 
Pickford & Lee & Harris (1888), 4 T. L. R. 617; Bank 
of England v. Vagiiano, [1891] A. C. 107; Bristol & West 
of Hngland Bank v. Mid. Ry. (1891), 65 L. T. 234; Nash 
v. De Freville, [1900] 2 Q. B. 72; Farquharson v. King, 
[1902] A. ©. 325; Rimmer v. Webster, [1902] 2 Ch. 163: 
London Joint Stock Bank v. Macmillan & Arthur, [1918] 
A. C. 777; McDonald v. Nash, [1924] A. ©. 625; Jones 
v. Waring & Gillow, [1926] A. C. 670. 








rg ~.]|—BOHTLINGK v. INGLIS, No. 2228, 
post. 

oe -.]—JENKYNS v. USBORNE, No. 2236, 
post, 

2118. ~.]—MERCHANT BANKING Co. oF LON- 


DON v. PH@NIX BESSEMER STREL Co., No. 1888, 
ante, 


SALE OF Goons. 





2119. .]— Proprietary interest in goods 
ordered & shipped but afterwards restrained to a 
different consignment by the shipper. Right of 
the shipper in such cases limited to insolvency, ctc. 
When a vessel is chartered by the consignor, & 
goods are put on board, those goods are considered. 
as in transitu; & when the consignor has not 
received payment, he has a right to stop & divert 
the delivery of those goods, & has what a proprie- 
tary lien upon them. . . . If the person, to whom 
the goods are consigned is not insolvent ; if, from 
misinformation or from cxcess of caution, the 
vendor has exercised this privilege prematurely, 
he has assumed a right that did not belong to him, 
& the consignee will be entitled to the delivery 
of the goods, with an indemnification for the 
expenses that may have been incurred... . It 
is not an unlimited power that is vested in the 
consignor, to vary the consignment at his pleasure 
in all cases whatever. It is a privilege allowed to 
the seller, for the particular purpose of protecting 
him against the insolvency of the consignee. 
Certainly it is not necessary that the person should 
be actually insolvent at the time If the insolvency 
happens before the arrival, it would be sufficient 
to justify what has been done, and to entitle the 
shipper to the benefit of his own provisional caution. 
But if the person is not insolvent, the ground is 
not laid on which alone such a privilege is founded 
(Stn. W. Scorr).—THE CONSTANTIA (1807), 6 
Ch. Rob. 321; 165 EK. R. 947. 

Annotations :---Consd. Wilmshuret v. Bowker (1841), 2 Man. 





& G. 792. Distd. Turner v. Liverpool Docks Trustees 
(1851), 6 Exeh. 543. 
2120. Stoppage in anticipation of in- 


solvency.|~ -THE CONSTANTIA, No. 2119, ante. 

2121. Report of insolvency erroneous— 
Buyers’ right to delivery of goods—With indemnity 
for loss.|—THE CONSTANTIA, No. 2119, ante. 

2122. ——~— Adjustment of final accounts between 
parties—Necessity for.|}—Woop v. JONES, No. 
2041, ante. 

21238. Failure of alien enemy firm to meet 
acceptances—Whether amounting to insolvency.]— 
Semble: the failure of an alien enemy firm to 
meet their acceptances given for the price of goods 
shipped to such alien enemy firm by a neutral 
in a British ship does not constitute insolvency, 
so as to give the neutral a right of stoppage a 
transitu.§ It) is very doubtful whether the act 
of declining to pay an acceptance through bankers 
because of the outbreak of war could be inter- 
preted as ceasing to pay debts in the ordimary 
course of business, so as to give the right to say 
that the firm could be ‘‘ deemed to be insolvent. ”’ 
within Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 62 (3).— 
Tae Frnictana (1915), 59 Sol. Jo. 546. 

2124. Before possession obtained by buyer.]— 
WISEMAN v. VANDEPUTT, No. 2112, ante. 

2125. .|—BURGHALL v. HOWARD (1759), 1 
Hy. BI. 366, n.; 126 H.R. 215. 


‘Annotations :-—-Retd. Mason v. Lickbarrow (1790), 1 Hy. Bl 
357; Hodgson v. Loy (1797), 1 Term Rep. 440. 











2126. ~.|-—D’ AQUILA v. LAMBERT, No. 2114, 
ante. 
2127. .|—HUNTER v. BEAT (1785), cited in 


3 Term Rep. at p. 466; 100 H. R. 680. 

Annotations :-—-Consd. Lickbarrow v. Mason (1787), 2 Term 
Rep. 63. Apld. Hodgson v. Loy (1797), 7 ‘Term Rep. 440. 
Expld. Dixon v. Baldwen (1804), 5 Hast, 175. Distd. Rowe 
v. Pickford ray 8 Taunt. 83. Consd. Tucker v. Hum- 
phrey (1828), 4 Bing. 516; Lyons _v. Hoffnung (1890), 
- ADD. Cas. 391. Retd. Ellis v. Hunt (1789), 3 Term 

ep. e 


2128. ———.]—-LICKBARROW v. Mason, No. 2115, 
ante. 

2129. ——-.]—BoHTLINGK v. INGLIS, No. 2228, 
post. 


Part VII.—Ricuts oF UNpPAtn SELLER AGAINST Goons. 


2130. ~.J—Where goods are to be delivered 
to the vendee at a particular place, the transitus 
in gencral continues until they are delivered to 
him at that place; but if he by his own act 
prevent the delivery, which otherwise in the 
ordinary course would take place, & does any act 
equivalent to taking posscssion, the transitus is 
thereby terminated; &, therefore, where the 
vendee of several hogsheads of sugar upon receiving 
from the carrier notice of their arrival, took samples 
from them, & for his own convenience desired the 
carrier to let them remain in his warchouse until 
he should receive further directions, & before 
they were removed, became bkpt. :—I/eld: the 
transitus was at an end, & the vendor was not 
entitled to stop them.—IFosTrer v. FRAMPTON 
(1826), 6 B. & C. 107; 9 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 108; 


oL.J.0.8. K. B. 71; 108 BE. BR. 392. 
Annotations :—Distd. Tucker v. Humphrey ( beats : Bing. 


516. Apld. Allan wv. Gripper (1832), 2 Cr. 218 ; 
Dodson v. Wentworth (1842), 5 Scott, N. R. 821. Distd. 
Whitehead ». Anderson (1842), 9 M. & W. 518. Refd. 


Clay v. Harrison (1829), 10 B. & C. 99; Jones v. Jones 
(1841), 8 M. & W. 431. 


2131. ———.]— JAMES v. Grirrin, No. 2257, post. 

2132. -|[—MERCHANT BANKING CO. OF 
LONDON v. PHaInNIx BESSEMER STEEL Co., No. 
1838, ante. 

2133. .|—Re Cock, Hw p. ROSEVEAR CHINA 
CLAY Co., No. 2199, post. 
What amounts 
Sub-sect. 3, B. & C., post. 














to possession.] — See 


SUB-SECT. 3.—DURATION OF TRANSIT. 
A. In General. 

See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), 8. 45. 

2134. Until delivery to buyer—At agreed place— 
Effect of prevention of delivery thereat.|—lostrrR 
v. FRAMPTON, No. 2130, ante. 

2135. Until arrival at ultimate destination.]— 
COATES v. RAILTON, No. 2170, post. 

2136. —-—.|—-CooPER v. BILL, No. 2076, ante. 

2137. |—A., a merchant in Liverpool, 
bought certain winches of yarn of B., in London, 
through C., who acted as broker for both parties, 
‘to be taken immediately from the wharf in 
London & paid for by the buyers’ acceptance at 
four months.”’ 3. sent an invoice of the goods to 
A., inclosing a bill of exchange for his acceptance, 
& on the same day C., acting as agent for A., 








PART VII. SECT. 4, SUB-SECT. 3.-—A. 
u. Until delivery to buyer.J|—-NEW 


2135 viii. -——.] — Goods 
arrived at their destination & the con- 
signee having been advised that they 
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directed the goods to be forwarded by rail to 
Liverpool. Upon their arrival there the railway 
co. sent A. the usual advice note that the goods 
‘remained there to his order & were then held by 
the co., not as carriers, but as warchousemen.’’ 
A. did not accept the bill of exchange, but filed a 
petition for liquidation. B. having claimed the 
right of stoppage in transilu as against the trustee 
under A.’s fignidation :—Held: the acceptance 
of the bill of exchange was not a condition pre- 
cedent to the passing of the property in the goods ; 
& the goods on arriving at Liverpool had reached 
their final destination, & consequently the transitus 
had ended.—Re CHADWICK, H2 p. CATLING (1873), 
29 L. T. 431. 








2138. |—Re WHITWORTH, Ex p. GIBBES, 
No. 2185, post. 

2139. .|—Re Lovn, Ex p. Watson, No. 
2163, post. 

2140. —— -.|—An unpaid vendor is entitled to 


stop his goods while in transitu up to their ultimate 
delivery at the destination fixcd & determined 
upon in the contracts & shipping documents, 4.e. 
the transitus continues to that titne.—GLIDDON v. 
PEEK (1885), 1 T. L. R. 593. 





2141. .|—Jve Isaacs, Lx p. MILES, No. 2171, 
post. 

2142, ——_.]—BETHELL v. CLARK, No. 2164, 
post. 

2143. Ship ordered to remain in quarantine 





—On arrival in port.|—-Where a cargo is consigned 
& before the ship’s arrival, the consignee becomes 
a bkpt., the arrival of the ship in the port, where 
she is taken possession of by the assignees, but 
from whence she is ordered out to perform quaran- 
tine, is not such a completion of the voyage as 
shall vest the property in the assignees ; but the 
consignor may still consider the goods as in 
transitu, & stop them while the vessel is performing 
quarantine.—Horst v. POWNAL & SPENCER (1794), 
1 Esp. 240; 170 BH. R. 3438, N.P. 

Annotations :—Refd. Bohtlingk v. Inglis (1803), 3 East, 

381; James v. Griffin (1837), 2 M. & W. 623. 

2144, Or new direction given by buyer.|— 
Mortey v. IlAy, No. 2255, post. 

2145. Goods lodged in custom warehouse— 
Pending payment of dues.|—When goods are con- 
signed, but the duties are not being paid, are 
lodged in the King’s stores, the consignor may stop 
them in transitu if he claims them before they are 
actually sold for the payment of the duties; or if 





having at a wharf in B., whence ead were 
carted by hin & placed in a bonded 


warehouse on his own premises, to 


ONTARIO COLONIZATION Co. v. GRAND 
TRUNK RAILWAY SYSTEM, [1926] 
1). L. kh. 818; 31 Can. Ry. Cas. 
450; 58 OJ. lL. RR. 2493; [1925] 3 
Dd. L. RR. 870; 570. L. R. 2445 3l 
Can. Ry. Cas, 448.—CAN. 

91353. Until arrival at ultimate desti- 
nation. }---FAIRPAX ». ILLAWARRA S. N. 
Co. are): 11N. 8. W.S8. C. R. (L.) 103. 
—AUS. 


.J—Re ALCOCK, INGRAM 
lt. 388; 


2135 ii. 
& Co., Lrp., [1924] 1 D. L. 
538 O. L. lt. 422.—CAN. 

2135 iii. ———.]—BAPUsI SORKABJI v. 
CLAN LINE STEAMERS, LTp. (1910), 
I. L. R. 34 Bom. 640.—IND. 

2135 iv. -}--NEISsn v. TROMPOD- 
sxy & Co. (1807), Hume, 693.—SCOT. 

2135 v. --—McLzrop & Co. v. 
HARRISON (1880), 8 R. (Ct. of Sess.) 
227; 18 Se. L. R. 129.—SCOT. 

21385 vi. .}—M‘DOWALL & NEIL- 
S0N’S TRUSTEE v. SNOWBALL Co., 
ae (1904), 7 F. (Ct. of Sess.) 35.— 
Ss 














di 


213865 vii. -}—DOBELL, BRCKETT & 
Co. v. NEmSON (1904), 42 Se. L. R. 
279.—SCOT. 





were held to their order by the railway as 
warehousemen for the consignee & nof. 
as carriers :—-Jicld : tho question of 
stoppare in transitu did not apply.—-- 
GURNEY & MOORE v. UNION GOVERN- 
MENT (1913), 34 N. L. 1. 320.-—-S. AF. 


2144 i. Or new airection given by 
buyer. }--MOLLISoNn v. LOCKHART (1891), 
30 N. B. I. 398.—CAN. 


2145 i. Goods lodged in custom ware- 
house—Pending payment of dues.|-— 
A., living in K., bought six cases of 

oods in N., & saw them packed & 
eave the vendor’s shop on their way 
to the shipping warehouse; on their 
arrival at K. they were received by 
the officers of the customs, & placed 
in the custom house store. <A. entered 
& paid duty upon & took away two 
of the cases; he also paid the . 
& charges upon all from N. :—Held: 
the vendor had not lost the right of 
stoppage in transitu over the remaining 
four cases.— BURR v. WILSON (1855), 
13 U. Cc. R. 478.—CAN. 

2145 ii. A. having pur- 
chased goods from deft. in N., they 
were shipped in bond to him & landed 











which there were two different locks 
& keys, one in the control of A., the 
other of the custom house. While 
the goods wero thus placed, A. became 
insolvent, & pltf. gave notice of owner- 
ship & stoppage in transitu to the 
custom house officer:—Held: the 
goods wore not in possession of A., & 
the right of stoppage in transit still 
remained in pltf.—HOWELL vt. ALPORT 
(1862), 12 C. P. 375.—CAN. 


2145 ili. ——-- ——~. ]}— LEWIS v. MASON 
(1875), 36 U. C. ht. 590.—CAN, 

2145 iv. .—-Pitfs. at P. sold 
to KH. at T. 92 bags of coffee on credit, 
& consigned the same to them in bond. 
On arrival at T. they were entered & 
bonded in the consignees’ names & 
placed in one of the customs bonded 
warehouses, subject to the payment of 
duties. Subsequently KE. paid tho 
duties & took out of bond 54 of the 
bags, but 38 still remained in bond, 
subject to duty, & while they so re- 
mained E. becamo insolvent :—Held : 
the ent of stoppage in transitu still 
existed in pltf.—GRAnAaM v, SMITH 
(1876), 27 C. P; 1.—CAN. 
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Sect. 4.—Stoppage in transitu: Sub-sect. 8, A. & 
B. (a).] 

sold, he is entitled to the proceeds.—NoRTHEY & 

LEwIs, Ass. OF LEYLAND & CRAGG v. FIELD (1797), 

2 Esp. 613; 170 EB. R. 472, N. P. 








Annotation :—Consd. Booth S.S. Co. v. Cargo Flect Iron Co., 
[1916] 2 K. B. 570. ; 
2146. .J|-—Nix v. OLIVE (1805), cited 


in Abbott’s Merchant Shipping, 14th ed., at 
p. 851. 


‘Annotation :—Refd. Re O’Sullivan, Ex p. Baller (1892), 61 
L. J. Q. B. 228. 


2147. Seller receiving acceptance of buyer—For 
part of goods—Necessity to retender  bill.|— 
EDWARDS v. BREWER, No. 2193, post. 

2148. Receipt given by dock superintendent.]— 
Certain goods were ordered from R. & co. by 
G. & were delivered at the docks, marked, as 
required by G., J. H. A. & co., Trinidad. With 
the goods were forwarded shipping instructions 
from G. directing the goods to be placed on board 
the MacGarel. A receipt signed by the dock 
superintendent was given for them to R. & co. as 
follows: ‘‘ Bought of R. & co., J. H. A. & co. 
500 boxes. MacGarel, on account G. Trinidad.’’ 

The goods were shipped for Trinidad, & while 
on their way, G. having become bkpt., R. & co. 
gave notice to stop them in transit. The goods 
were afterwards delivered under the orders of the 
Trinidad co. to J. H. A. & co., who paid the 
trustee in bkpcy. of G. £75 for them. R. & co. 
claimed this money :—Held: the transit was 
determined when the receipt was given; there 
was no stoppage of the goods in transit, & the 
trustee & not R. & co. was entitled to the £75.— 
Re GURNEY, Hx p. HUGHES (1592), 67 L. T. 598 ; 
7 Asp. M. L. C. 249; 9 Morr. 294. 

Aracation :—Refd. Kemp v. Ismay, Imrie (1909), 100 L. T. 


B. Delivery Obtained by Buyer or Agent of Buyer. 
(a) By Buyer. 


See Sale of Goods Act, 18938 (c. 71), 8. 45. 

2149. Whether goods in transit—Exercise of acts 
of ownership.|—To deprive the vendor of goods 
of the right to stop in transilu, it is not necessary 
that they should be delivered at the consignee’s 
place of abode ; it is sufficient if they have come 
into his possession, & that he has exercised some 
act of ownership in them.—WrIGHT v. LAWES 
(1801), 4 Esp. 82; 170 EK. R. 649, N. P. 


Annotations :—Refd. James v. Griffin (1837), 2 M. & W. 623; 
Load v. Green (1846), 15 M. & W. 216; White v. Garden 
Obes. C. B. 919; Stevenson v. Newnham (1853), 13 


2150. Redelivery to sellers for re- 
packing-——Acquisition of new rights thereby by 
sellers.|—VaLry v. GiBson, No. 2101, ante. 


2145 v. ——- ———. }}—WILEY v. Sm1Tir 
(1877), 1 A. R. 179.—CAN. 

2145 vi. -}—Fe CANADIAN 
CaP Co., Hx Pp ALBRECHT & ALBRECHT 
(Ont.), {1923) 2 PD. Le. R. 1003; 4 
C. B. R. 172.—CAN. 


2145 vil. ——- ——.J—PRe  TextTItr 
TRIMMINGS, LTD., [1923] 3 Db. L. ki. 








2145 ix. 





salo was made ‘at the short-price,” 
subject to the duty, & that the delivery 
order in favour of the purchaser con- 
tained the terms, “‘ he paying duty & 
storage thereon.’”’-—Haia v. WALLACE 
(1831), 2 Hud. & B. 671.—IR. 


——.)—Orr & BAGGOT 
(ASSIGNEKS OF PURDY) v. MURDOCK 


SALE OF Goops. 


2151. Delivery at buyer’s premises.]— 
WRIGHT v. LAWES, No. 2149, ante. 





2152. ——.|—-HHEINEKEY v. EARLE, No. 
1912, ante. 
2158. Goods stored in seller’s warehouse - 


Seller receiving rent.|—I[uRRY v. MANGLES, No. 
1543, ante. 

2154. —— Sale of part of goods in bulk—-Part 
not severed.|—-WHITEHOUSE v. Frost, No. 1531, 
ante. 


2155. —— .|\—LAURIE & MOoREWOOD 
v. DuDIN & Sons, No. 1372, ante. 


2156. Nothing further required to complete 
sale.|FOWLER v. KYMER (1797), cited in 3 Kast, 
at p. 396; 102 BE. R. 649; sub nom. FOWLER v. 
M‘Taa@arT & Co., cited in 7 Term Rep. at p. 442. 


Annotations :—Distd. Bohtlingk v. Inglis (1803), 3 East, 
381: Christie v. Lewis (1821), 2 Brod. & Bing. 410; 
Turner v. Liverpool Docks Trustees (1851), 6 Exch. 543. 
Refd. Hodgson v. Hoy et 7 Term Rep. 440; Berndtson 
v. Strang (1867), L. R. 4 Hq. 481. 

2157. ——— Retention of receipts by seller 

immaterial.]|—-Cowas-JEE v. THOMPSON, No. 1659, 

ante. 


2158. ——— Goods landed at excise warehouse. |— 
On Aug. 31, 1864, pltfs., distillers at Dublin, sold 
to W. & co., spirit merchants at Bristol, several 
casks of whisky, then lying in pltfs.’ names in a 
duty free warehouse at Dublin, & on the same day 
a transfer order, signed by pltfs., was sent by 
them by post to W. & co., addressed ‘‘ To the 
principal Inland Revenue Officer, Duty Free 
Warehouse, Bristol,’’ informing him of the sale, 
& requesting that the spirits might be transferred 
toW.&co. On Sept. 6.the spirits were taken out 
of the bonded warehouse at Dublin, & shipped 
thence by pltfs. the same day by stcamer, addressed 
‘“To the Warchouse Keeper, Inland Revenue, 
Bristol’; & on the same Sept. 6, pltfs. gave a 
bond to the Crown, pursuant to the excise regula- 
tions, for payment of the duty thereon within one 
month of that date, & notice of the taking out the 
casks by pltfs. was also at the same time sent by 
the warchouse officer at Dublin to the warchouse 
officer at Bristol, in order that the latter might 
know within what time the duty should be paid, 
it being his duty, if it were not. paid within the 
month, to seize the spirits wherever found, & 
detain thein in the duty free warchouse at Bristol 
until payment. On Sept. 7, & whilst the spirits 
were on the passage from Dublin, W. & co., by 
post letter to pltfs., requested the latter to cancel 
the entry through the excise, & to pass the spirits 
through the customs. On Sept. 8, the steamer 
arrived at Bristol, when W. & co. went on board, 
paid the freight, &, without the knowledge or 
sanction of pltfs., moved the spirits from the vessel, 
& placed them the same day in the customs’ 














pe nares ; but no entry of the transfer 
1aving been mado in the books of the 
Custom-house officer :—Jfeld : on tho 
bkpcy. of the purchaser, there had 
been no effectual delivery, & the goods 
were still liable to stoppage in transitu 
on the part of the seller.—MAXWELL 
& Co. v. STEVENSON & Co. (1831), 8 


730; 53 O. L. R., 16.—CAN, 


2145 viii. -l—Where goods 
are in a warehouse, & the vendor gives 
to the purchaser a delivery order to 
the warehouseman, which the ware- 
honseman receives, the vendor’s right 
to stop the goods for the unpaid pur- 
chase money is gone: & it makes no 
difference that the warchouse is tho 
King’s store, where the vendor, a 
distiller, had under 4 Geo. IV. c. 94 
for warehousing spirits without pay- 
ment of duty, deposited spirits, sub- 
ject. to the King’s duty; kK that the 








(1851), 17 L. T. O. S. 21.—IR. 


2145 x. ——.]—STRACHAN v. 
KNox & Co.’8 Truster (1817), 19 
Fac. Coll. 253.—SCOT, 


2145 xi. ——- ———, ]—-SoHUURMANS & 
SONS v. GOLDIE (1828), 6 Sh. (Ct. of 
Sess.) 1110.—SCOT 


2145 xii. -}—Goods im- 
ported having been lodged in a bonded 
warehouse of which the importers were 
tenants, & having been sold by the 
importers & the keys of the ware- 
house having been delivered to the 











Sh. (Ct. of Sess.) 618.—SCOT. 


a. Insolvency of purchaser — Pos- 
session obtained by trustee.|—Where the 
trustees to an insolvent estate had 
obtained possession in virtue of that 
character of some goods which had 
been sent to the insolvent from Eng- 
land, & had actually conveyed them 
to the ultimate terminus of their 
destination :—Held ; the vendor’s right 
to stoppage in transitu had been com- 

letely divested by these acts.—dZve 
‘ox & RyYan’s INSOLVENT ESTATE 
(1824), 1 Nfld. L. Rt. 410.—NFLD. 
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bonded warehouse of Messrs. F. & C. at Bristol, & 
subsequently on the same day verbally agreed to sell 
them to A. in exchange for other goods, W _-------~ = 
to give him the transfer order when received back 
from Dublin; & A.,in pursuance of such arrange- 
ment, then sold & delivered to W. & co. goods to 
the value of £90. On Sept. 9, pltfs. being ignorant 
of the spirits having been moved to F. & C.’s 
customs warehouse, sent by post to W. & co., in 
answer to their request of Sept. 7, a transfer order, 
dated Aug. 31, addressed ‘“‘To the principal 
Officer, Customs Warchouse, Bristol.” On Sept. 7, 
pltfs. drew a bill on W. & co. at five months’ date, 
for £99 odd, the invoice price of a portion of the 
spirits, which bill W. & co. accepted & returned 
to them. The excise authorities threatening to 
seize the spirits unless they were passed through 
the excise warehouse, W. & co., on Sept. 27. wrote 
to pltfs. for a fresh transfer order for that purpose, 
which order, also dated Aug. 31, pltfs. sent to 
W. & co. by post on Sept. 29. On Oct. 4, the day 
before the spirits would have been liable to seizure 
for non-payment of duty under the bond, they 
were removed from F, & C.’s customs warchouse 
to deft.’s duty free excise warehouse, by direction 
of A., who had obtained W. & co.’s delivery order 
to F. & C. for that purpose. On Oct. 5, the 
transfer order of Aug. 31 from pltfs. to W. & co. 
was handed to the excise officer; & on the same 
day, W. & co.’s effects were seized by the sheriff 
in execution at the suit of a creditor, whereupon 
plifs., on Oct. 7, telegraphed to the excise collector 
at Bristol not to transfer, until further notice, the 
spirits which were still in the pltfs.’? names in the 
excise duty free warchouse. On Oct. 8, a transfer 


order from W. & co. to A., dated Sept. 8, but. 


actually signed on Oct. 8, & the transfer order of 
Aug. 31, from pltfs. to W. & co., were presented 
to the collector, pursuant to 23 & 24 Vict. c. 114, 
s. 122, but, having heard of the execution & 
received pltfs.’ telegram, he declined to allow the 
transfer. On Oct. 12, W. & co. were adjudged 
bkpts., & on Oct. 15 notice of claim to the spirits 
on behalf of the assignees was given to defts., but 
the claim was subsequently abandoned. On 
July 5, 1865, A. cleared a portion of the spirits, & 
paid the duty thereon, & on July 29 pltfs. gave 
deft. notice that they claimed the spirits, & not to 
part with the same except to them. Subsequently, 
& down to the commencement of the present 
action deft. has delivered several more of the 
original number of the casks of whisky to A. 
In trover by pltfs. against deft., the proprietor or 
tenant of the excise warehouse :—J/leld: the 
spirits were in the possession of W. & co., the 
vendeces, & the transitus was at an end, & the right 
of pltfs. as vendors to stop in transitu was conse- 
quently gone, at the moment the spirits were 
taken by the vendees from the vessel, a proceeding 
which pltfs. either authorised or subsequently 
ratified, & the fact of the spirits being tirst taken 
to the customs, instead of to the excise, warehouse 
was immaterial_—JAMESON v. WILLS (1867), 17 
L. T. 380; 3 Mar. L. C. 12. 

2159. -——— Assignee of buyer obtaining order for 
delivery—On ship breaking bulk—Notice of stop- 
page before bulk broken.|—Goods were shipped by 
A., a firm at Calcutta, to the order of B. in this 
country. 3B. pledged the bill of lading to C., & 
afterwards became bkpt. On the arrival in the 
Thames of the ship in which the goods were, C. 
obtained from the brokers, on payment of the 
freight, an overside order for the delivery of the 
goods. On presenting this order to the chief 
officer on board the ship the lighterman employed 
by (. to bring away the goods was told that he 
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should have them as soon as they could be got at. 
In the meantime, before the ship broke bulk, A., 
by their agents in this country, served notice upon 
the captain & agents of the ship to stop the de- 
Jivery of the goods to any person other than 
themselves :—Held: by the mere promise to 
deliver them to C. when they could be got at, the 
goods were not brought into the actual or con- 
structive possession of B., so as to prevent A., the 
unpaid vendor, from exercising his right of stop- 
page in transitu; & accordingly A. was entitled, 
as against the assignees in bkpcy. of B., to the 
surplus proceeds of the goods after satisfying the 
charge of C.—COvENTRY v. GLADSTONE (1868), 
LL. ht. 6 iq. 44; 37 L. J. Ch. 492 ; 16 W. R. 837. 

Annotation :—-Refd. Re Whitworth, Hx p. Gibbes (1875), 

45 L. J. Bey. 10. 

2160. Goods at intermediate port—Pending 
instructions from buyer.|——-A., a merchant at 
Bahia, shipped at Bahia a cargo of sugar by the 
order & at the risk of B., of Glasgow, in a ship 
chartered by A. The charterparty provided that 
the ship should proceed ‘“ either direct or via 
Falmouth, Cowes, or Queenstcwn, for orders to a 
port in the United Kingdom, or to a port on the 
continent, between certain limits, & deliver the 
cargo in conformity with the bill of lading.’? The 
bill of lading stated that the ship was ‘‘ bound for 
Falmouth, Cowes, or Queenstown for orders,’ & 
that the cargo was to be delivered ‘‘ unto order or 
its assigns.”’ <A. sent to B. the charterparty, the 
bills of lading, indorsed to “‘ B. or order,”’ & the 
invoice, which stated that the cargo was shipped, 
“for the account & risk of B., for Falmouth, Cowes, 
or Queenstown for orders & a market.” The 
ship arrived at Falmouth, & the master, in pur- 
suance of written instructions from A., announced 
its arrival to A.’s agents in London, & asked them 
for orders. The agents applied to B. for instruc- 
tions as to the destination of the ship ; but before 
any instructions were given, B. became insolvent, 
& thereupon A.’s agents stopped the cargo :— 
Held: the cargo had not been constructively 
delivered to B., the transilus was not over, & the 
stoppage was valid.—lFraser v. Wirr (1868), 
J]. R. 7 Hq. 64; 19 J. T. 440; 17 W. RR. 925 3 
Mar. L. C. 164. 











2161. Bill of lading in return for accepted 
bill.|—/te Wuirworti, Wx p. GIBBES, No. 2185, 
post. 

2162. Goods loaded on purchasers’ trucks.| 


—MERCHANT BANKING Co. OF LONDON v. PHG@NIX 
BESSEMER STEEL Co., No. 1838, ante. 

2163. ~- Agreement for particular destination 
of goods.]|—An agreement was entered into between 
I.., a merchant in London, & W., a manufacturer 
in Yorkshire, that W. should from time to time 
supply L. with goods, W. drawing upon L., & L. 
accepting, bills of exchange for the invoice price 
of the goods. L. was to ship the goods to HK. at 
Shanghai, for sale on L.’s account. On receipt of 
the bills of lading L. was to send them to It., to 
whose order they were to be made out. W. was 
to have a lien upon the bills of lading, & cach 
shipment of goods in transit outwards, or in the 
hands of the consignee or any other persons, 
which lien, however, was to extend only to the 
particular shipment, & was to cease when the bills 
of exchange given for that shipment had been 
paid. No notice of this agreement was given to R. 
In pursuance of the agreement L. ordered a parcel 
of goods of W. The goods were packed by W.’s 
packer, who forwarded them by railway to London 
in bales marked for Shanghai, & addressed to a 
ship called the Gordon Castle designated by lL., 
which was loading in the West India Docks for 
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Sect. 4.—Stoppage in transitu: Sub-sect. 3, B. (a) 
& (b).] 


Shanghai. The freight to London was paid by W. 

The packer in advising L. of the despatch of the 

goods, told him that they were “‘ at his disposal.” 

L. accepted a six months’ bill of exchange drawn 

upon him by W. for the invoice price. The railway 

co., in advising L. of the arrival of the goods at 
their Poplar Docks Station, told him that they 
remained at his order & were held by the co. as 
warehousemen at his risk, but added, ‘‘ will be 
sent to the Gordon Castle.’ The goods were 
shipped on board that vessel. The bills of lading 
were by L.’s direction made out to the order of 
himself or assigns, but they were never delivered 
to him by the shipowners, inasmuch as he did not 
pay the freight. The ship sailed for Shanghai 
with the goods on board. A few days previously 

I. had stopped payment, & shortly after she had 

sailed he committed an act of bkpcy. upon which 

he was adjudicated a bkpt. The bills of lading 
were still in the possession of the shipowners in 

London, of whom they were claimed by W. & by 

the trustee in the bkpcy. It was arranged that 

the goods should be sold by the agent of the ship- 
owners at Shanghai, & the proceeds of sale paid 
to the person who should be entitled to them :— 

Held: (1) the agreement did not deprive W. of 

the right to stop the goods in transitu; (2) the 

transit was not ended till the goods arrived at 

Shanghai, & the demand by W. of the bills of 

lading from the shipowners was an effectual 

stoppage in transitu. Consequently, W. was 
entitled to have the bill cf exchange satisfied 

out of the proceeds of sak.——Re Lover, Ha p. 

WATSON (1877), 5 Ch. D. 35; 46 L. J. Bey. 97; 

36 L. T. 75; 25 W. R. 489; 3 Asp. M. L. C. 

396, C. A. 

Annotations :—As to'(1) Reid. Kendal v. Marshall Stevens 
(1883), 11 Q. B. D. 356. Ae to (2) Distd. 7e Isaacs, Hr p. 
Miles (1885), 15 Q. B. . 39. Refd. Bethell v. Clark (1888), 
57 L. J. Q. B. 302. 

2164. Goods forwarded to orders of buyer.| 
—-Goods having been purchased by merchants in 
London of manufacturers in Wolverhampton, the 
purchasers wrote to the vendors asking them to 
consign the goods ‘to the Darling Downs, to 
Melbourne, loading in the East India Docks.”? The 
goods were accordingly delivered by the vendors 
to carricrs to be forwarded to the ship. The 
vendors being subsequently informed of the pur- 
chasers’ insolvency gave notice to the carriers to 
stop the goods, but too late to prevent their ship- 
ment on board the Darling Downs. The ship 
sailed with the goods on board for Melbourne, but 
before she arrived the vendors claimed the yoods 
from the shipowners as their property :—Held : 
the transit was not at an end till the goods reached 
Melbourne, & therefore the vendors had till then 
a right to-stop them in transilu.—BETHELL v. 
CLARK (1888), 20 Q. B. D. 615; 57 L. J. Q. B. 
302; 591. T. 808; 36 W. R. 611; 6 Asp. M. L. C. 
346; sub nom. Re BETHELL & Co. & CLARK, 4 
T. L. R. 401, C. A, 

Annotations :—A : : 5 , 

. 391. Core es wey. a iF Guos 1 aoa) 1 

L. T. 598. Apld. Kemp v. Ismay, Imrie (1909), 100 . T. 

996. Refd. Jobson v. Epponheim (1905), 21 T. L. R. 468. 

2165. .|-—W. & co., commission agents, 
having received an order from Australia to buy 
certain goods on commission, made contracts with 
six vendors at Manchester for the purchase of the 
goods, &, so far as the vendors were concerned, 
W. & co. were the principals. The goods were to 
be sold, delivered at Manchester, & the property 
ar on delivery to the carriers in Manchester. 
V. & co. instructed the vendors to mark the goods 
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N.X.Z. Adelaide, & forward them so marked to 
Liverpool to the order of defts., who were forward- 
ing agents, for shipment per the ship S., & on 
Jan. 1, 1908, W. & co. advised defts. that they had 
instructed the vendors to forward the goods for 
shipment per the ship S. & directed defts. to 
include all the parcels in one bill of lading deliver- 
able to the order of W. & co., at Adelaide. The 
goods were delivered on board by Jan. 11, & the 
ship sailed on Jan. 18. On Jan. 15, W. & co. 
became insolvent, & the vendors purported to 
stop the goods in transitu & obtained from defts., 
under an indemnity, bills of lading making the 
goods deliverable to their order. In an action 
by the trustee in bkpcy. of W. & co. to recover 
from defts. the value of the goods :—Held: the 
transit did not end, & the vendors’ right to stop 
in transitu was not determined, on the receipt of 
the goods by defts. at Liverpool, & the action 
could not be maintained.—KEmpPp v. ISMAY, IMRIE 
& Co. (1909), 100 L. T. 996; 14 Com. Cas. 202. 


nnotation :-—Retd. Reddall v. Union Castle Mail S.S. Co. 
(1914), 84 L. J. K. B. 360. 


(b) By Agent of Buyer. 

See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), 8s. 45. 

2166. Whether goods in transit.|—-LEEDS v. 
WRIGHT, No. 2215, post. 

2167. Agent of assignee in bankruptcy.|— 
(1) Where goods were consigned to A., & his be- 
coming a bkpt., his assignee went to the inn, where 
they were arrived, & put his mark on them, but 
did not take them away, because they had been 
attached there by a creditor of the bkpt.; the 
consignor could not afterwards stop them, because 
they were not then in transttu. It is not necessary, 
in order to divest the consignor’s right to stop 
in transitu, that the goods should have been taken 
by the very hands of the consignee himself. 

(2) There may be an actual delivery of the goods 
without the bkpt.’s seeing them; as a delivery 
of the key of vendor’s warehouse to purchaser 
(Lorp Krenyon, C.J.).—EuLuis v. Hunt (1789), 3 
Term Rep. 464; 100 BH. ht. 679. 

Annotations :-—As to (1) Refd. Bohtlingk v, Inglis (1803), 3 
East, 381; Scott». Pettit (1803), 3 Bos. & P. 469 ; Crawa- 
hay v. Eades (1823), 2 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 288; Bloxam v. 
Sanders (1825), 4 B. & C. 941; Whitehead v. Anderson 
(1842), 9 M. & W. 518; Berndtson v. Strang (1867), L. It. 
4 liq. 481. As fo (2) Refd. Oppenheim v. Russell (1802), 
3 Bos. & P. 42; Hilton v. Tucker (1888), 57 L. J. Ch. 
973. Generally, Refd. ‘Tooke v. Hollingworth (1793), 5 
Term Rep. 215; Lyons ». Hoffnung (1890), 63 L. T. 293. 











2168. .|}—-WHITEHEAD v. ANDERSON, 
No. 2200, post. 
2169. Agent for distribution.|—Where A. 





& B., traders living in London, were, in the course 
of ordering goods of defts., cotton manufacturers 
at Manchester, to be sent to M. & ca. at Hull, 
for the purpose of being afterwards sent to the 
correspondents of A. & B. at Hamburg; & on 
Mar. 31 A. & B. sent orders to defts. for certain 
goods to be sent to M. & co. at Hull, to be shipped 
for Hamburg as usual: — Held: as between 
buyer & seller the right of defts. to stop as in 
transitu was at an end when the goods came to 
the possession of M. & co. at Hull; for they were 
for this purpose the appointed agents of the 
vendees, & received orders from them as to the 
ulterior destination of the goods; & the goods, 
after their arrival at Hull, were to receive a new 
direction from the vendees.—DIXxoON v. BALDWEN 

(1804), 5 Bast, 175; 102 BH. R. 1036. 

Annotations :—Consd. Coates v. Railton (1827), 6 B. & C. 
422; Tucker v. Humphrey (1828), 4 ing. 516. Distd. 
Jackson v. Nichol (1839), Bing. N. C. 508. Apld. 
Dodson v. Wentworth (1842), 4 Man. & G. 1080; W 
worth v. Outhwaite (1842), 10 M. & W. 436; 


v. Marshall Stevens (1883), 11 Q. B. D. 356; Re Isaacs, 
Ex p. Miles (1885), 15 Q. B. D. 39. Consd. Bethell v. 
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oe toes Cea | eee es ay » . 

(1892), 67_L. T. 598. Refd. Hage Toktord 1D. t 

Moore, C. P. 626: James v, Griffin (1837), 2 M. & W. 623; 

pA v, Gibson (1847), 4 C. B. 887; Coventry v. Gladstone 

(1868), L. R. G6 Kg. 44; Le Whitworth, Zax p. Gibbes (1875), 

1 Ch. D. 101; Lyons v. Hotfnung (1890), 15 App. Cas. 

391; ‘Taylor v. G. E. Ry. (1901), 70 L. J. 1K. n. 499 ; 

Oppenheimer v. Fraser (1907), 97 L. I. 3. Mentd. 
Griffiths v. Perry (1859), 5 Jur. N. S. 1076. 

2170. ———- Commission agent.]—Goods were 
purchased by a commission agent at Manchester 
for A. to be sent to Lisbon. A. had no warehouse 
at Manchester, & the vendor delivered the goods 
to the commission agent, who was to forward 
them to Lisbon :—-Held: the transitus continued 
until they reached Lisbon, the place named by the 
vendee to the vendor as the place of ultimate 
destination, & the latter had a right to stop them 
in the hands of the agent, the vendee having become 
insolvent.—CoATES 7. RAIL.TON (1827), 6 B. & U. 
422; 9 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 593; 5.5.0.8. K. B. 
209; 108 Iu. R. 507. 

Annotations :—Consd. Kendal v. Marshall Stevens ee 
11 Q. B. D. 356. Refd. Valpy v. Gibson (1847), 16 L. J. 
C. P. 241; Bethell v. Clark (1888), 20 Q. B. D. 615. 

2171. -|—A commission agent in 
London was employed by merchants at Kingston, 
Jamaica, to buy goods for them in England. Ile 
ordered the goods of manufacturers ‘for this 
mark,” there being in the margin of the letter 
which gave the order a mark consisting of two 
letters, with ‘‘ Kingston, Jamaica,’’ added. The 
manufacturers knew from previous dealings that 
this mark had been used by the Jamaica firm. 
The goods were to be paid for by six months’ bills 
drawn by the manufacturers on the commission 
agent & accepted by him. On Sept. 11, the 
commission agent wrote to the manufacturers, 
telling them to pack the goods & mark them with 
the mark previously mentioned, & to forward 
them to specified shipping agents at Southampton, 
for shipment by a particular ship, ‘‘ advising them 
with particulars for clearance.” On Sept. 13, 
the manufacturers sent the invoice of the goods 
to the commission agent, telling him that they had 
that day forwarded the goods by railway to the 
shipping agents ‘‘ with the usual particulars for 
clearance.” The same day the manufacturers 
wrote to the shipping agents, sending them the 
particulars of the goods, & adding, ‘‘ which please 
forward as directed.” The particulars described 
the goods as marked with the letters originally 
given by the commission agent, & the words 
‘* Kingston, Jamaica,’ & numbered with specified 
numbers, but the columns for ‘ consignee” & 
‘‘ destination ’’ were left in blank. The cost of 
the carriage to Southampton was paid by the 
manufacturers. OnSept. 14, the commission agent 
sent to the shipping agents particulars of the goods, 
giving the name of the Jamaica firm as consignees, 
& stating the destination of the goods to be 
Kingston, Jamaica. The goods were shipped on 
board the vessel, the bills of lading describing the 
commission agent as consignor, & the Jamaica 
firm as consignees. After the ship had sailed, 
but before her arrival at Jamaica, the commission 
agent stopped payment, & the manufacturers, who 
had not been paid for the goods, gave notice to 
the shipowners to stop them in transitu :-—Held : 
as between the commission agent & the manu- 
facturers, the transit was at an end when the goods 
arrived at Southampton, & the notice to stop was 
given too late.—Re Isaacs, Hx p. MILES (1885), 
15Q. B.D. 39; 54L. J. Q. B. 566, C. A. 


Annotations :—Distd. Bethell v. Clark (1888), 20 9. B. D. 
615. Refd. Zt Gurney, Lx yp. Hughes (1892), 67 L. T. 








2172. Shipping agent.|—NIcHOLLS v. LE 
FEUVRRE, No. 2107, ante. 
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2173. ——~ ———.|—-VaLry v. Gipson, No. 2101, 
ante. 

2174. -|—Pltf. sold to defts., who 








carried on business at Hamburg, ten tons of wagon 
brass cx York stores to be forwarded to the Co- 
operative Wholesale Socicty at Goole. Defts. at 
the same time wrote to the Co-operative Socicty, 
who were shipping agents, informing them that 
they would receive the brass, & directing them to 
forward it by steamer to Hamburg. Pltf., who 
knew that the goods were going to be forwarded 
by steamer, but had received no instructions where 
they were to be sent after arrival at Goole, for- 
warded them to the Co-operative Society at Goole, 
who received them & sent them on to Hamburg. 
When the brass arrived at Hamburg pltf., who had 
not been paid, telegraphed to the Co-operative 
Society’s branch there not to deliver it :—Held: 
as pltf. had only reccived instructions to send the 
goods to the Co-operative Socicty at Goole, the 
goods were received there by the society as agents 
in that behalf for defts., & fresh instructions to the 
society as to the further destination of the goods 
were necessary ; therefore the transit was at an 
end at Goole, & the notice to stop was too late. 
Pe wi v. EPPENHEIM & Co. (1905), 21 T. L. R. 
68. 

2175, --— Forwarding agent.]|—Coods were pur- 
chased of B. in London by A., residing at Falmouth. 
On Oct. 27, 1876, B. delivered the goods for ship- 
ment on a steamer calling at Falmouth, & on the 
same day posted an invoice to A. On Oct. 29 
the steamer left London, & on Oct. 31 arrived at 
Falmouth, where the goods were discharged on the 
quay & taken to the warehouse of C., who was 
the agent of the Steam Packet co., & in the habit 
of holding goods landed from the steamers at the 
risk & subject to the order of the consignecs, & 
also with the exclusive right as between himself 
& the Steam Packet co. of delivering goods to the 
consignees. On Oct. 30, A. committed an act of 
bkpcy. by absconding from Falmouth, & on 
Nov. 4, 1876, he was adjudicated bkpt. On Nov. 4 
B. telegraphed instructions to C. not to deliver the 
goods :—Held : the transitus had not ended on the 
arrival of the goods at Falmouth, & transfer to the 
warchouse of C., who, in the absence of instructions, 
held them as forwarding agent, & not as an agent 
for B. to keep the goods ; &, accordingly, that the 
right of B.,as unpaid vendor, to stop the delivery 
ot the goods prevailed as against the claim of A.’s 
trustee in bkpcy.—e WoRSDELL, Ha p. BARROW 
(1877), 6 Ch. D. 783; 461. J. Bey. 713; 361. T. 
325; 25 W. R. 466; 3 Asp. M. LL. C. 387. 
sO ee Taylor v. G. BE. Ry. (1901), 70 L. J. 


2176. - Ulterior destination intended. |—— 
When goods have been sent by an unpaid vendor 
through a carrier to a forwarding agent, who has 
been appointed by the vendee, & who receives the 
necessary orders from the vendee & not from the 
vendor, the transit of the goods upon reaching 
the hands of the forwarding agent is at an end & 
the right to stop in transitu is lost, even although 
the goods may have been intended to be sent to 
an ulterior & subsequent destination. L. bought 
certain goods of W. at Bolton, saying nothing as 
to the place of delivery. 1. afterwards arranged 
with M. that the goods should be sent by steamer 
from Garston to Rouen. L. then instructed W. 
to send the goods to M. at Garston. W. accord- 
ingly dispatched the goods by railway. The rail- 
way co. gave notice to M. of the arrival of the goods, 
& further gave notice that they would hold the 
goods as warchousemen. L. then filed a petition 
for the liquidation of his affairs by arrangement ; 
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Sect. . —Stoppage in transitu: 
& C. (a).] 


he had not paid W. for the goods. W. thereupon 
stopped the delivery of the goods, & M. returned 
them to him. The trustee in liquidation of L. 
having brought an action against M. & W. to 
recover the value of the goods :—Held: the transit 
of the goods had ceased when the goods reached 
Garston & came into the possession of M., as 
forwarding agent for ]., the right to stop in 
transitu was then at an end, & the trustee was 
entitled to recover the value of the goods.— 
KENDALL Vv. MARSHALL, STEVENS & Co. (1883), 11 
Q. B.D. 356; 52 L. J. Q. B. 313; 48 L. T. 951; 
31 W. R. 597, C. A. 
Annotations :-—Apld. Re Isaacs, Ex p. Miles (1885), 15 Q. B.D. 
39. Distd. Kemp ». Ismay, Imrie (1909), 100 L. T. 996. 


Refd. Brindley v. Cilgwyn Slate Co. sae 55 L. J. Q. B. 
67; Bethell v. Clark (1888), 20 Q. B. D. 61 


2177. Reservations annexed ce seller.|— 
SCHOTSMANS v. LANCASIIIRE & YORKSHIRE Ly. 
Co., No. 2328, post. 

Possession of carriers, wharfingers, or other 
bailees.|—See Sub-sect. 3, C., post. 


Sub-sect. 3, B. (0) 





C. Possession of Carriers, Wharfingers, or Other 
Bailees. 
(a) Carriers. 

See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), 5. 45. 

2178. Possession as agent of buyer.|—-A trader 
in London was in the habit of purchasing goods at 
Manchester, & exporting them to the continent 
‘soon after their arrival in Jiondon. The goods so 
consigned to him remaine. in the waggon office 
of defts., who were carriers, until they were 
removed by his agent for the purpose of being 
shipped. A consignment of goods for the trader 
was delivered to defts. on Aug. 9 & 12; on Aug. 14 
& 17 the goods arrived at the waggon office of 
defts. ; on Aug. 16 or 17 the trader became bkpt. ; 
&, on Aug. 19, notice of non-delivery to the bkpt. 
was given by the consignor to defts., who, according 
to order, on Auy. 21 delivered the goods to a third 
house :—Held: the assignees of the bkpt. were 
entitled to recover the goods deposited with 
defts.; & the right of the consignor to stoppage 
in transitu ceased on the arrival of the goods at 
the waggon office of defts. in London.—-ROWE v. 
PICKFORD (1817), 8 Taunt. 88; 1 Moore, C. P. 

526; 129 BK. R. 3s. 

Annotations :—Distd. Coates v. Railton (1827), 6 B. & C. 
422, Consd. Morley v. Hay (1828), 3 Men. & Ry. k. B. 
396. Refd. James v. Griffin (1837), 2 M. & W. 623; 


Dodson v. Wentworth (1842), 4 Man. & G. 1080; Whito- 
head v, Anderson (1842), 9 M. & W. 518. 





2179. -|—FosTrerR v. FRAMPTON, No. 2130, 
ante. 
2180. ——--.|—-Where goods were conveyed by a 


carrier by water, & deposited in the carrier’s 
warehouse for the convenience of the vendee, to 
be delivered out as he should want them :—Held : 
the transiius was at an end, & the vendor’s right to 
stop in transitu gone, although it appeared that 
the carrier claimed to have a lien on the goods. 
ALLAN v. GRIPPER (1832), 2 Cr. & J. 218; 149 
i. R. 943; sub nom. ALLEN v. GRIPPER, 2 Tyr. 
217; 1L. J. ix. 71. 

Annotation :—Apld. Dodson v. Wentworth (1842), 4 Man. 

& G. 1080. 


2181. .|—H. & co. of Hull, having sold to 
W. of Mickley Mills, near Leeds, ‘twenty mats of 
flax, they were, on Aug. 10, sent by railway to 
Leeds, & arrived at defts.’ ‘warehouse at Leeds, 
where it was the custom for defts. to receive goods 
sent for W., & to give him notice of their arrival & 
for him to send his carts for them. On Aug. 16, 
W. sent his cart & took away ten of the mats. 
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On Aug. 18, H. & co. sold to W. twenty other mats 
of flax, & a quantity of other goods. The flax 
was sent by railway to Leeds & arrived duly at 
defts. warehouse; the other goods were sent by 
sloop to Boroughbridge. On the arrival of this 
flax at defts.’ warehouse, notice was given to W. 
by letter which stated that unless the goods were 
sent for, they would remain there at warehouse 
rents. On Aug. 23, W. sent his cart & took away 
ten of the latter mats, & left there ten of the mats 
last. sent, & ten of the former. On Sept. 8, W. 
having become insolvent, the goods which had been 
shipped for Boroughbridge were stopped in transitu 
at Hull; & on the same day the ten mats of flax 
of the second parcel were also stopped at Leeds 
by H. & co. On Sept. 11, the sheriff entered, & 
seized all the flax in defts.’ warehouse sent by H. & 
co. under an execution against W. On Sept. 15, 
there was also a stoppage by Ll. & co. of the remain- 
ing ten mats ef the first parcel. It was found by 
the jury at the trial that the parties contemplated 
that the goods were to be used for the purpose of 
manufacture at Mickley Mills :—JTeld: (1) under 
the above circumstances, the transitus was at an 
end on the arrival of the goods at defts.’ warehouse 3 
(2) the stoppage of the goods which had been 
shipped to go to Boroughbridge had not the effect 
of revesting the property in the parcel of flax 
which had been sent to defts.’ warchouse at Leeds, 
although comprised in one joint contract with the 
other goods. (3) Semble: the effect of a stoppage 
in transitu is not to rescind the contract, but only 
to replace the vendor in the same position as if 
he had not parted with the possession of the goods. 
(4) At all events, the vendor had no right to 
rctake that part which had arrived at its journey’s 
end.—-WENTWORTIL v. OUTHWAITE (1842), 10 
M. & W. 486; 121. J. Ex. 172; 152 HE. QW. 541. 


Annotations aioe s to (1) Apld. Coventry _v. Gladstone stad: f 
L. R. 6 Kq. 44, _ Distd. Jee Worsdell, Zr p. Barrow (1877), 
6 Ch. D. 783. Refd. Jze Whitworth, Iie p. Gibbs (1875), 
1 Ch. ). 101. As to (3) Refd. Re edwards, Ex p. Chalmers 
(1873), 8 Ch. App. 289; Booth S.S. Co. v. Cargo Fleet 
Tron Co., [1916] 2K. B. 5 570. .Asto (4) Refd. Ze dwards, 
ix p. Ghaluiers (1873), 8 Ch. App. 289. Generally, Refd. 
Tanner v. Scovell (1845), 14 M. & W. 28; Gunnv. Bolckow, 
Vaughan (1875), 10 Ch. App. 494. 


2182. ———.]—Wheat purchased by sample was 
consigned from Peterborough to P., at a railway 
station in London. On the arrival of the wheat 
at the station on May 4, P. received notice from the 
railway co. that it had been warehoused at the 
co.’s warehouse, & entered in their books in the 
name of P. The co. allow consignees to use their 
warchouse for fourteen days without charge. On 
the morning of Saturday, May 9, the carman of 
LP. brought a bulk sample from the station, & V. 
having examined it, & found it equal to sample, 
said ‘‘ Don’t cart the wheat to the mill at present.”’ 
In the afternoon LP. found himself in difficulties, 
& on Monday morning stopped payment. On 
Monday P. gave the vendor an order for the wheat, 
which he took to the railway station. On an issue 
to try whether the wheat was the property of the 
assignees of P. or of the vendor :—Held: (1) there 
was no acceptance of the wheat by LP. within 
Stat. Frauds; (2) semble: there was no valid 
stoppage in transitu, for the transit was ended.— 
NICHOLSON v. BOWER (1858), 1 KW. & HK. 1723; 28 
L. J.Q. 3B. 97; 5 Jur. N.S. 246; 120 BK. 1. 873. 


Annotations Ms if (1) Consd. Sosack vw, Robinson at hee 
18. &8. 299; Taylorv. G. E. Ry., (1901) 1 K. B. 


2183. .|-—(1) To make a valid verbal aoeaee 
for the sale of goods above the value of £10 where 
nothing has been given to bind the bargain or by 
way of part payment binding upon the vendee, 
there must be an acceptance & actual receipt, & 
such acceptance must be made with the consent 
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of the vendor; & until such acceptance, the 
property in the goods is not changed & the vendor 
may exercise his right to rescind the contract, 
& if under such circumstances the contract has 
been rescinded, no act on the part of the vendee, 
or of his assignees in case of his subsequent bkpcy., 
can effect an acceptance so as to change the 
property in the goods. (2) Goods purchased 
under such a contract & sent by the vendor to a 
railway station, consigned to the order of the 
vendee, are not, whilst lying at the station, waiting 
the order of the vendee, & before any order given 
or other act done by him constituting an acceptance 
of the goods, in his ‘‘ possession, order or dis- 
position,’’ with the consent of the true owner, so 
as, upon his bkpcy., to give his assignees any right 
to them under Bkpcy. Law Consolidation Act, 
1849 (c. 106), s. 125, notwithstanding the goods 
were no longer in transilu, & the right of stoppage 
therefore did not exist.—SMITH v. HUDSON (1865), 
6B. & S. 431; 6 New Rep. 103; 34 L. J. Q. 3B. 
145; 12 L. T. 377; 11 Jur. N.S. 622; 13 W. Rk. 
683; 9 Sol. Jo. 674; 122 BE. R. 1254. 

an enone -—As to (1) Refd. Taylor v. Smith, [1893] 2 


5. As to (2) Consd. Jee Bell, Hr p. Clarke (1877), 47 
ue J. Bey. 33. Refd. Re Watson, Hr p. Athin, [1901] 
2K. B. 753; Lamb wv. Wright, [1924] 1 K. 13. 857. 


2184. ———.]—-G. & co. sold 16 casks of oil by 
letter to bkpts., upon terms of payment by accept- 
ance at thirty days’ date. The oil arrived, & its 
arrival was notified to bkpts. by the carriers ; 
subsequently, G. & co. telegraphed to stop the 
delivery. ‘The carriers gave notice to the parties 
to interplead :—Held: the transitus ended with 
the notice of arrival of goods, & the trustee in 
bkpcy. was entitled.—Ne MILLo, Ba pp. GOUDA 
(1872), 20 W. h. 981. 

2185. -|—Goods were sent by G. from 
Charleston to an agent, B., at Liverpool, for the 
use of W., who were manufacturers in Yorkshire. 
A bill of lading was sent with the goods, & a bill 
of exchange for the amount. The arrangement 
between G. & W. was that, on the acceptance of 
the bill of exchange by W., the bill of lading was 
to be sent by LB. to W. This was done, & W. 
forwarded the bill of lading to a gentleman who 
was the agent of the L. & Y. Ry. co. in Liverpool 
with directions to forward the goods to W. The 
goods were sent as directed, & such of them as 
were wanted by W. for use in his mill were taken 
from the trucks & used; the rest remained on 
the trucks in the possession of the railway co. 
W. filed a petition for liquidation, & G.’s agent 
gave notice to the co. & claimed against the trustee 
a right of stoppage in transitu as to the goods not 
yet taken into use by W. :—Held: (1) G.’s right 
to stoppage in transitu ceased on arrival of the 
goods at Liverpool, & the handing of the bill of 
lading to W. in return for the accepted bill of 
exchange. (2) Semble: the sclection from & 
taking away of part of the goods frotn the trucks 
was constructive possession of the whole.—fRe 
WHITWORTH, £2 p. GIBBES (1875), 1 Ch. D. 101; 
45 L. J. Bey. 10; 40 J. P. 88; 24 W. RR. 298; 
sub nom. he WHITWORTH & Co., Hx p. BLACKBURN, 
ie p. GIBBES, 33 L. T. 479; 3 Asp. M. L. C. 74. 


Annotation :—As to (1) Refd. J’e Worsdell, Ex p. Barrow 
(1877), 6 Ch. D. 783. 


2186. |—Re McLaren, Ez p. 
No. 2238, post. 
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2187. -|\—Where an agreement has been 
arrived at between the buyer of goods consigned 
by carrier to await his orders & the carrier, that 
the goods are to remain in the possession of the 
carrier as warehouse keeper for the buyer, the 
seller is not entitled to stop the goods as still being 
in transitu.u—TAYLOR v. GREAT HASTERN Ry. Co., 
[1901] 1K. B. 774; 701. J. K. B. 499; 841. T. 
770; 49 W. R. 431; 17 T. L. R. 3943; 45 Sol. Jo. 
381; 6 Com. Cas. 121. 

2188. .|-—-A purchaser of goods consigned 
them to a destination abroad, the transit being in 
several stages. At the end of one of such stages 
he intercepted the goods, & they thereafter 
remained in the custody of the carriers, who charged 
him warehouse rent in respect of them. The 
unpaid vendors having claimed to stop the goods 
an transitu :—Held : the original transit had been 
terminated by the purchascr, & the right of the 
vendors to stop the goods in transitu was therefore 
lost.—REDDALL v. UNION CasTLE Mair 8.8. Co., 
Lrn. (1914), 84 L. J. K. B. 360; 112 L. T. 91035 
13 Asp. M. Il. ©. 513; 20 Com. Cas. 86. 

2189. Possession as carrier.]——Srokres v. LA 
RIVIERE (1784), cited in 3 Kast, at p. 380; cited 
in 3 Term Rep. at p. 466; 102 1. R. 643. 
Annotations :—Refd. Mason v. Lickbarrow (1790), 1 Hy. BL. 


357; Bohtlingk vw. Inglis (1803), 3 Kast, 381; Dixon v. 
Baldwen (1801), 5 East, 175. 


2190. e\—]HuUNTER v. Brat (1785), cited 
in 3 Term Rep. at p. 466; 100 EK. R. 680. 
Annotations :-—Consd. Dixon v. Baldwen (1804), 5 Kast, 

175. Refd. Lickbarrow ». Mason (1787), 2 Term Rep. 

63; Hodgson v. Loy (1797), 7 Term Rep. 440; Rowe 
v. Pickford (1817), 8 Taunt. 83; Tucker v. Humphrey 
(1828), 4 Bing. 516; Lyons v. Hoffnung (1890), 15 App. 














Cas. 391. 

2191. --~--.]— BouTLINGK v. INGLIS, No. 2228, 
post. 

2192. --- -.] -A. delivered a quantity of iron 


to a carrier to be conveyed by the latter to B., 

the vendee, in the country. he carricr having 

reached B.’s premises, landed a part of the iron 
on his wharf, & then finding that B. had stopped 
payment, reloaded the same on board his barge 

& took the whole of the iron to his own premises : 

— Held: there was no delivery of any part of the 

iron so as to divest the consignor of his right to 

stop in transitu, the special property remaining in 
the carrier until the freight for the whole cargo 
was either tendered or paid, or until he had done 
some act showing that he assented to part with the 
possession of the goods without receiving his 
freight.—CRAWSHAY v. EADES (1823), 1 B. & ©. 

181; 2 Dow. & Ry. K. BRB. 288; 1L.J.0.8S. KL B. 

90; 107 EK. R. 68. 

Annotations :—Distd. Allan v. Gripper (1832), 2 Cr. & J. 
218. Refd. Sheridan v. New Quay Co. (1858), 4 C. L. 
N. 8S. 618. 

2193. ——-.]—A consignor of goods, who has 
received the acceptance of the consignee for part 
of the goods, may stop them in transitu on the 
consignee’s insolvency, & retain possession of 
them, without tendering back the bill. Goods 
were consigned to A., deliverable in the port of 
London at a certain price per ton. The vessel 
in which they were shipped arrived off the wharf 
at which the captain was in the habit of trading. 
The captain called at A.’s place of business & saw 
B., his clerk, A. being from home, & pressed him 
to send a craft for the goods, or he should be under 





PART VI, SECT. 4, SUB-SECT. 3.— 2189 ii. ——.]}—J?e ALCOCK, INGRAM  —-ANDERSON v. Fisy (1889), 16 O, It. 

C. (a). & Co., LTp., [1924] 1 D. L. Lt. 388; 476; affd. (1890), 17 A. Rt. 28.—CAN. 
2189 Ne asin as eure ye : 630. L. R. 422,.—CAN. = vig aal eee 

the transitu was not at an end, for the 2189 ifi. ——.}—B Lack v. CASSEIS c. Claim for very by trustee in 

railway co. held the goods as carriers, 9 Sh. : : ney bankruptcy—Power of carrier tv pro- 

& not He agents.—MORGAN ENVELOPE (1828), 6 Sh. (Ct. of Sess.) 894.—SCOT. long transitus to consult solicitor.j-— 

Co. v. BOUSTEAD (1885), 7 O. R. 697. b. _Demand for goods by Re Stmmons (Ont.), [1924] 4 D. L. R. 

—CAN. buyer’s assignee for benefit of creditors. 562; 5C. B. R. 144.— CAN, 
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the necessity of landing them. After some days, 
B. wrote to the captain, stating that A. was from 
home, but he, B., thought he had better land the 
goods on A.’s account. They were accordingly 
landed at the wharf, & entered in the wharfinger’s 
book, with “ freight & charges ’”’ set opposite to 
them, & not in the name of any party as consignee. 
While they were lying there, A. became insolvent, 
& they were stopped by the consignor :—Held: 
the transitus was not determined. EDWARDS v. 
BREWER (1837), 2 M. & W. 375 ; Murp. & H. 132; 
6L. J. Ex. 185; 1 Jur. 482; 150 BE. R. 802. 

2194. .}—-BOLTON v. LANCASHIRE & YORK- 
SHIRE Ry. Co., No. 2258, post. 

2195. -]—The forbearance or release of an 
antecedent claim is not a good consideration for 
an indorsement of a bill of lading, so as to defeat 
an unpaid vendor’s right of stoppage in transitu. 
LL. & S., carrying on business in London & Hong 
Kong, bought goods of L. & others, merchants 
at Manchester, to be shipped to their firm at Hong 
Kong. The goods were on a ten months’ credit, 
& it was agreed that remittances of proceeds of 
the sales should be made from Hong Kong to meet 
the acceptances of L. & S. given for the price of 
the goods, on receipt of the bills of lading. L. & S. 
contracted for the carriage, & shipped the goods 
in a vessel they engaged, & the bills of lading 
deliverable to their firm in Hong Kong, or their 
assigns, were signed by the master & handed over 
to 1. & S., who accepted the draft of the vendors 
for the amount of the purchase. Before the goods 
or bills of lading reached Hong Kong, L. S. & co., 
being insolvent, & pressed by two banking firms 
at Hong Kong, to whom they were largely indebted, 
in consideration of their debt to the bank, assigned 
to them the “ whole of their property, premises, 
& chattels, specified in a schedule thereto, with 
all the estate, right, title, interest, claim, or 
demand of lL. S. & co. arising thercout or there- 
from.’’ The schedule (inter alia) enumerated 
‘All goods & bills of lading or other documents, 
for all goods now on the way hither.” In pur- 
suance of this agreement the bills of lading were 
indorsed & handed over to the banking firms, to 
whom the insolvent circumstances of L. S. & co. 
at that time were well known :—Held: (1) the 
pre-existing debt was not a valuable consideration 
for the assignment, so as to defeat the right of 
the unpaid vendors to stop the goods in transitu ; 
& (2) the transitus had not ended before the 
arrival of the goods at long Kong, as the transitus 
continued while the goods were in charge of a third 
party, contracted with as carrier for the purpose 
of forwarding them.—RODGER v. COMPTOIR  D’ 
HESCOMPTE DE Paris (1869), L. BR. 2 P. C. 3938; 5 
Moo. P. C. C. N.S. 538; 38 L. J.P. C. 803; 21 
L. T. 33; 17 W. R. 468; 3 Mar. L. C. 271; 16 
EK. R. 618, P. C.; subsequent proceedings (1871), 
L. R. 3 P. C. 465, P. C. 


Annotations :—As to (1) Distd. Chartered Bank of India, 
eustne & China v. Henderson (1874), L. Rh. 5 P. C. 











FF. Leask v. Scott (1877), 2 Q. B. D. 376. Folld. 
Ke Love, Hx p. Watson (1877), 5 Ch. D. 35. Generally 
Refd. The E 9; Kendal 


en Marie eae 44 L. J. Adm. 
v. Marshal] Stevens (1883), 11 Q. B. D. 356. 








2196. J—Re MCLAREN, Ex p. Cooper, No. 
2238, post. 
2197. -.|—Where goods have not been 


delivered to the purchaser, or to any agent of his, 
to hold for him otherwise than as a carrier, but 
are still in the hands of the carrier as such, & for 
the purposes of the transit, then, although such 
carrier was the purchaser’s agent to accept delivery 
s0 as to pass the property, nevertheless the goods 
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are in transitu & may be stopped. The right to 
stop under such circumstances is not affected by 
the facts that the purchaser has handed to the 
shipping agents the bills of lading received by him 
from the vendor, & has received from them a fresh 
bill of lading; & that the purchaser is himself a 
passenger by the vessel on board which the goods 
are shipped as cargo for conveyance to their 
ultimate destination.— LYONS v. HOFFNUNG (1890), 
15 App. Cas. 391; 59 L. J. P. C. 79; 63 L. T. 
293; 39 W. R. 390; 6 Asp. M. L. C. 551, P. C. 

so ala :—Refd. Kemp v. Ismay, Imrie (1909), 100 L. T. 


2198. Demand for goods by buyer.}|—The 
delivery of goods by the seller to a carrier by 
order of the buyer’s agent, for the purpose of being 
forwarded to the buyer, is not such a constructive 
delivery to the buyer as to put an end to the 
seller’s right of stoppage in transitu; & although 
it seems to be the better opinion that if the buyer 
actually takes possession of his goods before their 
arrival at the place of their ultimate destination 
the seller’s right of stoppage in transitu is thereby 
defeated, yet a mere demand by the buyer before 
such arrival without delivery will not have that 
effect. C., the agent of M., bought some lead of 
pltf. at Newcastle which was shipped by C.’s order 
to be forwarded to M. in London. Upon the 
vessel’s arrival in the Thames the lead was 
demanded by M., but the captain refused to deliver 
it; it was put on board a lighter belonging to defts. 
who were warehousemen é& who had undertaken 
the delivery of the lead by his orders. While 
still on board the lighter it was demanded by plté. : 
—Held: at the time of such demand his right of 
stoppage still existed.—JACKSON v. NICILOL (1839), 
5 Bing. N. C. 508; 2 Arn. 32; 7 Scott, 577; 8 
I. J.C. P. 294; 3 Jur. 7723 182 1. 1. 1195. 
Annotation :—Refd. Re Worsdell, Hx p. Barrow (1877), 46 

L. J. Bey. 71. 

2199. Nominated & hired by purchaser.|— 
Delivery of goods by the vendor to a carrier, even 
though the carrier be nominated & hired by the 
purchaser, is only constructive, not actual delivery 
to the purchaser, inasinuch as the contract with 
a carrier to carry goods does not make the carrier 
the agent or servant of the person with whom 
he contracts. ‘Till the goods are in the actual 
possession of the purchaser the transit is not at 
an end, & it makes no difference that their ultimate 
destination has not been communicated by the 
purchaser to the vendor. <A contract was centered 
into for the sale of some china clay to be delivered 
free on board at a specified port, & to be paid for 
by an acceptance of the purchaser. Afterwards 
the purchaser chartered a ship & gave notice to 
the vendors, who then delivered the clay on board 
the specified ship at the port agreed upon. The 
destination of the clay had not been communicated 
to the vendors. Before the ship left the harbour 
the vendors heard of the insolvency of the pur- 
chaser, & gave notice to the master of the ship to 
stop the clay in transitu. No bill of lading had 
been signed, nor had the purchaser given any 
acceptance for the price of the clay :—Held: the 
clay being in the possession of the master of the 
ship only as carrier, the transit was not at an end, 
& the notice to stop was given in time.—fe Cock, 
Ex p. ROSEVEAR CHINA CLAY Co. (1879), 11 Ch. D. 
560; 48 L. J. Bey. 100; 40 L. T. 730; 27 W. KR. 
591; 4 Asp. M. L. C. 144, C. A. 

[ons :— ‘ v. shall Stevens (1883), 
mre B.D. 3a Folld: Bothell 5 Clark (1887), 19 Q. BD 

553. Apld. Kemp v. Ismay. Imrie (1909), 100 L. T. 996. 

Refd. Jobson v. Eppenheim (1905), 21 T. L. R. 468. 

2200. Marking & taking samples—-When in 
possession of carrier—-Whether amounting to con- 
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structive possession.|—(1) A notice of stoppage 
an transitu, to be shectae must be given either 
to the person who has the immediate custody of 
the goods, or to the principal whose servant had 
the custody, at such a time, & under such circum- 
stances, as that he may by the exercise of reason- 
able diligence communicate it to his servant in 
time to prevent the delivery to the consignee. 
Therefore, where timber was sent from Quebec, to 
be delivered at Port Fleetwood in Lancashire, a 
notice of stoppage given to the shipowner at 
Montrose, while the goods were on their voyage, 
whereupon he sent a letter to await the arrival of 
the captain at Fleetwood, directing him to deliver 
the cargo to the agents of the vendor, was held 
not to be a sufficient notice of stoppage in transitu. 

(2) The vessel arrived in port on Aug. 8, on which 
day, before the captain had received his owners’ 
letter, the agent of the assignees of the vendee, 
who had become bkpt., went on board, & told the 
captain he had come to take possession of the cargo. 
He went into the cabin, into which the ends of 
timber projected, & saw & touched the timber. 
When the agent first stated that he came to take 
possession, the captain made no reply, but subse- 
quently, at the same interview, told him that he 
would deliver him the cargo when he was satisfied 
about his freight. They then went on shore 
together. Shortly afterwards the agent of the 
vendor came on board, & served a notice of 
stoppage in transitu upon the mate, who had 
charge of the cargo, & a few days afterwards 
received possession of the cargo from the captain : 
-~—Held: under these circumstances, there was no 
actual possession taken of the goods by the 
assignees; &, as there was no contract by the 
captain to hold the goods as their agent, the circum- 
stances did not amount to a constructive possession 
of the goods by them. 

(3) Qu. : whether the act of marking, or taking 
samples, or the like, without any removal of any 
part of the goods from the possession of the carrier, 
even though done with the intention of taking 
possession, will amount to a constructive possession, 
unless accompanied by circumstances denoting 
that the carrier was intended to keep, & assented 
to keep, possession of the goods as the agent of 
the vendee. 

(4) Before the consignor knew of the bkpcy. of 
the consignee, he had sent three letters to the 
manager of a bank in Liverpool, inclosing bills 
drawn by himself upon certain parties, & he referred 
therein to defts. as persons who would settle any 
irregularity that might occur respecting the 
acceptances. These letters were communicated 
to defts., & assented to by them. Another Ictter 
to the ee party inclosed a bill drawn upon the 
consignee for the price of the timber in question :— 
Held: the Ictters were admissible in evidence, & 
were some evidence to show an authority in defts. 
to stop the cargo in transitu. 

(5) The consignor, before the stoppage i 
lransitu, wrote a letter to defts., in which he 
assumed that they had stopped the cargo, & gave 
directions as to the sale of it. This letter did not 
reach defts. until after the stoppage. Qu.: 
whether it gave authority to them to stop the 
cargo at the time of the stoppage, or amounted 
1o a valid ratification of that act.—WHITEHEAD v. 
ANDERSON (1842), 9 M. & W. 518; 11 L. J. Ex. 
157; 152 KE. R. 219. 

A iniotione. -—4s to (1) Refd. Wentworth v. Outhwaite 

(eae 10 M. & W. 436; Boiton v. L. & Y. Ry. (1866), 

1C. P. 431 5 Coventry v Gladstone (1868), L. 
8 “ha, 44; Ke te Kiell, ere alk (1880), 14 Ch. 446 ; 


Betholl v. Clark (1887), 19 Q. B. D. 553. 4a to (2) Refd. Re 
Whitworth, Ex p. Gibbes (1875), 1 Ch. D. Generally, 
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Refd. Tanner v. Scovell (1845), 14 Axe & W. 28 
v. Union Castle Mail S.S. Co. (1914), 84 11. J. K. 
Booth 8.8. Co. v. Cargo Fleet Iron Co., [1916] 2 K. 


(6) Wharfingers. 

See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 45. 

2201. Wharfinger as forwarding agent.|-—Smiru 
v. Goss, No. 2104, ante. 

2202. Delivery order by seller—Nothing remain- 
ing to complete sale—Weighing.|—WITHERS v. 
Lyss, No. 1373, ante. 

2203. Resale to sub-purchaser.| 

BARTON v. BODDINGTON, No. 1549, ante. 

2204. Wharfinger as agent of buyer.]|—-Where 
goods are delivered to a vendee at a wharf, who 
afterwards ships them there, no subsequent 
stoppage of the goods in ftransitu can take place.— 
NOBLE v. ADAMS (1816), 7 Taunt. 59; 2 Marsh. 
366; 120 LL. R. 24. 


Annotations : -—-Mentd. Harris v. Lunell Saree 4 Moore, 
Cc. P. 10; Bristol v. Wilsmore (1823) & ©. 514; 
oe henson V. oe (1828), 1 Moo. & p. sty: Sine v, 
M9 Ms ae Bing. 543; Load v. Green (1846), 15 

216; White v. Garden (1851), 10 C. B. 919; 
Ne Silctipue: ix p. Whittaker (1875), 10 Ch. App. 


47,n. 

2205. .|—A., by contract, sold to B. a 
quantity of tallow, then lying at a wharf, at so 
much per cwt.; & on the same day gave a written 
order upon the wh arfingers to weigh, deliver, 
transfer & rchouse the same. 3B. having entered 
into a contract to sell tallow to C., obtained from 
the wharfingers & gave to C. a written acknow- 
Jedgment that they had transferred the tallow to 
the account of C., & that C. was to be liable to 
charges from a given date. B. having stopped 
payment, A. gave notice to the wharfingers not 
to deliver the tallow to B.’s order. In an action 
of trover by C. against the wharfingers :—Held: 
after their acknowledgment, they held the tallow 
as the agents of C., & they could not therefore sect 
up as a defence a ri ht in A. to stop it in transitu.— 
JiaAwrs v. WATSON (1824), 2 LB. & C. 540; 4 
Dow. . ay K. B. 22; Ry. &M.6; 2L.J.0.S8. 
Kk. B. 107 i. R. 484. 

Pee ae -—Apld. Gosling v. pag itay (1831), 7 Bing. 339 ; 
Woodley v. Coventry (1863), 2 H. & C. 164; Re Knight, 
ke p. Golding, Davies (1880), 13 Ch. D. 628. Refd. 
Mellin v. Kelshaw (1830), 1 Tyr. 109 ; Crawshay v. Thorn- 
ton (1837), 2 My. & Cr. 1; Swanwick v. Sothorn (1839), 
9 Ad. & EK]. 895; Biddle v. ae (1865), 6 B. & 8S. 225; 
Knights v. Wiffen (1870), I. BR. B. 660; Henderson 
v. Williams, [1895] 1 Q. B. nore Dixon v. eed 
{1900} 1 Ch. 833. Mentd. Mcyncll v. Angell (1862), 1 
New Rep. 126. 

2206. -|—The ‘ acceptance” of goods, 
required by Stat. Frauds, s. 17, in order to make the 
contract of sale good, may be prior to the “‘ actual 
receipt,’’ & need not be contemporaneous with or 
subsequent to it. 

Deft., on Oct. 24, having examined at Liverpool 
several of a lot of 156 firkins of butter, verbally 
agreed with pltfs. to purchase the whole of them, 
& directed that they should be sent, by carriers 
whom he named, to Fenning’s Wharf, London. 
The butter was accordingly delivered by pltfs. to 
the carriers, & by therm delivered at Fenning’s 
Wharf, in two lots, on Oct. 26 & 27. Fenning 
was in the habit of receiving & warchousing butter 
for deft. until he sold it. Pltfs. sent an invoice 
to deft. in London, on Oct. 25, with a letter 
apprising him that the butter had been sent as 
he had directed. There was no direct evidence 
that deft. inspected the butter at the wharf; but 
on Oct. 27 he telegraphed to pltfs. that he should 
send it back as not according to sample, & it was 
redelivered, on the same day, by Fenning to the 
carriers under an order from deft. :—Held : (1) there 
was ample evidence that the goods when placed 
in the wharf were put under the control of deft., 
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so as to put an end to any right of pltfs. as unpaid 

vendors; (2) there was a sufficient ‘‘ actual 

receipt’ by deft., within Stat. Frauds, s. 17 

(3) deft. having selected at Liverpool the specific 

firkins as those which he agreed to take as his 

property as the goods sold, & having directed 
those specific goods to be forwarded to London, 
there was an ‘‘ acceptance’’ by him within the 
sect.—CUSACK v. ROBINSON (1861), 1 B. & S. 299 ; 
30L. J. Q. B. 261; 41. T. 506; 7 Jur. N.S. 542 ; 

9 W. R. 735; 121 BE. R. 726. 

Annotations :-—As to (1) Distd. Bolton v. L. & Y. Ry. (1866), 
L. hh. 1 C. P. 431. efd. J’e Iioberts, Evans v. Roberts 

(1887), 36 Ch. D. 196. ds to (3) Refd. Bog Lead Mining 

Co. v. Montague (1861), 10 C. B. N. 8S. 481 ; Williamson v. 

Barton (1862), 7 H. & N. 899; Smith v. Hudson (1865), 

6 B. & 8S. 431; Reuss v. Picksley (1866), L. It. 1 Exch. 

342; Kibble v. Gough (1878), 38 L. T. 204. 

2207. Delivery order by buyer—Transfer in 
books of wharfinger.|——-When the purchaser of 
goods has lodged an order to deliver them with the 
wharfinger in whose warehouse they lie, & the 
latter has transferred them in his books into the 
name of the purchaser, the vendor’s right to stop 
them in transitu is gone & the wharfinger is bound 
to hold them as the agent of the purchaser. The 
same effect is produced by the delivery note being 
lodged with the wharfinger, without a transfer in 
his books.—HARMAN v. ANDERSON (1809), 2 Camp. 
243; 170 . R. 1143. 

Annotations :-—Folld. Zwinger v. Samuda (1817), 1 Moore, 
C. P12; Hawes v. Watson (1824), 2 B. & C. 540; Holl 
v. Griffin (1833), 10 Bing. 246 Consd. Lackington v. 
Atherton (1844), 7 Man. & G. 360. Distd. Lauric & More- 
wood v. Dudin, [1926] 1 K. B. 223. Refd. Lucas v. Dorrien 
(1817), 7 Taunt. 278; Holderness v, Shackels (1828), 7 
L. J. O. 8S. K. B. 80; Gosling v. Birnie (1831), 5 Moo. & P. 
160; Miles v. Gorton (1834), 2 Cr. & M. 504; Swanwick 
v. Sothern (1839), 1 Per. & Dav. 648; Dublin City Dis- 
tillery v. Doherty, [1914] A. C. 823. 

2208. What constitutes agency.]|—Goods 
were forwarded in bales by ship to London, 
deliverable to B. & co., or their assigns, who were 
factors for sale; & were landed at defts.’ wharf. 
B. & co. gave defts. orders to ‘‘ weigh & deliver ” 
the goods to M. who had contracted with B. & co. 
for the purchase of them. They were accordingly 
weighed & an account of the weights sent to B. & 
co. who made out invoices to M. accordingly. 
M. resold several bales of the goods, which were 
delivered by defts., upon his order, to his vendees ; 
the rest remained on defts.’ wharf until they were 
stopped by B. & co. as unpaid vendors. They 
were never transferred in defts.’ books from the 
names of B. & co. to that of M. nor was any ware- 
house rent paid by him :—Held: (1) upon these 
facts, defts. never stood in the relation of whar- 
fingers to M., so as to be liable to an action on the 
case by him for the non-delivery of the goods to his 
order; (2) under these circuinstances B. & co.’s 
right of stoppage in transitu was not determined 
by the part delivery to M.’s vendees.—TANNER v. 
SCOVELL (1845), 14 M. & W. 28; 14 L. J. Ex. 
321; 153 EB. R. 375. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Refd. Grice v. Richardson (1877), 
37 L. T. 677. As to (2) Consd. Re McLaren, Hx p. Cooper 
ee 11 Ch. D. 68. Refd. Re Piggott, Hx p. Cross 

1851), Fonbl. 215; te Harcourt, Danby v. Tucker (1883), 

31 W. fl. 578. 

-|—Compare BAILMENT, Vol. III., pp. 102— 

105, Nos. 294-305. 

2209. Order by buyer to deliver to third party— 
On arrival of goods.|—AKERMAN v. HUMPHERY, 
No. 1366, ante. 

2210. Previous delivery order by seller to 
We ee eae v. SOTHERN, No. 1061, 
ante. 

2211, ——-.]—TANNER v. SCOVELL, No. 2208, ante. 
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2212. Goods not landed—-No application by 
buyer.|—-The shippers, acting for G., purchased, & 
paid for with their own money, flour at Stockton, 
which was sent by a vessel to London, & the 
invoice forwarded to G. A manifest of the flour 
was also forwarded by the shippers to a wharfinger 
in London, whose practice it was to deliver goods 
to the consignee named in the manifest upon 
application, & till application to keep it on board 
the vessel; if not applied for before the vessel 
returned, he landed it, & kept it in his warehouse, 
to the order of the shipper; if the goods were to 
be delivered to order, he delivered them to persons 
producing either bills of lading or the shipper’s 
invoices. G. was in the habit of having flour 
consigned to him at the wharf, & sometimes sold 
it on board, sometimes when it was landed, & kept 
for him in the wharfinger’s warehouses. The flour 
in question arrived at the wharf on Apr. 12, but 
was not landed till Apr. 22 ; on Apr. 17, before any 
application by G., who had become bkpt., the flour 
was Claimed under an order from the shippers :— 
Held: the flour not having been landed, nor any 
application having been made by G., the shippers 
might stop in transitu. 

1 have never heard it contended that the mere 
possession of an invoice could bar the vendor’s 
rights (PARK, J.).—TUCKER v. TIUMPHREY (1828), 
4 Bing. 516; 1 Moo. & P. 378; 6L.J.0.8.C. 7. 
92; 130 E. QR. 866. 

Annotation :—Distd. Dodson v. Wentworth (1842), 12 

L. J. C. P. 59. 


Rejection of goods by buyer.]—Scee Sub-sect. 
3, H., post. 


(c) Other Batlees. 

See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 45. 

2213. Engraver—Goods to be engraved before 
delivery to buyer.}|—A. agreed to buy some articles 
of plate of B. who was to get A.’s arms engraved 
on them, & to pay for the engraving :—Held: a 
delivery to the engraver for that purpose was not 
a delivery to A. so as to defeat B.’s right of 
stopping the goods in transitu, the price of the 
goods not being paid by A. Jf the seller of goods 
takes notes or bills for them, without agreeing to 
run the risk of the notes being paid, & the notes 
turn out to be worth nothing, this will not be 
considered as payment.—OWENSON v. MORSE 
(1706), 7 Term Rep. 64; 101 E.R. 856. 
ane :—Refd. Dutton v. Solomonson (1803), 3 Bos. 

2214. Packer—As agent of buyer.|—-On Mar. 16, 
1802, goods were forwarded from Manchester, 
addressed to A. at the Bull & Mouth Inn, London, 
in consequence of a previous order from him. 
On Mar. 23 the goods were sent to deft.’s house 
as the packer of A., the latter having given no 
direction at the Bull & Mouth Inn respecting these 
particular goods; but having given a general 
order that all goods addressed to him should be 
sent to deft.; A. having no warehouse of his own. 
On Mar. 11 A. committed an act of bkpcy. When 
the goods arrived at deft.’s they were booked to 
the account of A., & deft., not knowing of <A.’s 
bkpcy., unpacked the goods to ascertain the 
contents. On Mar. 31 the goods were claimed by 
the consignees, & on the day after by the assignees 
of A. against whom a commission had been taken 
out :—Held: the transitus of the goods was at an 
end when they arrived at deft.’s house; & conse- 
quently, pltfs., as the assignees of A., were entitled 

recover them in an action of trover.—ScotTrt v. 
PETTIT (1803), 3 Bos. & P. 469; 127 B. BR. 255. 


Annotations :—Apld, Dixon v. Baldwen (1804), 5 Kast, 175; 
Rowe v. Pickford (1817), 1 Moore, C. P.’ 526. Consd. 
Foster v. Frampton (1826), 6 B, & ©. 107; Kendal v. 
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Marshall, Stevens (1883), 11 Q. B. D. 356. Refd. Tucker 
*. Humphrey (1828), 4 Bing. 516 ; James v. Griffin (1837), 
2M. & W. 623. 

2215. -——-.]-—A., the general agent in 
London of B. & co. a house at Paris, with power 
to export for them to such markets as he should 
think fit, purchased goods in the name of B. & co. 
of C. at Manchester, & directed them to be sent 
to D. a packer in London. After their arrival A. 
had some of the goods unpacked & sent away, & 
the remainder repacked. News then arrived of 
the failure of B. & co.:—-Held: the goods in 
D.’s hands were no longer in transitu, & C., there- 
fore, had no right to stop them.—LEEDSs v. WRIGHT 
(1803), 3 Bos. & P. 320; 127 FE. R. 176; previous 
proceedings salad 4 Hsp. 243, N. P. 

Annotations :—Consd. Scott v. Pettit (1803), 3 Bos. & P. 

469. Apld. Dixon v. Baldwen (1804), 5 Kast, 175; Rowe 

v. Pickford (1817), 1 Moore, C. P. 526. Distd. Coates v. 


Railton (1827), 6 B. & C. 422. Refd. Kendal v. Marshall, 
Stevens (1883), 11 Q. B. D. 356. 


2216. Goods to be paid for in ready money.| 
—Although goods are delivered at the packer’s of 
the purchaser, he having no warehouse of his own, 
if they were to be paid for in ready money, & this 
was intimated to the packer when he received 
them, they may still be stopped in transitu.— 
LOESCHMAN v. WILLIAMS (1815), 4 Camp. 18] ; 
171 EH. R. 58, N. P. 

2217. Warehouseman-—Agent of buyer.]—RBales 
of flax sold by A. in London to B. residing at 
Mickley Mill, are addressed to ‘‘ B. Mickley,” & 
are shipped for Hull under a bill of lading making 
them deliverable ‘* at the port of Boroughbridge 
for LB., Mickley Mill.’’) The bales are forwarded 
from Hull to Boroughbridge by water carriage, & 
are deposited there in the warehouse of C., a 
party unconnected with the carriers, who was in 
the habit of receiving goods for B. & holding them 
at B.’s risk, & without charging warehouse rent, 
until fetched away by B. or dclivered to other 
persons by B.’s order. The transitus is at. an end, 
& the bales cannot be stopped by A. upon the 
insolvency of LB. although B. has exercised no act 
of ownership over them.—DoDSON v. WENTWORTH 
(1842), 4 Man. & G. 1080; 5 Scott, N. R. 8213; 12 
L. J.C. P. 593 6 Jur. 1066; 184 BH. ih. 443. 

2218. -|—MERCIIANT BANKING CO. OF 
LONDON v. PH@NIX BESSEMER STEEL (Co., No. 
1838, ante. 

2219. ——— Delivery order by seller—Seller as 
warehouseman.]—Where, by the custom of the 
trade, a delivery order given by the seller to the 
purchaser, operated as a delivery of the goods to 
the purchaser, so as to enable him to sell in the 
market :—Held: (1) that did not extend to a case 
where the vendor was also the warelouseman, & 
had given such a delivery order, & had delivered 
part of the goods to the order of the purchaser, 
but the vendor had a right, upon the purchaser 
becoming bkpt., to stop the goods in transitu, no 
indorsement having previously been made of the 
delivery order, by the purchaser to a third party ; 
(2) bkpt. had not possession of the goods as reputed 
owner, with the consent of the true owner, within 
6 Geo. 4, c. 16, s. 72.—TOWNLEY v. CRUMP (1835), 
4 Ad. & El. 58; 1 Har. & W. 564; 5 Nev &. M. 
K. B. 606; 5L. J. K. B. 14; 111 E.R. 709. 


Annotations :—.48 to_(1) Distd. Pearson ». Dawson (1858), 
Ik. B. & E. 448. Refd. te Oxley, Hx p. Turnbull Neca 
19 L. T. 463. As to (2) Consd. Dublin City Distillery v. 
Doherty, [1914] A. C. 823. 
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d. Ship freighted by buyer — 
Whether transit terminated.}—Putting 
goods sold on board a vessel freighted 
by the purchascr, does not prevent. 
stoppage in transitu.—ROBERTSON & 
AITKIN v. MorRE (1801), 12 Fac. Coll. 


Je —VOL. XXXII x. 





e. ———-~,]—-DRAKE v. M‘MILLAN 
(1807), IfYume, 691.—SCOT. 
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2227 i. Whether right 
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2220. - - Sale of part out of bulk—pPart not 
severed.|—LAURIE & MoREWOOD v. Dupin & 
Sons, No. 1372, ante. 


D. Delivery on Buyer's Vessel. 


See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 45 (5). 

2221. Whether transit terminated.|—There can 
be no right of stoppage in transitu where the goods 
affected to be stopped are freighted on board a 
ship which is substantially the vessel of the 
consignees.—fRe IIUMBERSTON (1846), De G. 262 ; 
15 L. J. Bey.10; 61. T. O. S. 449, L. C. 








2222. —---..]—MoAKES v. NICOLSON, No. 1340, 
ante. 
2223. —.J|—-SCHOTSMANS v. LANCASHIRE & 


YORKSHIRE Ky. Co., No. 2328, post. 

2224. JI—B. & S., acting as agents in 
England for a foreign principal, purchased from 
KF. & co. in England, cement for the New York 
market ; the cement was ordered to be sent along- 
side a vessel which LB. & C. had purchased for their 
principal, & was shipped on board that vessel ; 
mate’s receipts for the cement were taken by F. & 
co. & handed on to B. & S. who exchanged them 
for bills of lading in which LB. & S. were stated 
to be the shippers, & which made the goods 
deliverable to the order of B. & S.. B. & S. gave 
all necessary directions as to the destination of the 
goods & the sailing of the vessel. While the vessel 
was on its way to New York, B. & S. became 
bkpt., & F. & co. claimed as unpaid vendors to 
stop the cement in transitu. F. & co. knew not 
only that the vessel belonged to B. & S.’s principal, 
but also that the cement was bought by B. & S. 
for that principal:—Held: F. & co. were not 
entitled to stop the cement in transitu.—Re 
Bruno, SILvA & Son, Ex p. FRANCIS & Co., Up. 
(1887), 56 L. T. 577; 6 Asp. M. L. C. 1883 4 
Morr. 146. 

2225. Seller reserving right of disposal.|—TURNER 
vy. LIVERPOOL Docks TRUSTEES, No. 1316, ante. 

2226. -|—ScCHOTSMANS v. LANCASHIRE & 
YORKSHIRE Ry. Co., No. 2328, post. 








FE. Delivery on Chartered Vessel. 

See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 45. 

2227. Whether right exercisable—Ships char- 
tered by buyer.|—-If goods abroad are put on 
board a ship chartered by the consignee, the 
consignor cannot afterwards stop them in transitu. 
—BOENUTLINCK v. SCHNEIDER (1799), 3 Esp. 58; 
170 EB. ht. 537, N. P. 


Annotations :—-Mentd. De Bode’s Case (1845), 8 Q. B. 208; 
Buerger v. New York Life Assco. (1927), 96 L. J. EK. RB. 


930. 

2228. —-— -|—(1) A trader in England 
charters a ship on certain conditions for a voyage 
to Russia & to bring goods home from his corre- 
spondent. there, who accordingly ships the goods 
on account & at the risk of the freighter, & sends 
him the invoices & bills of lading of the cargo :— 
Held: the delivery of the goods on board such 
chartered ship does not preclude the right of the 
consignor to stop the goods while in transitu on 
board the same to the vendee in case of his in- 
solvency in the meantime before actual delivery, 
any more than if they had becn delivered on board 
a general ship for the same purpose. 

The consignor [can] in case of the insolvency of 





the consignee stop the goods consigned before 


Ships chartered by buyer.|—MORTON & 
Co. wv. ABRROROMBY & Co. (1858), 30 
Se. Jur. 193.—SCOT. 


2227 fi. ~. ]—-COWDENBEATH 
OAL Co., LTD. v. CLYDESDALE Bank 
(1895), 22 Lt. (Ct. of Sess.) 682.— SCOT. 


8 8 


exercisable— 
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they come into the possession of the consignee 
which possession . . . means actual possession 
That the possession of a carrier is not such a 
possession has been repeatedly determined (LAW- 
RENCE, J.). 

(2) A demand of the goods having been made 
by the agent of the consignor upon the captain 
before they were unloaded, after which he delivered 
them to the assignees of the vendee :—Held: the 
consignor might maintain trover against the 
assignees.—BOHTLINGK v. INGLIS (1803), 3 East, 
381; 102 BK. R. 643. 

Annotations :-—As to (1) Consd. Christie v. Lewis nee pes 

Brod. & Bing. 410; Gibson v. Carruthers (1841), 8 M. 

321. Expld. Turner v. Liverpool Docks Trustees (185 1) 

G Kixeh. 543. 7 hee Berndston wv. Strang (1867), L. 

4 Wq. 481. Refd. Scott v. Pettit (1803), 3 Bos. & L 

469; Dixon v. Baldwen (1804), 5 Kast, 175; Tho Con- 

chante (1807), 6 Ch. Rob. 321; Noble v. Adams tet5) 


2 Marsh. 366; Saville v. Campion (1819), 2 B. & Al 
503; Bloxam v. Sanders (1825), 4 B. & C. 941; James . 
Griffin & Enouse eo Tyr. & Gr. 49: Mitchel Vv. 


Generally, Refd. Jackson 


Ede (1840), 11 Ad. & 888 
C. 508. Mentd. Clegg v. 


v. Nichol (1839 6 ‘sing. N. 
Levy (1812), 3 Camp. 166. 


2229. Retaking under foreign law.]— 
A delivery by the consignor of goods on board a 
ship chartcred by the consignee is a delivery to 
him, & the consignor cannot afterwards stop them 
' an transitu. But where the delivery was made on 
board such a ship in Russia, & by a law of that 
_ country the owner of goods in case of the bkpcy. 
of the vendee may sue out process to retake his 
goods on board a ship, e c., & retain them till 
payment; & the owners, hearing of the insolvency 
of the vendee, applied to the captain on board of 
whose ship the goods had been delivered to sign 
the bills of lading to their order, which he com- 
plied with, without the necessity of suing out 
process :—Held : this was a substantial compliance 
with such law, & the captain on his arrival here 
was bound to deliver the goods to the order of the 
vendors, & not to the assignees of the vendee who 
had become bkpt.—IN@uis v. Usinerwoop (1801), 
1 Mast, 515; 102 BH. it. 198. 

Annotations :-—Consd. Bohtlingk v. Inglis Pe 3 Kast, 
381. Refd. Bloxam v. Sanders Vahl B. & C. 941; 
Mitchel vw. Ede ray ‘ ae Ad. & Kil. 888; Gibson wv. 
Carruthers (1841), 8 M. & W. 321. Mentd. Clegg v. Levy 
(1812), 3 Camp. 166. 

2230. Conclusiveness of bill of lading.| 
—-Upon a question between the consignees of the 
bill of lading & the vendor, as to the right of the 
latter to stop in transilu, in the absence of any 
contradictory evidence, the bill of lading, stating 
that the agent of the pur chaser shipped the goods 
by his order, is conclusive as to the fact of delivery 
to the purchaser. In such case the ct. will not 
interpose on behalf of the vendor to protect the 
property pending litigation, but will leave the 
vendor to the assertion of his right at law.— 
ee wa v. RANKING (1842), 6 Jur. 1095, 
L. C. 

2231. ——— ——— Possession of master of ship as 
carrier.|—BERNDTSON v. STRANG, No. 2279, post. 

2232. —— .|--Re Cock, Ea p. RossE- 
VEAR CHINA CLAY Co., No. 2199, ante. 

2233. Ship chartered by seller. | —THE Con- 
STANTIA, No. 2119, ante. 


F. Effect of Part Delivery. 


See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), 8. 45 (7). 
2234. Whether right exercisable—-Whether de- 























livery of part equivalent to delivery of whole.|— | 


' for the whole cargo. 
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A., at a foreign port, ships goods by the order & 
on the account of B. to be paid for at a future day, 
& bills of lading are accordingly signed by the 
master ofthe ship. One of the bills is immediately 
transmitted to B., who, before the arrival of the 
ship at the place of destination, sells the goods, & 
indorses the bill of lading to C. After the arrival 
of the ship, & a delivery of part of the goods to 
the agent of C., B. becomes bkpt. without having 
paid A. the price of the goods. By this delivery 
the transitus is at an end as to the whole of the 
goods.—SLUBEY v. HEYWARD (1795), 2 Hy. BI. 

504; 126 BE. R. 672. 

Annotations :—Distd. Simmons v. Swift (1826), 8 Dow. & 
Ry. K. B. 693. Expld. Bunney v. Poyntz p35) 4B. & 
Ad. 568. Consd. Tanner v. Scovell (1845), a ee ae 
Distd. Re McLaren, Hx Cooper eae 11 Che 
Dbtd. ie Kiell, Hr p. Falk (1880), 14 Ch. D. 446. _ Reta. 
Hammond v, ‘Anderson (1804), 1 Bos. & P. N. 9 ; 
Hanson v. Meyer (1805), 6 Kast, 614; Miles ». Goran 
(1834), 2 Cr. & M. 504. ‘Mentd. Holderness (Assignees of 
zB oxten Bankrupt) v. Shackels (1828), 3 Man. & Ry. K. B. 

Ue 

2235. —-— -.|—A cargo of 80 quarters of 
wheat was shipped in London, on Dec. 6, 1839, on 
board a vessel bound to Barmouth & Tremadoc, 
& by the bill of lading was to be delivered at the 
port of Barmouth & Tremadoc to L., or to his 
assigns, on his paying freight, etc. The cargo 
was paid for by L. partly in cash, partly by his 
acceptance at two months. 

On Jan. 28, 1840, L. by deed assigned all his 
estate & effects to pltf. & A. in trust for the benefit 
of themselves & his other creditors. L. was at 
that time insolvent, to pltf.’s knowledge. The 
bill of lading was indersed by L. to pltf. as follows, 
the indorsement being without date: ‘I do 
hereby order that Captain J. do deliver the pos- 
session of the within-mentioned quantity of wheat 
to R., pltf., being one of my assignees, to be dis- 
posed of as he may think proper.”” On Feb. 4, 
the vessel arrived at Barmouth with the wheat on 
board, & pltf. there went on board & took samples, 
& sold 70 of the 80 quarters, for which he paid the 
freight, & they were delivered to the purchasers : 
& he directed the master to take forward the 
remaining 10 quarters to Tremadoc. On Feb. 9, 
L.’s acceptance became due & was dishonoured, 
& on Feb. 10, the shippers gave notice to the 
captain, at Barmouth, not to deliver the wheat, 
but to hold it totheir use. On Feb. 23,the vessel 
arrived at Tremadoc, where pltf. demanded the 
remaining 10 quarters, tendering the freight, but 
the master refused to deliver it:—Held: even 
supposing pltf. to be in the same situation as I.., 
the right of stoppage in transitu was determined, 
as to the whole of the cargo, by the acts done by 
pitf. at Barmouth; semble: if the composition 
deed contained a release to L. pltf. was an indorsee 
for value of the bill of lading, & no right of stoppage 
in transitu therefore existed as against him.— 
JONES v. JONES (1841), 8 M. & W. 431; 10 
L. J. Hx. 4813 151 KE. Rt. 1107. 


Annotations :—Expld. Re McLaren, Hz p. Cooper (1879), 
a Ch. D. 68. efd. Tanner v. Scovell (1845), 14 M. & W. 





2236. ——-- —_—_.]—-A., of London, had ordcred 
beans of B. & C., of Leghorn, through D., their 
agent. B. & C. shipped more than the quantity 
ordered, & drew two bills upon A., one for the 
quantity ordered, & the other for the residue ; ; & 
they transmitted those bills to <A. through D., 
with a letter of advice & an indorsed bill of ‘lading 
The beans were shipped in 
3,932 sacks. A. accepted the bill for the beans 
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22384 i. Whether right ae rae delivery o 
vu. NORTH EASTERN Ry. Co., [1911] S. C. 1348; 


48 Sc. ff Re 


rt oe to delivery of whole.}—MECHAN & Sons, LTpD. 
987.—SCO 
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ordered, but declined to take the residue, amount- 
ing to 1,4423 sacks, or to accept the bill drawn 
against them. D. consented to take the residue 
of the beans, & A. thereupon wrote a letter to 
him, acknowledging such residue to be his, & 
inclosed an order to the captain to deliver to the 
bearer the 1,442} sacks. D. thereupon handed 
over the bill of lading to A. D. accepted the bill 
drawn against the residuc of the cargo, & paid it 
at maturity. Before the arrival of the ship D. 
sold the residue to E., who accepted a bill for the 
amount, drawn by B., who happened to be in 
London, & LD). handed to B. A.’s letter & delivery 
order. HE. afterwards applied to F. for an advance 
of cash, & handed him over as a security (inter 
alia) such letter & delivery order; & F. gave his 
acceptance to E. for the amount of cash required ; 
which acceptance was honoured at maturity. 
Before I8.’s acceptance became due, & before the 
arrival of the ship, IE. stopped payment. When 
the ship arrived, the portion of the cargo which A. 
had accepted the bill was delivered to him :— 
H eld: (1) D. might exercise the right of stoppage 
an transitu as to the residue; (2) the delivery 
order given by A. was not equivalent to a bill of 
lading. 

(3) An unpaid vendor of an interest in a contract 
for the delivery of goods may, on the insolvency 
of the purchaser, stop the goods in transitu. 

(4) The transfer to a bond fide holder for value 
of a delivery order, where the party transferring 
is not in possession of the bill of lading, does not 
defeat the right of sLoppage in transituu—JENKYNS 
v. USBORNE (1844), 7 Man. & G. 678; 8 Scott, 
N. R. 505; 1831. J. C. P2196; 3 L. T. 0.8. 300; 
8 Jur. 1189; 1385 1. R. 2738. 


Annotations :-—As to (4) Reid. Grant v. Norway (1851), 10 
C. B. 665; Fuentes v. Montis (1868), L. R. 3 C. P. 268; 
Cole v. North Western Bank (1875), L. R. 10 C. P. 354; 
Folkes v. King, [1923] 1 kK. B. 282. 








2237. -.|—Re WuitrwortTnh, Hx p. 
GIBBES, No. 2185, ante. 
2238, ——— Presumption against such de- 





livery—Rebuttal.|—(1) A cargo of 114 tons of 
miscellaneous iron castings was consigned from 
Scotland to London on board a ship chartered by 
the vendor, the bill of lading being made out in 
favour of the purchaser or his assigns, he or they 
paying freight. After 30 tons of the cargo had 
been delivered to the purchaser the vendor gave 
notice to stop the unloading of the ship. At this 
time only part of the freight had been paid to the 
master of the ship. Soon afterwards the pur- 
chaser filed a liquidation petition, & a receiver 
was appointed. The balance of the freight was 
paid by the receiver, & the remainder of the iron 
was placed in medio :—Held: inasmuch as it 
could not be supposed that the master intended 
to abandon his lien for the unpaid freight, the 
delivery of the 30 tons did not operate as a con- 
structive delivery of the whole cargo, &, conse- 
quently, the transitus was not at an end as to the 
remainder of the cargo, & the vendor’s notice to 
stop in transitu was given in time. In the absence 
of evidence to the contrary, it must, as a general 
rule, be assumed that the delivery of part of a 
cargo is intended only to operate as a delivery of 
that part. But, if the cargo consisted of the 
different parts of one entire machine, semble: the 
delivery of an essential part of the machine would 
operate as a delivery of the whole. 

(2) When goods are placed in the possession of 





a carrier to be carried for the vendor & to be 
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delivered to the purchaser, the transit is not at an 

end so long as the carrier holds the goods as 

carrier, nor until by agreement between him & the 
purchaser he holds them, not as carrier, but as 
the purchaser’s agent. 

(3) The purchaser was also a partner in the 
vendor’s firm :—Held: this did not affect the 
right of the vendor to stop iw transilu.—Re 
McLAREN, £x p. Cooper (1879), 11 Ch. D. 68; 
48 L. J. Bey. 49; 40 L. T. 105; 27 W. R. 518; 
4 Asp. M. L. C. 63, C. A. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Refd. Fe Kiell, Hr p. Falk teen 
42 L. T. 7803; Ite Knight, x p. Golding Davis (1880), 
13 Ch. D. 628. As to (2) Refd. Taylor v. G. E. ly. (1901), 
70 L. J. K. B. 499. 

2239. ——--- Delivery by bailee to purchaser— 
Wharfinger.|—-IIJAMMOND v. ANDERSON, No. 2074, 


ante. 

2240. To sub-purchaser.|—TaANn- 
NER v. SCOVELL, No. 2208, ante. 

2241. — Carrier.|—Part delivery by a 
carricr to the consignee is primd facie such a 
virtual delivery of the whole as puts an end to the 
consignor’s right of stoppage in transitu.--BErTs 
v. GIBBINS (18384), 2 Ad. & El. 57; 4 Nev. & 
M. K.B. 64; 4L.J. K.B.1; 111 E.R. 22. 


Annotations :—Dbtd. Tanner v. Scovell (1845), 14 M. & W. 
28. Mentd. Shackell v. Rosier (1836), 2 Hodg. 17; 
Toplis v. Grane (1839), 5 Bing. N. C. 636; Dugdale v. 
Lovering (1875), L. R. 10 C. PP. 196; The Nuglishman & 
Tho Australia, {1895] P. 212; Burrows wv. Rhodes, [1899] 
1 Q B. 816; Moxham v. Grant, [1900] 1 Q. B. 88; 
Sheflield Corpn. v. Barclay, {1905] A, C. 392; Leslie v. 
Reliable Advertising & Addressing Agency, [1915] 1 
K. B. 652: Cory v. Lambton & Hetton Collleries (1916), 
86 L. J. K. B. £01; Weld-Blundell v. Stephens, [1919] 1 


kK. B. 520. 
2242. 
WAITE, No. 2181, ante. 





eee 











.|-—-WENTWORTH v. OUTH- 











G. Effect of Transfer of Documents of Title. 


2243. Transfer from seller to buyer—-Delivery 
order—Transfer through broker.] — A. having 
entered goods in the books of the West India 
Dock co., received two dock warrants or delivery 
orders in blank for them, which he delivered to B. 
on a sale of the goods to him, & B. having sold the 
goods to C. delivered the dock warrants to that 
person, & C. employed D. as his broker, to effect, 
a sale of the goods, & delivered over the dock 
warrants, one of which was signed by C., but the 
blank intended for the name of the purchaser 
remained, & D., after having cffected a sale on 
credit, delivered the dock warrants to the pur- 
chaser, one of which, viz. the one in which the 
blank for the name of the purchaser remained, the 
purchaser deposited with KE. as a security for 
money advanced on the faith of that warrant :— 
ITeld: C. had no right to put a stop upon the 
goods in the event of the purchaser not paying for 
them, since the transfer of the warrant by D. his 
broker operated as a constructive delivery of the 
goods, so as to defeat C.’s right of stoppage in 
transituu—KEYSER v. SUSE (1818), Gow, 58; 71 
BH. R. 838, N. VP. 

2244. Bills of lading—Signed to orders of 
buyer.|—Where goods were sold, f.c.b., & upon 
their shipment the agent of the vendors tendered 
to the mate, the captain being absent, a receipt by 
which the goods were acknowledged to be shipped 
on account of the vendors, which tho mate kept, 
but refused to sign, & on the following day signed 
bills of lading to the orders of the vendecs :— 
Held: the transitus was not at an end, but, on the 
insolvency of the vendees, the vendors were 
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f. Transfer from seller to buyer—Delivery order.}—ORR v. MURDOCK (1851), 2 I.Lath. R.9; 4 Ir. Jur. 67.—IR. 


g. Bill of exchange accepted by buyer.}—LORIMER v. CLEVE (1865), 2 W. W. & A’B. 223.—AUS. 
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Sect. 4.—Stoppage in transitu: Sub-sect. 3,G. & H.; 
sub-sect. 4, A. & B.] 


entitled to stop the goods.—Ruck v. HATFIELD 
(1822),5 B. & Ald. 632; 106 BE. R. 1321. 


Annotation :—Consd. Cowas-Jee v. Thompson (1845), 5 
Moo. P, C. C. 165. 


2245. Intention to part with property.] 
—GURNEY v. BEHREND, No. 2314, post. 

2246. —— Agent purchasing on own 
credit.|;—-THEe TiGress (or Tiaris), No. 2337, post. 

2247. ——— ——— Indorsement of one bill.|— 
THE TIGRESS (OR TIGRIS), No. 2337, post. 

2248. Notice to master of ship of 
buyer’s possession.|—THE TIGRESS (OR TIGRIS), 
No. 2337, post. 

2249. -.|] — RODGER  v. 
D’ESCOMPTE DE Paris, No. 2195, ante. 

2250. Deliverable to buyer or assignee. | 
—The right of the vendor of goods to stop them 
in transitu is not lost by the mere fact that by 
the bill of lading under which they are shipped 
they are deliverable to the vendce or his assignees. 

Pltfs. entered into a contract with defts. to pur- 
chase 70 tons of slates. At the request of pltfs. 
defts. chartered a ship, & loaded her with the 
slates for Southampton, taking bills of lading by 
which the slates were deliverable ‘‘ to the vendees 
or their assignees.’’ Before the arrival of the ship 
at Southampton defts. heard of the insolvency of 
pitfs., & gave orders to the master to stop the 
slates in transitu. In an action by pltfs. for non- 
delivery of the slates:—Held: the transit was 
not at an end, & defts. I:ad a right to stop the 
delivery of the slates.—BiINDLEY & Co., LTD. »v. 
er Ngee SLATE Co. (1885), 55 L. J. Q. B. 67, 

2251. .}—Re 
BANNER, No. 1347, ante. 

2252. Bill of exchange accepted by buyer.!— 
Re WHITWORTH, Ha p. GIBBES, No. 2185, ante. 

Transfer of documents by buyer to third party— 
On disposition of goods.|—See Sect. 5, post. 
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TAPPENBECK, Ex p. 





H. Rejection of Goods by Buyer. 


See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 45 (4). 

2258. Whether goods in transit—Goods delivered 
to wharfinger.|—A. living at N. in Devonshire, 
ordered goods of B. in London, who sent them by 
ship via HKixeter, consigned to A., & advised him 
thereof. On their arrival at Exeter they were 
delivered to C.,a wharfinger who received them on 
A.’s account, & paid the freight & charges; after 
their arrival A. wrote to B. informing that in 
consequence of his affairs being deranged he should 
not take the goods, & telling him that they were 
at Exeter; at this time A. had committed an act 
of bkpey., upon which he was afterwards declared 
bkpt. 3B. applied to C. for the goods, & tendered 
him the freight & charges due; upon which C. 
promised not to deliver them out of his custody, 
but afterwards did deliver them to the assignees 
of A. though indemnified by B.:—Held: (1) B. 
had a right to stop the goods in the hands of C. ; 
(2) he might maintain trover for them against C. 
—MILLS v. BALI (1801), 2 Bos. & P. 457; 126 


EK. R. 1882. 
Annotations :—As to (1) Consd. Scott v. Pettit (1803), 3 
Bos. & P. 469. Apld. Bartram v. Farebrother eee 
] 


Dan. & Li. 42. Distd. Hutchings v. Nunes (1863), 


L. T. 125. Generally, Refd. James v. Griffin (1836), 

M. & W. 20. 

2254. —— ——.|—RICHARDSON v. Goss, No. 
1933, ante. 

2255. —.]—Upon a sale of goods the 


transitus continues until the goods have reached 
their ultimate destination under the contract of 


SALE OF GOODS. 


sale, or the vendee has given a new direction to 
the property. The right of a vendor to stop in 
transitu is paramount to any lien against the pur- 
chaser.—MoORLEY v. HAy (1828), 3 Man. & Ry. 
K. B. 396; 7L.J.0.8S. K. B. 104. 

2256. |—P., to whom goods were 
consigned, said, on their arrival at a wharfinger’s, 
that he would not have them, & directed an 
attorney to do what was necessary to stop them. 
The attorney, on Nov. 3, gave the wharfinger an 
order not to deliver them to the consignee, which 
order the consignor wrote to confirm on Nov. 6; 
on Nov. 7 the goods were claimed under an exccu- 
tion at the suit of A.:—Held: the contract 
between P. & the consignor was rescinded; the 
transitus was not ended by the arrival of the 
goods at the wharf & the order given by P.; & 
the consignor had a right to stop in transitu.— 
BARTRAM v. FAREBROTHER (1828), 4 Bing. 579; 
Dan. & LI. 42; 1 Moo. & P. 515; 6L. J. O.S. 
C. P. 125; 130 E. R. 891. 

Annotation :—Refd. Hutchings v. Nunes (1863), 9 L. T. 125. 


2257. -|—Goods were consigned to 
A., deliverable in the river Thames; on the 
arrival of the vessel in the river the captain pressed 
A. to have them landed immediately ; A. in con- 
sequence sent B., his son, with directions to land 
them at a wharf where he was accustomed to have 
goods landed for him, & kept until he carted them 
away to his customers in his own carts; but A.. 
being then insolvent, at the same time told B. 
he would not meddle with the goods, that he did 
not intend to take them, & that the vendor ought 
to have them. The goods were, by B.’s direction, 
landed at the wharf, & there stopped in transitu 
by the vendor. In trover for the goods by the 
assignees in bkpcy. of A. against the wharfinger : 
—Held: the declarations so made by A. to B. 
were admissible in evidence, although they were 
not communicated to the vendor or to the wharf- 
inger; & they showed that A. had not taken 
possession of the goods as owner, & therefore the 
transitus was not determined.—JAMES v. GRIFFIN 
(1837), 2 M. & W. 623; 6 L. J. Ex. 241; 150 
KK. R. 906. 

Annotations :-—Consd. Heinekey v. Warle (1858), 4 Jur. N. S. 
848. Apld. Bolton v. L. & Y. Ry. (1866), L. bk. 1 CG. P. 
431. Consd. lraser v. Witt (1868), L. R. 7 Kq. 64; Re 
Worsdell, Wc p. Barrow (1877), 46 L. J. Bey. 71. Apld. 
Re Cock, Ix p. Rosevear China Clay Co. (1879), 11 Ch. D. 
560. Refd. Dodson v. Wentworth (1842), 4 Man. & G., 
1080; Bushel v. Wheeler (1844), 15 Q. B. 442, 

2258. Goods delivered to carrier.]|—On 
July 12, 1864, W. sold P. 11 skips of cotton twist, 
then lying at defts.’ station at S., to be delivered 
for P. at B. station. 3 of the skips were delivered 
on July 22, & paid for; but P., objecting to the 
weight & quality, declined to take any more of 
them. On Aug. 17, 4 more were sent to B. station, 
& an invoice of the 8 was sent to P., with an 
intimation to him that 4 had been forwarded, & 
that the remaining 4 were lying at S. station 
waiting his instructions. P.immediately returned 
the invoice, & wrote to W., saying that he declined 
to take any more of the twist. On Sept. 1, W. 
sent an order to S. station, directing defts. to 
deliver the remaining 4 skips to P. These were 
accordingly forwarded to B. station, & were taken 
by P.’s carman to his mill, but were immediately 
returned by P.’s orders: & the whole 8 were sent 
back by him to 8S. station to the order of W. 
They were again returned by W. to B. station; 
but P. refusing to have anything to do with them, 
they remained there until P.’s bkpcy. on Oct. 19, 
when W. claimed them. Upon a special case 
stated in an action of trover by P.’s assignee 
against the railway co., in which the ct. were to 
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draw inferences of fact :—Held: under the cir- 
cumstances, the transitus was never determined, 
& consequently, the unpaid vendor, W., had a 
right to stop them.—Borron v. LANCASHIRE & 
YORKSHIRE Ry. Co. (1866), L. R. 1 GC. P. 481; 
35 L. J. C. P. 1387; 18 L. T. 764; 12 Jur. N.S. 
317; 14 W. R. 4380. 

Avr olation Const. ite McLaren, Hz p. Cooper (1879), 11 


2259. Whether retransfer in defraud of 
creditors—No agreement relating to transfer.]— 
Re O’SULLIVAN, Ex p. FERD, BALLER & Co. (1892), 
67 L. T. 4643; 8 T. L. R. 581, C. A. 

2260. -|—Merchants supplied goods 
on credit to a customer they had been financing. 
After the goods had been shipped they trans- 
ferred the bill of lading to the purchaser. Whilc 
the goods were still on the sea the purchaser 
became unable to pay his debts as they became 
due, &, on being pressed by the vendors, retrans- 
ferred the bill of lading. 

My view of the facts makes it unnecessary for 
me to deal with the point as to whether the goods 
were effectually stopped in transilu.§ I desire to 
say, however, that, in my opinion, if this had been 
a fraudulent preference it would have been void, 
& would not have affected the rights of the parties. 
Lhe right of G. & co. [vendors] to stop the goods 
in transitu, as soon as they knew that the bills 
which had been given in payment for them would 
not be met, was, in my opinion, not at an end, & 
they had the right to put the goods into their 
own disposition (B1GHAM, J.).—-Re JOHNSON, Ex p. 
WRIGHT (1908), 99 L. T. 305. 











SUB-SECT. 4.—EXERCISE OF RIGHT. 
A. Mode of Exercise. 


See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 46. _ 

2261. Any means other than criminal.|— SNEE 
a. Prescot (1743), 1 Atk. 245; 26 H.R. 157, L. C. 
<innotations :-—Distd. Salomons v. Nissen (1788), 2 Term 

Rep. 674. Consd. Ellis v. Hunt (1789), 3 Term Rep. 461 ; 

Lickbarrow v. Mason (1793), 6 East, 22, n. Distd. Smith 

v. Bowles (1797), 2 Isp. 578. Consd. Feise v. Wray 

(1802), 3 Kast, 93 ; Booth 8.8. Co. v. Cargo Fleet. Iron Co., 

11916] 2K. B. 570. Refd, J?e Westzinthus (1833), 5 B. & 

Ad. 817; Gibson v. Carruthers (1841), 8 M. & W. 321. 

Mentd. Sigourney v. Lloyd (1828), 8 B. & C. 622. 

2262. Injunction—To restrain sailing of ship.|— 
Injunction to restrain the sailing of a vessel con- 
taining goods sold to a person who had become 
insolvent but over which pltf. retained a right of 
stoppage in transitu refused. Semble: a ct. of 
equity has not jurisdiction in any case to stop 
goods in transitu.—-GOODHART v. LOWE (1820), 2 
Jac. & W. 349; 37 BE. R. 661, L. C. 
annotation :-—Distd. & Expld. Schotsmans v. L. & Y. Ly. 

(1867), 2 Ch. App. 332. 





2263. ——.|—-NEWTON v. HUBBACK, No. 
23138, post. 
2264. — To restrain dealing with goods.|- 


Stoppage in transitu is an ordinary legal right, 
as to which this ct., unless by reason of some 
unusual circumstances, will not interfere. 

Pitf. sold some coals to deft., & shipped them for 
exportation, & the bill of lading was made out & 
delivered to the vendee’s agent. Tlitf{s., not 
having received payment, instituted a suit for an 
injunction & to obtain possession of the bill of 
lading, & they supported their equity by allega- 
tions of gross fraud, which were disproved. The 
bill was dismissed with costs, pltfs.’ remedy being 
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by action against the purchaser for the price.— 
STRAKER v. EWING (1865), 34 Beav. 147; 

L. T. 588; 11 Jur. N. 8S. 127; 13 W. R. 286; 
2 Mar. L. C. 156; 55 EK. R. 590. 

2265. Demand by seller for bills of lading—From 
shipowner.|—Re Love, Ex p. WATSON, No. 2163, 
ante. 

Notice of stoppage.}—See Sub-sect. 4, D., post. 


B. Who May Exercise Right. 


2266. Assignee of bankrupt seller.|—-A. consigns 
goods to B. & C. as his factors, who are under 
acceptances for him to more than the amount 
before the goods arrive. B. & C. become bkpts. ; 
A. also becomes bkpt. :—Held: the assignee of 
A. has a right to stop the goods in transitu, for the 
bill of lading not having been endorsed, B. & C. 
had neither the legal or actual possession of them ; 
& their acceptances did not constitute such a 
payment as would give them a lien on the goods. 
—KINLOcCH v. CrA1G (1790), 4 Bro. Parl. Cas. 
47; 3 Term Rep. 783; 2 E.R. 32, H. L. 
Annotations :—Expld. Feise v. Wray (1802), 3 Eust, 93. 

Apld. Patten v. Thompson (1816), 5 M. & §. 350. Refd. 

Sweet v. Pym (1800), 1 Hust, 4; Nichols v. Clent (1817), 

3_ Price, 547; Bryans v. Nix (1839), 4 M. & W. 775. 

Mentd. Hammonds v. Barclay (1802), 2 Kast, 227; 

M‘Combie v. Davies (1805), 7 Hast, 5. 

2267. Agent for purchaser—As against pur- 
chaser.|—FKIsE v. WRAY, No. 2030, ante. 

2268. -|—A. purchases & ships goods 
for B., & sends a bill of lading, unindorsed to him. 
The goods are received by B., who sends the bill 
of lading to C., to satisfy a debt; he gets posses- 
sion of them; B. then becoming bkpt., A. sends 
the bills of lading, indorsed, to his correspondent, to 
secure the amount of the bill drawn on B. on 
account of the goods :—J/eld: B. has only the 
right of stopping in transitu, & the indorsee of 
the bills of lading cannot maintain trover for the 
goods. 

Bills of lading pass the property in goods, only 
when for a valuable consideration, & without 
notice of a prior claim, & are not analogous in all 
respects to bills of exchange. An agent who 
purchases goods for another has the same right 
of stopping in transitu as the original seller.— 
Coxk v. HARDEN (1803), 4 East, 211; 1 Smith, 
K. B. 20; 102 H.R. 811. 


Annotations :-—Distd. Moriscn v. Gray (1824), 2 Bing. 260. 
Expid, furner v. Liverpool Docks ‘Trustees (1851), 6 
Exch. 543. Consd. Shepherd v. Harrison (1871), L. R. 
5H. L. 116; Burgos v. Naselinento (1908), 100 L. T. 71. 
Refd. Brandt v. Bowlby (1831), 2 B. & Ad. 932; Mitchel 
v. Ede (1840), 11 Ad. & Il. 888. Mentd. Seagrave v. 
Union Marine Insce. (1866), L. RK. 1 C. P. 305. 














2269. .|\—JENKYNS v. USBORNE, No. 
2236, ante. 
2270. -|—Pltf., broker for defts., 








having bought cotton in his own name, to be con- 
signed to them for sale, on an undertaking on their 
behalf by their agent that he would make advances 
to meet pltf.’s bills for the price, to be drawn on 
certain parties through whom he consigned the 
cotton to defts.; & these parties having failed 
after the shipment of the cotton, & before pay- 
ment of the bills:—Held: the question was, 
whether defts.’ agent had in fact made the 
advances bond fide, & if he had, & had not under- 
taken to see that the cotton was paid for, pltf., 
though entitled to all the rights of a vendor, 
could not stop in transitu, nor recover the value 
of the cotton from defts.—OAKFORD v. DRAKE 
(1861), 2 F. & F, 493, N. P. 
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k. Assignee of bankrupt purchaser.)—RICHARDSON v. TWINING (1871), 8 N.S. R. 281.—CAN. 
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Sect. 4.—Stoppage in transilu: Sub-sect. 4, B., C., 
D. & E.] 





2271. .J—If the commission agent 
- . . is bound to pay for the goods to the foreign 
seller of whom he bought them & if after he has 
shipped them to his principal such agent has not 
been paid & his principal is insolvent, so that 
the foreign seller could only have the agent to 

look to for payment, the cts. have held that such 
agent may stop the goods in transitu as if he were 
a vendor or in the position of a vendor (BRETT, 
M.R.).—CASSABOGLOU v. GIBB (18838), 11 Q. B. D. 
797; 52L. J. Q. B. 538; 48 L. T. 850; 32 W. R. 
138, C. A. 
Annotations :—Mentd. Salvesen v. Rederi Akt. Nordstjernan, 
ae A. iS 302 5 The Kronprinzossin Cecilie (1915), 32 

tr. L. R. Johnston v. Braham & Campbell, [1916] 2 

KL oa: ° Welss Biheller & Brooks v. Farmer, [1923] 

2272. ——-..—THE TIGRESS (OR TiGRIs), No. 
2337, post. 

22713. Surety for price.|—-SIFFKEN v. WRay, No. 
2035, ante. 

2274. Assignee of seller.|\—The indorsement of 
a bill of lading without consideration does not 
transfer any property in the goods; & therefore 
the mere indorsement of a bill of lading by the 
consignor to an agent to authorise him to stop 
the goods in transitu on account of the principal, 
will not enable such agent to maintain assumpesit 

' or trover for the goods in his own name. 

The right to stop goods in transitu is a personal 
right of ‘the seller & cannot be thus assigned to 
another ear ELLENBOROUGH).—-WARING  v, 
Cox (1808), 1 Camp. 369; :70 KE. R. 989, N. P. 


Annotations :—Distd. Morison v. Gray aan 2 Bing. 260. 
Consd. ‘Vhompson v. Dominy (1845 A Wat 03 
en 


~_& 
Burgos v. Nascimento (1908), 100 L. ea ee 

Johnston v. Orr Kwing (1882), 7 App. Cas. 219. 

2275. Indorsee of bill of lading from seller.]— 
MoORISON v. GRAY, No. 20384, ante. 

2276. Agent of seller —Subsequent ratification by 


principal—Letter written before but arriving after 
stoppage.|—WHITEHEAD v. ANDERSON, No. 2200, 


2277. Agency not established at time 
of buyer’s insolvency.|]—I., a merchant in Amcrica, 
shipped certain cargoes of goods to the account 
of C. & TT’. merchants in this country, against 
whom a fiat in bkpcy. issued on May 8 Imme- 
diately on the arrival of the cargoes on May 5, 
7 & 9 defts. during the continuance of the tran- 
situs, gave notice to the master & consignecs of 
a claim to stop the goods in transitu on behalf 
of I. Defts. were not the agents of I., nor had 
they received any authority from I. to make the 
stoppage. On May 11 plitf., the official assignee 
of C. & T., demanded from the masters & con- 
signees the cargoes whch were then on board the 
vessels in port, & undelivered, but delivery of 
them was refused. On the same day the masters 
handed over the cargoes to defts., who, on May 12 
refused to deliver them to pltfs., the assignees 
of C. & T., on demand. On May 13 II. having 
reccived from I. a power of attorney, executed on 
Apr. 28 to stop the goods in transitu, on the same 
day adopted & confirmed the previous stoppage 
of defts., & I. before the commencement of the 
action adopted & ratified the acts of defts. & H.: 
—Held: (1) there could be no valid stoppage 
an transitu after the demand of the goods by pltf. 
on May 11; (2) the ratification by I., after the 
transitus was ended, was too late, & had not the 
effect of altering retrospectively the property in 
the goods, which at that time, notwithstanding 
the act of defts., had become vested in pltfs.— 
BirD v. BROWN (1850), 4 Exch. 786; 19 L. J. Ex. 
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14 L. T. O. 8S. 399 ; 154 E.R. 


Annotations :-—As “a (2) Distd. Hutchings v. Nunes (1863), 

1 Moo. P. C. C. S. 243. oe Keighley, Marted v. 
» (1901) ‘Ne ©. 240. Refd. Berwic Horsfall 
(1858), 4 Cc. B. N. S. 450; McCaul v. Strauss 1883), 
Cab. & El. 106: Bolton Partners Vv. Par bert. oA 9), 41 
Ch. D. 295; Dibbins v. Dibbins, [1896] 2 Re 
Gloucester "Municipal Election Petn. tooo. Ford v. 
Newth, (1901] 1 K. B. 683. Generally, Mentd. Sim on 
v. aeeigten (1855), 10 Kxch. 845; Jardine v. Me 
aes 3B. & 8S. 700; Atnsworth 0. Creere (1868), L 


154 ; 14 Jur. 132 ; 
14 


. 476; Brook v. Hook A Hee lt, 6 Exch. 29% 
Sane . Peder: ee! 30 L. T.. 632; Williams v. North 
China Insce. (1876), 35 L. 1" 884 ; Lyell v. Kennedy, 


Re Portu 


Kennedy wv. Lyell (88s), 14 App. Cas. 437 ; 
Badman, 


Consolidated Coppe pene, Hx p. 

Bosanquet (1890), wa Ch. D. 16. 

2278. ee established at time of 
buyer’s insolvency.]—R., a merchant, resident in 
Jamaica, in Feb. 1860, ordered from P. & G., 
merchants residing at Baltimore, in America, 
goods to be shipped to him at Kingston, in 
Jamaica, at his risk & expense. The goods were 
shipped & sent on Mar. 28 following. On Mar. 31 
while the goods were on their voyage, a fiat of 
insolvency was issued against R., & II. was 
appointed official assignee. Previous, however, 
& on the 28th of that month, P. & G. were advised 
of the failure of R. by a letter from a firm in 
Jamaica, & on the 29th of the same month, by a 
letter from R. himself, who, at the same time, 
informed them that he had handed the goods to 
R. N., one of resps., as agent for P. & G., for 
whose firm KR. N. had previously acted as agent 
& transacted some business. The letters of 
Mar. 28 & 29 reached P. & G. on Apr. 16 & on that 
day they executed & sent a letter & a power of 
attorney to R. N. to do & transact on their behalf, 
whatever was necessary for their interests in the 
matter of the consignment of the goods to KR. 
The power of attorney was not reccived by RK. N. 
until May 5. The vessel containing the consign- 
ment arrived at Kingston on Apr. 21 & on that 
day, R. N. demanded, on behalf of P. & G., & 
obtained possession of ‘the goods, which he after- 
wards disposed of. An action of trover having 
been brought by H., applt., the official assignee 
of R., against resps.’ firm of R. & B. N. for the 
value of the goods, the jury found for pltf. for the 
amount the goods had sold for: leave, however, 
was reserved to defts. to sct aside the verdict & 
enter a nonsuit, which was afterwards directed, 
on the ground, that as kt. had signified to R. N. 
his refusal to receive the goods before his insol- 
vency, the property in them had reverted to P. 
& G., &, consequently, had never passed to pltf., 
ici I (1) resp., Rt. N., 
being by the evidence sufficiently proved to have 
been the agent of P. & G., before the insolvency 
of R., the possession taken by him of the cargo 
on Apr. 21 was an effectual stoppage in transilu 
on behalf of P. & G.; (2) the letter & power of 
attorney sent by P. & G., though not received 
until after the stoppage of the goods, ratified & 
confirmed the act of It. N., as P. & G.’s agent.— 
IIUTCHINGS v. NUNES (1863), 1 Moo. P. C. C. N.S. 
243; 9 L. T. 125; 10 Jur. N.S. 109; 15 H.R. 
692, P. C. 


ese 
Hn p. 





C. Against What Exercisable. 


2279. General rule—-Only against goods them- 
selves.|—-A contract was entered into by timber 
merchants in London for the purchase of timber, 
the property of pltf., in Sweden. Under the 
contract the vendor shipped the goods on board 
a vessel chartered by the purchasers. The bill 
of lading was made oyt in the vendor’s own name, 
to order or assigns, & was by him indorsed in blank 
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& handed to the purchaser. The purchasers 
secured the timber, & deposited the policy & the 
bill of lading with a creditor. The cargo arrived 
damaged; the creditor sold it, but part of the 
proceeds was claimed & recovered by the owners 
of other goods carried in the same ship. The 
creditor received two sums for general & parti- 
cular average. Tho vendor had received a divi- 
dend under the purchaser’s bkpcy., on condition 
that it should not prejudice his claim under the 
stoppage in transitu, & that if he recovered any- 
thing under the stoppage the dividend should be 
returned, the vendor being allowed to prove for 
the balance of his debt :—Held: (1) the vendor 
had a right to stop in transitu; (2) the right to 
stop in transitu conferred only a right to stop the 
goods in the state in which they arrived, whether 
damaged or not; &, accordingly, the vendor was 
not, entitled to the policy moneys, & had no right 
to claim from the creditor anything beyond the 
balance of the money realised by the damaged 
timber.—BrERNDTSON »v, STRANG (1868), 3° Ch. 
App. 588; 37 L. J. Ch. 665; 19 L. T. 40; 16 
W.R. 1025; 3 Mar. L. OC. 154, L. C. 


Annotations :—As to (1) Apld. Fraser v. Witt (1868), L. 1. 
7 Kg. 64. Distd. Ae Cock, Er p. Rosevear China Clay Co. 
(1879), 11 Ch. D. 560. Consd. Bethell ». Clark (1888), 20 
Q. B. D. 615. Refd. Rodger v. Comptoir d’Kscompte de 
Paris (1869), L. RR. 2 P. C, 393; Re Whitworth, Ex p. 
Gibbes (1875), 45 L. J. Bey. 10; Kendall ». Marshall, 
Stevens & Ward (1882). 46 L. T. 693; Kemp v. Ismay, 
Imrie (1909), 100 L. J’. 996. 4s to (2) Consd. Latham v. 
Chartered Bank of India (1874), L. R. 17 Hq. 205. 


2280. ——- ——.]-—-Krmr v. FALK, No. 2808, 


post, 
2281. Goods consigned against debt.] --- The 


right of an unpaid consignor to stop in transitu 


is not taken away by an assignment of the bill of - 


Jading for a valuable consideration to a third 
person, with notice of the insolvency of the con- 
signee. 

A. being indebted to B. on the balance of 
accounts, including bills of exchange still running 
accepted by UB. for A. consigns goods to B. on 
account of this balance :—/Teld: A. has no right 
to stop the goods in transitu, upon B. becoming 
insolvent before the bills are paid.—VUERTUE v. 
JEWELL (1814), 4 Camp. 313; 171 EK. R. 10, 
N.P 
Annotations :—Consd. Patten v. Thompson (1816), 5 M. & &. 

300, : ). 376. 





Distd. Lousk v. Scott (1877), 2 Q. B. 1 

2282. Proceeds of insurance policy—Effected by 
buyer—Against damage in transit.|—BERNDTSON 
Vv. STRANG, No. 2279, ante. 


D, Notice of Stoppage. 

See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), 8. 46 (J). 

By whom given.|—Sce Sub-sect. 4, B., ante. 

2283. To whom given—Person having immediate 
custody of goods.] — WHITEHEAD v. ANDERSON, 
No. 2200, ante. 

2284. ~ Principal of person having custody of 
goods.] — WHITEHEAD v. ANDERSON, No. 2200, 


ante. 
2285. 
out notice to carriers.| 
CoMBER, No. 2289, post. 
2286. When given.]—-WHITEHEAD v. ANDERSON, 


No. 2200, ante. 
2287. After demand by assignee in bank- 








Whether to consignees only—With- 
PHELPS, STOKES & Co. v. 








T. The consignees becuine fusolvent, 
& the consignors gave notice of stop- 
page in ftransitu to the ruilway co., 
after which the agent of the co. gave to 
an order for delivery on payment of 
charges to another person, who made 
the entry & received them from the 
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22831. Towhom given—Person having 
immediate custody of goodsa.\}—-Goods 
which came from M. in bond were 
deposited in the customs warehouse 
at the Grand Trunk Ry. station at 
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het of buyer.|—Birp v. Brown, No. 2277, 
ante, 

——— Duration of transit.]|— See Sub-sect. 3, ante. 

2288. Duty to forward notice—-Duty of ship 
owners to master—Sufficiency of forwarded notice.| 
—KerEmMpP v. FALK, No. 2308, ante. 

2289. Intention to stop must be shown.}/—A 
firm at Liverpool & a firm at Pernambuco em- 
ployed B. as their agent at New York. According 
to their course of business the firm at Pernambuco 
received orders from persons there to purchase 
goods at New York. The firm instructed the 
Liverpool firm, who instructed B. B. then pur- 
chased the goods in New York & shipped them to 
the firm at Pernambuco with the bills of lading. 
BR. drew bills on the Liverpool firm to pay for the 
goods, but not for the precise amount of the ship- 
ments, & sold the bills in New York. B. advised 
the Liverpool firm of the bills, & with the advice 
forwarded a statement of his account with them. 
To each bill was attached a counterfoil headed 
‘Advice of draft,” & containing «1 memorandum 
of amount of the bill & the name of the drawer, 
with the words ‘‘ Against shipments per, naming 
the vessel. Please protect the draft as advised 
above.’”’? The Liverpool firm on the bills being 
presented to them for acceptance detached the 
counterfoils & kept them in their own possession, 
Plitfs. were the holders for value of bills drawn on 
the Liverpool firm in accordance with this course 
of dealing, the goods having been shipped by B. 
to the Pernambuco firm & the bills of lading being 
also sent to that firm. On June 10, 1879, the 
Liverpool firm stopped payment, & on the same 
day LB. telegraphed to the Pernambuco firm as 
follows: ‘ Having pledged documents & ship- 
ments (naming the vessel) hold proceeds for P. & 
co. (pltfs.).’ The ship arrived on June 11, but 
the bill of lading had been previously delivered to 
the purchasers of the goods. The three bills 
having been dishonoured by the Liverpool firm, 
pltfs. brought an action against the Pernambuco 
firm claiming to have the bills paid out of the 
proceeds of the goods as having been specifically 
appropriated to mect the bills; & also relying 
on the telegram as having stopped the goods in 
trunsitu :—lleld : (1) there was no specific appro- 
priation of the goods either by the course of dealing 
or by the “ advice of draft.” attached to the bills ; 
also (2) the telegrain to the Pernambuco firm was 
not effectual to stop goods tn transitu. 

Stoppage in fransitu is a vight given to an unpaid 
vendor at any time while the goods are still in 
fransitu.... It is a retaking by the unpaid 
vendor ... at any time while the goods are in 
the hands of the carrier & have not reached the 
hands of the purchaser or consignee & when they 
are not in his possession. . . . On the mere con- 
struction of that document [the telegram] it is not 
a declaration that the vendor intends to retake 
possession (CotTron, J..J.).—PHELPs, STOKES & 
Co. v. COMBER (1885), 29 Ch. D. 813; 541. J. Ch. 
1017; 52L. 7.873; 33 W.R. 829; 5 Asp. M.L. C. 
428, C. A. 

Annotation :—As to (2) Refd. Booth S.S. Co. v Cargo Fleet 

Iron Co., [1916] 2 K. B. 570. 


E. Effect of lxercise. 
See Sect. 6, post. 


eustoms : —Weld: the notice to the 
co. was sufficient, though in such 
cases it Is advisable to give notice also 
the customs officer.—ASCHER *. 
GRAND ‘TRUNK Ry. Co. (1875), 36 
U. GC. R. 609.—CAN, 
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Sect. 5.—EFFECT OF DISPOSITION BY BUYER 
ON SELLER’S RIGHTS OF LIEN AND STOP- 
PAGE IN TRANSITU. 

SuB-sEcT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 

See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 47. 

2290. Pledge of goods—Pledgee holding other 
securities—Right of seller to marshal.|/—A firm 
in Ceylon employed a firm in England as their 
agents & factors, the course of business being that 
the Ceylon firm consigned cargoes to the English 
firm for sale on their account, & drew bills on the 
English firm against the consignments. Consign- 
ments of coffee having been made in this manner, 
& bills accepted by the English firm against them, 
the English firm pledged the coffee, together with 

certain securities of their own, with 'T., their 
broker, to secure a large debt due from them to 
him. The English firm became insolvent & 
executed a creditors’ deed under Bankruptcy Act, 

1861 (c. 134), & then T. sold the coffee, which 

produced more than sufficient to cover the bills 
drawn against it, & enough of the other securities 
to satisfy his debt :—Held: the Ceylon firm were 
entitled, as against the English firm in liquidation, 
to have the remaining securities in T.’s hands 
marshalled, & to have a lien thereon for the balance 
due to them upon the coffee transaction.—Re 
HOLLAND, Ke p. ALSTON (1868), 4 Ch. App. 168 ; 
19 L. T. 5423; 17 W. R. 266, L. C. & 1. J. 

Anndaton Apt: Re Stratton, Er p. Sulting (1883), 25 


2291. ——— Contract of hiring—-Pledge by mer- 
cantile agent.|— STROHMENGER v. ATTENBOROUGH 
(1894), 11 T. L. R. 7. 

See, further, BAILMENT, Vol. ITT., 
pp. 97, 98, Nos. 265-267. 


rn etree 
e 





SUB-SECT. 2.—RESALE OF GooDS BY BUYER. 

See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 47. 

2292. Seller’s rights not affected..— A resale of 
goods by a vendee, & payment to him, docs not 
destroy the vendor’s right of stoppage in transitu. 
--CRAVEN v. RYDER (1816), 6 Taunt. 433; 2 
Marsh. 127; 128 IX. R. 1108. 

Annotations :—Distd. Cowas-Jee v. Thompson (1845), 5 
Moo. P. C. C. 165. Refd. Dixon rv. Yates 1839); SRE 
Ad. 313; ve Cock, Ez p. Rosevear China Clay Co. (1879), 
11 Ch. D. 560. Mentd. Fragano v. Long (1825), 6 Dow. 
& Ry. K. B. 283; Scott v. England (1844), 4 L. T. O. S. 
Lr Schuster v. M‘Kellar & Young (1857), 3 Jur. N.S. 


2293. ——-.|—DIxon v. YATEs, No. 2063, ante. 

2294. Unless third party acquires title for 
value.|—-The mere fact that the purchaser of goods 
has resold them, & that the bill of lading has been 
made out in the name of the sub-purchaser, does 
not put an end to the transitus, or destroy the 
right of the original vendor to stop the goods 
an transitu. The rule being that effect will be 
given to a vendor’s right of stoppage in transitu, 
so far as the exercise of that right will not interfere 
with the rights of third parties acquired for value, 
it follows that an unpaid vendor, who has given 
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1. Contract to deliver logs at speri- 
fied time—Aasignment of contrac by 
eal i RE the purchaser of saw 
ogs to be delivered at certain specificd 
eae ne sana the contract, & the 

elivered one year’s supply of 
the logs to the qaaicnise: eWardds 
A., becoming insolvent, absconded, & 
the vendor refused to complete the 
contract, asserting a right to stop the 
goods in transitu, or to retain them in 
consequence of A.’s insolvency. The 


assignee commenced an action at law 
in A.’s name against the vendor, in 
which he recovered judgment ; 
bill by the vendor to restrain procecd- 
ings at law was dismissed with costs.— 


AIT v. SCOTT (1857), 6 Gr. 154.—CAN. 
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2292 i. Seller’s rights not affected.)— 
M‘Ewan Sons & Co. v. SMITH 
9 Dunil, (Ct. of Sess.), 434.—-SCOT. 

22941. ——— Unleas third party ac- 
quires title for value.]}—The vendor of 


SALE OF GOODS. 


a valid notice to stop in transitu before his vendee 
has received the purchase-money of the goods 
from his sub-purchaser, is entitled to have the 
original purchase-money satisfied out of the unpaid 
purchase-money of the sub-purchaser.—Re KNIGHT, 
Ex p. GOLDING Davis & Co., LTD. (1880), 13 Ch. D. 
628; 42 L. T. 270; 28 W. R. 481, C. A. 


Annotations :—Refd. Kemp v. Falk (1882), 7 App. Cas. 
573; Bellamy v. Davey, [1891] 3 Ch. 540. 


2295. Unless seller assents to sale—What 
amounts to assent.|—Defts. having sold a quantity 
of timber, then lying at their own wharf, to D., for 
bills payable at a future day, which timber was 
then marked by D. & a small part of it was for- 
warded by defts. to one place, & part to another, 
& then D., before the time of payment arrived, sold 
the whole to pltf., who notified such sale to defts., 
& was answered that it was very well, & then in 
the presence of defts. pltf. marked all the timber 
lying at their wharf, & afterwards marked that 
which had been forwarded to the other two 
stages :—Held: defts., after such assent to the 
transfer, & such marking by pltf., could not retain 
or stop any of the timber, as in transitu, upon the 
subsequent insolvency, before the day of payment, 
of D., the original vendee, to whom payment had 
been made by pltf., whatever question there might 
have been as between the original vendors & 
vendee.—STOVELD v. HuGHES (1811), 14 Hast, 
308; 104 BE. R. 619. 

Annotations :—- Distd. Townley v7. Crump (1835), 5 I. J. 
k. B. 14. Refd. Hawes v. Watson (1824), 2 B. & ©. 540; 
Holderness v. Shackles (1828), 3 Man. & Ky. K. B. 25. 
2296. Entry of sub-buyer’s name 

in seller’s books.]|-—A. purchased from DD). certain 

goods, lying at D.’s bonded warehouse under the 
charge of D.’s warehouse keeper, & entered at the 
custom house in D).’s name; <A. paid D. by bills 
at three months. On the same day A. sold part 

of the goods, still lying at D.’s warehouse, to P., 

& gave him a delivery order on D. for specific 

goods. WD., on receiving it, placed it on the file, 

&, unknown to P., put P.’s name, as purchaser, 

opposite the entry of the specified goods in the sale 

book, in which he had originally entered A.’s name 
as purchaser. P. afterwards, on several occasions, 
gave to D. delivery orders for portions of the 
voods. DD. thereupon signed a delivery order to 
his warehouse keeper, & those portions were 
delivered to P., he paying the duty. Without 

a delivery order by D. & payment of duties, the 

goods would not be delivered from the warehouse. 

A. afterwards, & before the bills given by him were 

due, became insolvent; & the bills were dis- 

honoured. YD. refused to deliver the remainder 
of the goods to P., alleging that he was entitled to 
detain them till A.’s debt to him was paid :— 

Held: he had no such right; by accepting the 

delivery order given by A. to P., without giving 

notice to P. of any contingent claim upon the 
goods in respect of A., D. must be held to have 
recognised P. as entitled to the absolute right in 
the property and the possession of the goods, & 
could not, as against P., set up any subsequent 
claim in respect of A.— PEARSON v. DAWSON (1858), 
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bonded goods, on the bkpcy. of the 
surchascer without payment of the price, 
8 not entitled to stop them as in 
transitu after the purc r bas sold 
them to a bond fide onerous purchaser, 
both sales having been intimated at the 
bonded cellar.—Top & Co. v. RATTRAY 
(1809), 15 Fac. Coll. 132.—SCOT. 


2296 i. ———- Unless seller assents to 
sale—What amounts to assent—Hniry 
of sub-buyer's name in seller’s books. }— 
}'LEMING v. SMITH & Co. (1881), 8 R. 
ie Sess) 648; 18 Sa L. R. 419.— 
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E.B. & E. 448; 27L. J.Q. B. 248; 31L.T. 0.8. 
177; 4 Jur. N.S. 1015; 120 E. R. 576. 

220 fe Se ee ee By Sale of 
Goods Act, 1898 (c. 71), s. 47, it is declared that 
the unpaid seller’s right of lien or retention or 
stoppage in transitu is not affected by any sale 
or other disposition of the goods which the buyer 
may have made, unless the seller has assented 
thercto :—Held: the mere assent of an unpaid 
seller to a sale by the buyer of an unascertained 
portion of the goods is not such an assent as is 
contemplated by Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), 
s. 47, as affecting the unpaid seller’s right of lien. 
To affect the lien the assent must be given in such 
circumstances as to show an intention on the part 
of the unpaid seller to renounce his right against 
the goods sold by the buyer. 

(2) Defts. sold oil to certain merchants. The 
merchants sold a portion of this oil to pltfs., giving 
them delivery orders addressed to defts., & direct- 
ing the latter to deliver to pltfs. or their order 

‘ex our contract.’ Pltfs. presented these orders 
to defts., who cither sent word that they were in 
order, or retained them without comment, & in 
cither case they entered in their books the names of 
pitts. While the merchants were punctual in their 
payments to defts. the latter regularly delivered 
oil on these orders to pltfs. or their sub-purchasers. 
The merchants fell into arrear with their payments, 
& defts., claiming to exercise their right of lien as 
unpaid sellers, refused to make any further 
deliveries against the merchants’ dclivery orders : 
—Held: defts. had not assented to the sales by 
the merchants to pltfs. so as to preclude them from 
exercising their right of lien as unpaid sellers. 


MORDAUNT BROTHERS v. BRITISH OIL & Cal 
Minus, Lrp., [1910] 2 K. B. 502; 79 L. J. K. B. 
967; 103 L. T. 217; 54 Sol. Jo. 654; 15 Com. 
Cas. 285. 


Annotation :-—As 

Oil Co. (1910), oF ibs 

2298. A cuuaalenenent of title 
to bailee.|—Deft., having a quantity of barley in 
sacks lying in his granary, which adjoined a rail- 
way station, sold eighty quarters of it to M. No 
particular sacks were appropriated to M., but the 
barley remained at the granary subject: to his 
orders. M. sold sixty quarters of it to pltf.. who 
paid him for them & received from him a delivery 
order addressed to the station master, aS was usual 
in such cases. P1tf. sent this order in a letter to 
the station master, saying, ‘‘ Please confirm this 
transfer.’? The station master showed the delivery 
order & pltf.’s letter to deft., who said, ‘‘ All right, 
when you get the forwarding note 1 will put. the 
barley on the line.” M. becamne bkpt., & deft., 
as unpaid vendor, refused to deliver the barley 
when the forwarding note was presented to him 
by the station master acting for pltf. :-—Held: 
deft. was estopped by his statement to the station 
master from denying that the property in the 
goods had passed to pltf.; for, by making such 
statement, he induced pitt. to rest satisfied under 
the belief that the property had passed, & so to 
alter his position by abstaining from demanding 
back the money which he paid to M.—KNiaurs v. 
WIFFEN (1870), L. R. 5 Q. B. 660; 40 L. J. Q. i. 
51; 23 L. T. 610; 19 W. R. 244. 
Annotations :—Apld. Henderson v. Williams, [1895] 1 Q. B. 

21; Dixon tv. Kennaway, [1900] 1 Ch. 833. efd. 


Colley ». Overseas Exporters (1919) Ltd., (1921] 3 K. H. 
- Laurie & Morewood v. Dudin, [1926] 1 K. B. 223. 


Oy. Apld, aoe ve. Anglo-American 
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m. When seller’s rights defeated— 
Bilis of lading—v‘'ransfer or pledge for 
value d? without notice.|—The consignor 
in a bill of lading loses his right of stop- 


page in transitu, upen the insolvency 
of the consignee, when, prior to the in- 
solvency, the bill of lading has been 
transferred by indorsement to a pur- 
chaser for value, bond side, & without 
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Mentd. Simm v. Anglo-American Telegraph ee o Anglo: 

American Telegraph Co. v. Spurling (1879), D. 

1880; Joseph v. Webb, apataa Lyons, Jose i. sideook. 

Joseph v. Jones (1883), C . & El. ; Kingston-upon- 

Hull Corpn. v. Harding, tert 2 Q. B. 494; Foster v. 

Pyne 1 oon & Dry Docks Co. & Renwick (1893), ae 

B. 50; Sheffield Corpn. v. Barclay (1902), 8 

Com ee 49; Monarch Motor Car Co. v. Pease (1903), 

19 fy lL. Te 148. 

2299. __-—- -——- Intention to renounce 
rights.|—Morpaunr BROTHERS v. BRITISH OIL & 
Cake Minus, Lrp., No. 2297, ante. 

2300. Mere acknowledgment of 
sale.|\—MonrbDAUNT BROTHERS v. Brirish Om & 
CAKE M1118, Lrp., No. 2297, ante. 





ee 











2301. ——-- ——— .\—POULTON & SON 
v. ANGLO-AMERICAN OIL Co., Lrp., No. 2077, 
anle. 





SUB-SECT. 3.—PLEDGE OR TRANSFER OF 
DOCUMENTS OF TITLE. 

See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), 5. 473 
Factors Act, 1889 (c. 45), ss. 9, 10. 

2302. Whether seller’s rights defeated—Bills of 
lading—Pledgee subsequently becoming partner of 
pledger—Partnership agreement showing that seller 
unpaid.|—If the consignee of goods, to whom the 
bill of lading is indorsed in blank, assign it over as 
a security for acceptances given by the assignee, 
not amounting to the value of the goods, & after- 
wards by an agrecment between them they 
become partners in the goods, by which agreement 
it appears that the consignor has not been paid 
for them, the assignee of the bill of lading cannot 
maintain trover against the consignor if he stop 
the goods in transitu upon the insolvency of the 
consignee.—SALOMONS v. NISSEN (1788), 2 Term 
Rep. 674; 100 EK. R. 368. 

Annotation :—Distd. Cuming v. Brown (1808), 9 East, 506. 

2303. Transfer or pledge for value & 
without notice. |—-LicKBARROW v. MASON, No. 2115, 
ante, 

2304. .I—W. shipped at Leghorn 
23 casks of oil, on account & by the order of L. at 
Liverpool, & transmitted to him a bill of lading. 
Before the arrival of the oil, L. indorsed the bill of 
lading, & deposited it with H., who advanced 
money on it, having previously advanced money 
on other goods, the property of L., deposited with 
him. On the arrival of the oil, L. having pre- 
viously become bkpt., & W. not having been paid 
for it, W.’s agents claimed it of the master of the 
ship; but the latter delivered it to H., who after- 
wards sold the goods of L. as well as the oil of W. 
The net proceeds of the goods belonging to L. were 
sufficient to satisfy the debt due from L. to H. 
Hi. paid himself his debt, & deposited the net 
proceeds of W.’s oil with a third person, to abide 
the event of the award of an arbitrator to whom 
all disputes between W. & the assignecs of L. were 
referred. The arbitrator having stated the above 
facts on his award for the opinion of this ct. :— 
Held: W., the unpaid vendor of the oil, had, at 
the time when his agents claimed it, no right to 
take possession on the insolvency of L., because 
the property in & the right to the possession was 
then vested in H., the indorsee of the bill of lading 
for value; & further, W. had not, by reason of 
such claim, any legal right to the possession of the 
goods after H.’s lien was satisfied: but in a ct. of 
equity, such transfer to H. would be treated as a 








ee a reer 








notico of the consignec’s insolvency.— 
KEMP v. CANAVAN (1864), 15 I. C.L. RR. 
a ——IR. 

—— —— Notice of purchaser's 
insoloeney: }—CLEMENTSON 2. GRAND 
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Sect. 5.— Effect of disposition by buyer on seller’s rights 
of lien and stoppage in transitu: Sub-sect. 3.] 


pledge or mtge. only, & therefore W., by his 

attempted stoppage in transitu, acquired a right 

to the goods in equity, subject to H.’s lien against 

the assignees of L.—Re WESTZINTHUS (1833), 5 

B. & Ad. 817; 2 Nev. &M. K. B. 644; 3L.5.K. B. 

56; 110 HE. R. 992. 

Annotations :—Apld. Spalding v. muding (1843), G Beav. 
376. Consd. Rodger v. Comptoir d’Kscompte de Paris 
(1869), 21 L. T._33. Apld. Kemp v. Falk (1882), 7 App. 
Cas. 573. Consd. Sewell v. Burdick (1884), 10 App Cas. 
74. Refd. Phillips ». Huth (1840), 6 M. & W. 572; 
Broadbent v, Barlow (1861), 3 De G. F. & J. 570; The 
Marie Joseph (1866), Brown. & Lush. 449; Meyerstein v. 
Barber (1866), L. R. 2 C. P. 38. 

2305, —--— -|—In equity, a transfer of 
goods for valuable consideration by a consignee 
for a limited purpose, does not destroy the con- 
signor’s right of stoppage in transitu, ullra the 
particular lien of the transferee. 

A. consigned goods of the value of £1,800 to B., 
who transferred the bill of lading to C., to secure 
£1,000. LB. having become bkpt., C., as B.’s 
factor, claimed as against A.’s title to stop in 
transitu, a right to retain the whole, in satisfaction 
of a general balance due to him from B. :—Held: 
he was not entitled beyond the £1,000; & A.’s 
remedy against C. for the surplus was in equity.— 
SPALDING v. Rupina (1843), 6 Beav. 376; 12 
1, J. Ch. 503; 11. T. O. S. 384; 7 Jur. 783; 49 
a a 871; on appeal (1846), 15 L. J. Ch. 374, 
Annotations :—Apld. Berndtson +. Strang (1867), L. I. 4 

Kq. 481; Coventry v. Gladstor » (1868), L. R. 6 Eq. 44. 

Consd. Rodger v. Comptoir d’kscompte de Paris (1869), 

L. R. 2 P. C, 393. Apld. Kemp v. Falk (1882), 7 App. 

Cas. 573. Consd. Sewell v. Burdick (1884), 10 App. Cas. 

74. Refd. The Marie Joseph (1866), Brown. & Lush. 

449. Mentd. Pigott v. Pigott (1867), L. R. 4 Eq. 549. 

2306. ——~ -|—Defts., merchants resi- 
dent in Ireland, wrote to A., a merchant resident in 
London, authorising him “to take for us two 
cargoes ’’ of Ibraila corn 1,000 to 1,500 quarters 
at 24s. to 24s. 3d., ‘‘ payment by our acceptance 
at two or three months,” & in postscript added, 
‘“You may go to 24s. G6d., if you find you cannot 
do the work at 24s. or 24s. 3d.” A. made a bargain 
with Rt., a merchant resident in London, for a cargo 
by the “ C.,” & sent him a note commencing ‘‘ Sold 
by order & for account of R. to our principals the 
cargo ’’ of Bulgarian corn per “ C.’”’ at 24s. 6d. per 
quarter, freight & insurance, ‘Sellers to pay a 
commission of .2 per cent. Payment in cash ”’ 
in one week after receipt of documents. On the 
same day R. in his books debited A. with the 
price of the cargo, & sent A. the shipping docu- 
ments with the bill of lading indorsed, & an invoice 
headed “ A. bought of R.’? On the same day, 
A. wrote to defts. ‘‘ to advise having purchased 
for your account the cargo of Bulgarian corn per 
“¢.,” at 24s. 9d. per quarter C.F. & I., which is 
3d. per quarter over your limit for Ibraila, but 
proportionatcly cheaper.’ In this letter were 
inclosed the shipping documents of the ‘C.,” 
including the indorsed bill of lading, & an invoice 
headed ‘‘ Invoice of a cargo, etc., bought by order 
& for account & risk ”’ of defts.; & a draft for the 
price at 24s. 9d., drawn by A. on defts. Defts. 
returned the draft accepted, stating in the letter, 
‘* We note purchase of corn per ‘C.’ at 248. 9d. 
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We would much rather have had Ibraila at 24s. or 
24s. 3d.” After this, whilst the bill was still 
current, & before the arrival of the “C.,’’ A. 
failed. RR. stopped the cargo of the ‘‘ C.,”’ treating 
A. as the purchaser, & claiming to be an unpaid 
vendor to him. Defts., on receiving an indemnity 
from R. against the bill, paid him the price less 
discount, at the rate of 24s. 6d., being less than 
the sum for which the bill was accepted, which was 
at the rate of 24s. 9d. The assignees of A., who 
had become bkpt., sued defts. on the bill. R. 
defended the action for them, on the ground that 
the consideration for the bill had failed. A case 
was stated for this ct., in which the correspondence, 
containing as above stated, was set out, & the ct. 
had power to draw inferences of fact :—Held: 
the indorsed bill of lading being assigned to defts. 
for value, R. had no right to stop in transitu ; 
consequently, the payment of R. by defts. was in 
their own wrong; & the consideration for the bill 
of exchange had not failed, & pltfs. were entitled 
to judgment.—PENNELL v. ALEXANDER (1854), 3 
E. & B. 283; 23 L. J. Q. B. 171; 22 L. I. O. S. 
274; 18 Jur. 627; 118 EH. WR. 1146. 

Annotations :-—Refd. Humfrey v. Dale (1858), 31 Iu. T. O. S. 
328; Risbourg v. Bruckner (1858), 27 L. J. C. P. 90; 
Southwell v. Bowditch (1876), 1 C. BP. D. 374. 

2307. -.|—A bill of lading for the 
delivery of goods to order & assigns, is a negotiable 
instrument, which by indorsement & delivery 
passes the property in the goods to the indorsce, 
subject only to the right of the unpaid vendor to 
stop them in transilu. The indorsee may deprive 
the vendor of this right by indorsing the bill of 
lading for valuable considcration, although the 
goods are not paid for; even if bills have been 
given which are certain to be dishonoured, pro- 
vided the indorsee for value has acted bond fide & 
without notice. <A firm, M. & D., in France sold, 
through their agent in England, to S. & 'T. a lot 
of linsecd cake, payable by bill at three months’ 
date, & shipped the same. A. bill of lading, signed 
by the master & indorsed by M. & JD., was 
delivered to S. & T. in exchange for their accept- 
ance at three months’ date. Afterwards the bill 
of lading was redelivered to M. & D.’s agent to 
hold as security against the acceptance. 'T., a 
member of the firm of S. & 'T., subsequently 
obtained the bill of lading from M. & D.’s agent, 
by a fraudulent misrepresentation, & indorsed & 
delivered it to P. & co., for value, without notice 
of the fraud. Before the goods arrived in England, 
S. & T. became insolvent :—-Held: (1) the firm of 
S. & T. acquired no new title to the goods by the 
fraud of T., as it merely invested them with the 
temporary power of transferring their property 
in the goods; (2) theright of M.& D., the vendors, 
to stop in transilu was gone, as the transfer to 
P. & co. was bond fide, & for a valuable considera- 
tion in ignorance of T.’s fraud. 

An ownership which was at the time perfect in 
law, though voidable as to part, viz. the posscssion, 
cannot in principle be treated differently from an 
ownership voidable as to the whole, but is in the 
interim protected by the interposition of a bond 
fide purchaser for valuable consideration (LORD 
CHELMSFORD, C.).—PEASE v. GLOAHEC, THE MARIE 
JOSEPH (1866), L. KR. 1 P. C. 219; Brown. & Lush. 
449; 3Moo. P.C.C. N.S. 556; 351. J.P. C. 66; 
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15 L. T. 6; 12 Jur. N.S. 677; 15 W. RB. 201; 2 
peter C. 394, P. C. 
nnotations :—Generally, ‘ »L. R. 

LAL & i. 3703 Candy > Lindsay (eit BOW Re kOG. 

Mentd. Ie Overend Gurney, Ex p, Oakes & Peek (1867), 

L. R. 3 Eq. 576. 

_ 2308. ——_- —— -——.]—-Where notice to stop 
in transitu is given to shipowners, they are bound 
to forward it with reasonable diligence to the 
master of their ship. A notice so forwarded & 
received by the master is a valid & sufficient notice 
to him. 

The purchaser of goods, shipped by the vendor, 
consigned them abroad, & indorsed the bill of 
lading to a bank as security for an advance. 
Afterwards & before the arrival of the ship the 
consignees sold the goods ‘‘to arrive’’ to sub- 
purchasers, to whom they were delivered. The 
purchaser having become bkpt., the unpaid vendor 
gave notice to the master, after the sub-sales, but 
before delivery & before payment of the freight, 
to stop the goods in transitu. The consignees 
remitted the procecds of the sub-sales to the bank, 
who after repaying themselves their advance 
handed to the trustee of bkpt. the balance, which 
was less than the original purchase-money :— 
Held: the principles established by Re West- 
zinthus, No. 2304, ante; & Spalding v. Ruding, 
No. 2305, ante, were applicable; the right of 
stoppage in transitu was not at an end when the 
notice was given; & the vendor was entitled to 
the balance after satisfaction of the bank’s claim. 

It is not consistent with my idea of the right of 
stoppage in transitu that it should apply to any- 
thing except to the goods which are in transilu 
(LORD SELRORNE, C.).— Kemp v. FanK (1882), 7 
App. Cas. 573; 52 L. J. Ch. 167; 471. I. 4543 5 
Asp. M. L. C. 13 sub nom. Re Kiett, Kemp v. 
KALK, 31 W. R. 125, If. L. 


Annotations :-—Refd. Sewell v. Burdick (1884), 10 App. Cas. 
ie a Boon $.8. Co. v. Cargo Vleet Iron Co., [1916] 2 


2309. —-— ——.|—CAHUN v. POCKETT’S 
Briston CHANNEL STEAM PACKET Co., No. 1852, 
ante. 

2310. —-— —-—- Knowledge that seller not 
paid in cash.|—The property of goods passes by 
the indorsement & delivery of the bill of lading by 
the consignee to another bond fide for a valuable 
consideration & without collusion with the con- 
signee, although the indorsee knew at the time 
that the consignor had not received money pay- 
ment for hig goods, but had taken the consignee’s 
acceptances payable at a future day not then 
arrived; & after such assignment of the bill of 
lading the consignor cannot stop the goods in 
iransitu upon the insolvency of the original con- 
signee.—-CUMING v. BROWN (1808), 9 East, 506; 
103 E. R. 666. 

Annotation -—Refd. Jones v. Jones (1841), 8 M. & W. 431. 

2311. Bill indorsed to purchaser’s 
factor.|—The unpaid vendor may stop in transitu 
before the goods come to the hands of the vendee’s 
factor, although the factor has the bill of lading, 
indorsed to order, in his hands, & is under accept- 
ance to the vendee on a general account ; where- 
fore, in such case, where the vendee became bkpt., 
& the factor also became bkpt., & the messenger 
under the factor’s commission, upon the arrival of 
the ship, went on board, & seized the cargo, the 
agent of the vendor having previously given notice 
to the captain to deliver the cargo to him, & the 
captain having agreed thereto :—Held: trover 
would lie by the vendor against the assignee of 




















bkpt. factor.—PaTTEN v. THOMPSON (1816), 5, 


M. & S. 350; 105 H. R. 1079. 
Annotation :—Refd. The Marie Joseph (1866), Brown. & 
Lush. 449. 
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2812. Bill obtained by fraud of 
purchaser.|—-A. has some rum in the West India 
Docks, which he sells to B. The rum is to be 
shipped by A. in a vessel chartered by B. Before 
the rum is delivered on board the vessel, B. gets 
a bill of lading from the captain ; he then sells the 
rum in question to C., who pays B. for it, upon an 
indorsement of the bill of lading. A. being unpaid, 
& suspecting the solvency of B., takes some part 
of the rum forcibly from out of the vessel, & 
countermands the delivery of the rest. In trover 
by C. against A. to recover the rum :—Held: C, 
gained no good title under the bill of lading ; such 
bill being fraudulent, inasmuch as B. procured it 
to be signed by the captain before the rum was 
delivered on board the ship.—Osry v. GARDNER 
(1816), Holt, N. P. 405; 171 EB. R. 286, N. P. 

2313. Seller not parting with 
control.|—Pltfs. shipped goods to the order of 
Messrs. D., & received a receipt for them from the 
mate in charge of the vessel. Before the vessel 
sailed, & before the bill of lading had been given 
to plifs., Messrs. D. became insolvent, having 
previously indorsed the bill of lading to Hf. for 
valuable consideration without the knowledge of 
pltfs.:—Held: pltfis. had not parted with the 
control over the goods; & an injunction was 
granted to restrain the ship from sailing with the 
goods on board.—NEWTON v. HUBBACK (1854), 2 
W. R. 339. 

2314. --—— —-—— ----— Bill indorsed in blank.;— 
B., a Dantzig merchant, sold wheat to W., an 
Amsterdam merchant, to be paid for by drafts, to 
be drawn by B. on C., a London merchant, against 
bills of lading. W. was in fact, though that was 
not disclosed to L., acting for P., another London 
Merchant. W. wrote to C. opening a credit, on 
account of P., in favour of B., to be drawn on 
against bills of lading, P. 10 be debited with the 
amount. B. forwarded a bill of lading, indorsed 
by him in blank, to C. in a letter stating that, 
‘‘ according to instructions from W.,’? we hand you 
bill of lading, ‘‘ & request you to follow’’ his 
instructions respecting the document ‘“ by whose 
order, & for whose account,’ we draw on you, 
“which drafts we recommend to your kind pro- 
tection.”? On the day after C.’s receipt of this 
letter, the draft was left with C. for acceptance. 
P., on the same day, being in actual possession of 
the bill of lading, pledged it with G., who bond fide 
gave value forit. On the evening of the same day, 
P, was arrested on a criminal charge; & he after- 
wards became bkpt. C. did not accept the draft ; 
&, on the ensuing day, became bkpt. W. also 
failed. B. stopped the cargo in transitu.§ G. 
brought trover against him for the cargo. On a 
case stating the above facts, with power for the ct. 
to draw inferences of fact :—-Held: LB. primd facie 
had the right to stop in Iransitu; & G., though a 
bond fide transferee for value of the endorsed bill 
of lading from P., was not entitled to the cargo, 
unless P. had, not merely possession of the bill of 
lading, but a right to transfer it; inasmuch as 
bills of lading are not negotiable to the same 
extent as bills of exchange; but C. was entitled 
to hand over the bill of lading to P.; the letter 
from B. not imposing any condition to prevent C. 
from doing so, & the ct., as an inference of fact, 
thought that C. had so handed it over to P.— 
GURNEY v. BEHREND (1854), 3 E. & B. 6225 23 
L. J. Q. B. 265; 23 L. T. 0. 8. 89; 18 Jur. 856 ; 
2W.R. 425; 118 E.R. 1275. 

Annotations :—Consd. The Tigress (1863), Brown, & Lush, 














Gonsd. Shepherd v. Harrison (1869), L. R. 4 Q, B. 196; 


636 


Sect, 5.— Effect of disposition by buyer on seller's rights 
of lien and stoppage in transitu: Sub-sect. 3. 
Sect. 6: Sub-sects. 1 & 2) 


Leask v. Scott (1877), 46 L. . 576: Glyn Mills v. 
Kast & West India Dock Co. tis 2), 47 L. T. 309. 











2315. Past a riacaiaes 
RODGER v. COMPTOIR D’ESCOMPTE DE PARIS, 
No. 2195, ante. 

2816 —TThe transfer of a 














bill of lading for valuable consideration to a bond 
fide transferee defeats the right of stoppage in 
transitu of the unpaid vendor of the goods, although 


the consideration was past & not given at the time: 


the bill of lading was handed to the transferee by 
the lawful holder. 

In Dec. 1875, G. & co. purchased from deft. a 
shipment of nuts, to be paid for by acceptance at 
three months on receipt of shipping documents. 
On Jan. 1, 1876, G. & co., being already indebted 
to pltf., applied to him for a further advance, 
which, he said, he would give, but they must first 
cover their account. G. & co. promised to give 
him cover, not naming any particular securities, 
& pitf. at once advanced them a further sum of 
£2,000. On Jan. 4, the bill of lading of the nuts, 
indorsed in blank, came into the possession of G. & 
co. from deft., & they accepted deft.’s draft; & 
on the following day they handed the bill of lading 
to pltf. with other securities, in fulfilment of their 
promise to give him cover. This transaction 
between pltf. & G. & co. was bond fide. On the 
arrival of the ship on Feb. 3, G. & co. having in 
the meantime stopped payment, deft. sought to 
stop the nuts in transitu, .< pltf. claimed them 
under the bill of lading :—Held: pltf. had a good 
title as against deft.—Lrask v. Scotr (1877), 2 
Q. B. D. 376; 46 L. J. Q. B. 576; 36 L. IT. 784; 
25 W. R. 6543; 3 Asp. M. L. C. 469, C. A. 
Annotation :—Mentd. Venn v. Tedesco, [1926] 2 K. B. 227. 

2317. Notice of purchaser’s in- 
solvency.|—VERTUE v. JEWELL, No. 228], ante. 

2318. .|— Where goods have been 
sold by a miller under circumstances which give 
him the right of refusing to deliver them, evidence 
of the insolvent state of the buyer’s circumstances 
cannot be received in an action of trover, brought 
by the indorsee of the bill of lading against the 
wharfingers of the miller, unless such evidence can 
be brought home to the knowledge of pltf.— 
HOLLIDAY v. MANN (1826), 2 C. & P. 509; 172 
ii. R. 231, N. P. 























2319. Dock warrants.|—-KEYSER v. SUSE, 
No. 22438, ante. 
2320. Delivery orders—Person transferring 


not in possession of bill of lading.|—JENKYNS v. 





USBORNE, No. 2236, ante. 

2321. ——.]—M‘EwaNn v. SmitH, No. 1367, 
ante. 

2322. —-—- Consignment notes.] — lResp., a 


grower of cocoa in the Gold Coast Colony, there 
consigned by railway 1,050 bags of cocoa to L., to 
whom he had previously sold cocoa. Before a 
difference as to the price had been settled, L. sold 
the cocoa to applts. & handed the consignment 
notes to their agent, who reconsigned the cocoa to 
applts. Applts. bought in good faith & for the 
full price. Resp. sued applts. in the Colony for 
damages for conversion :—Held: resp. by his 
conduct was precluded from setting up his title 
against applts., & accordingly the action failed.— 
COMMONWEALTH TRUST v. AKOTEY, [1926] A. C. 
72; 941. J.P. C. 167; 184 L. 7.33; 41 T.L. RR. 
641, P. C. 

Annotations :—Refd. Nanka-Bruce v. Commonwealth Trust, 


{1926] A. C. 77. Mentd. Jones v. Waring & Gillow, 
(1926) AL C. 670. 


SALE OF GOODS. 


2823. —-— Delivery orders—Obtained in good 
faith—-Goods identified & appropriated.|—A., by 
means of fraudulent misrepresentations as to his 
solvency, induced the owner of a cargo of timber 
to sell it to him. He accepted bills for the pr ice, 
& in return received the bill of lading blank 
indorsed. The timber, on delivery, was stored 
with a firm of timber measurers subject to A.’s 
orders. A. borrowed money from certain lenders, 
one of whom was aware that A. was in great 
financial difficulties, & in security therefor he 
granted to the lenders delivery orders for certain 
parcels of timber. Shortly afterwards A. became 
bkpt. The sale, on the ground of A.’s fraud, was 
subsequently reduced at the instance of the unpaid 
vendor, who claimed the whole of the timber as 
being still his property. Claims were also made by 
the holders of the delivery orders to the portions 
of the timber covered by these orders. The 
First Division held that the holders of the delivery 
orders had obtained them for value & in good 
faith ; that the timber transferred by the delivery 
orders had been sufficiently identified & appro- 
priated to the transferees; & that consequently 
the holders of the delivery orders had acquired a 

valid title to the timber good against the unpaid 
vendor. In an appeal the House affirmed that 
judgment, with a variation as to a small portion 
of the timber, consisting of 300 logs, which the 
Jlouse held, on the evidence, had not been suffi- 
ciently identified & appropriated to the trans- 
ferees.—PRICE & PIERCE, LTD. v. BANK OF SCOT- 
LAND, [1912] S. C. (H. L.) 19. 

2324. Pledgee holding other securities—Right of 
ri to marshal.|—Re WESTZINTHUS, No. 2304, 
ante. 


SEct. 6.—EFFECT OF FXERCISE BY SELLER OF 
RIGHTS OF LIEN AND STOPPAGE IN TRANSITU. 


SUB-SECT. ].—IN GENERAL. 


See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 48 (1). 

2325. Whether rescission of contract.}—Where 
the vendor has a right to stop in transitu, & 
exercises that right, & the whole matter rests 
in contract, without any completion, either by 
payment on one part, or by delivery on the other, 
the stoppage in transitu amounts to a rescinding 
of the contract, so as to revest the right of property 
in the goods in the vendor. 

Accordingly, where, under such circumstances, 
the vendor rescinded the contract :—Held: the 
assignee of bkpt. vendee could not maintain an 
action on a policy of insurance on the goods, 
effected in the name of bkpt., he having no insur- 
able interest in them.—-CLAY v. HARRISON (1829), 
10 B. & C. 993; LL. & Welsb. 104; 5 Man. & Ry. 
K.B.17; 8L.J.0.8. K. B. 90; 109 E. lh. 388. 
Annoiolions :—Refd. Stephens v. Wilkinson ara) 2 B. & 

Ad. 320; Edwards v. Brewer (1837), 2 M. & W. 3 

James v. Griffin te 2M. & W. 623; Stockdale v. 

Dunlop (1840), oe ix. 833 Wentworth v. Outhwaite 

(1842), 10 M. & W. 436. 

2326. J Were the consignee transfers 
bills of lading to creditor, as a security for his 
debt, & the consignor stops the goods in transitu, 
creditor may issue a fiat against the consignee on 
his original debts. 

It is clear that petitioning creditor had a right, 
under these circumstances, to repudiate his claim 
on the bills of lading, & to issue a flat on the 
original debt. Having done so, whatever may 
become of the right of the consignor to stop in 
transitu, the assignees have a right to fo hold petition- 
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ing creditor to his relinquishment of the bills of 
lading (ROSE, J.).—Re ASHTON, Ex p. ASHTON 
(1832), 2 Deac. & Ch. 5, Ct. of R. 








2327. -}—WENTWORTH v. OUTHWAITE, No. 
2181, ante. 
2828. .|—A bill in equity will lie to enforce 


a right of stoppage in transitu. Goods were 
shipped by a vendor on board a ship belonging 
to the purchaser, but employed as a general trader. 
Four bills of lading were made, under which the 
goods were deliverable to the purchaser or assigns ; 
three of the bills were kept by the vendor, & one 
by the master of the ship :—Held: the delivery 
on board the purchaser’s ship was delivery to the 
eee so as to preclude stoppage in transitu 

efore the delivery of the goods at the port of 
consignment. 

If the goods are actually delivered to an agent 
of the vendec, employed by him to receive delivery, 
the vendor is divested of his right of stoppage 
an transitu. On the other hand, although there 
is an actual delivery to the vendee’s agent, the 
vendor may annex terms to such delivery, & so 
prevent it from being absolute & irrevocable. 
In this case the goods were shipped on board the 
consignee’s own ship & delivered into the posses- 
sion of his own servant, the master, who signed 
bills of lading making the goods deliverable to 
the consignee or assigns. There was therefore a 
delivery to the agent for his principal & no control 
over the delivery was in terms reserved to the 
vendor. ... Supposing pltf. to have been 
ignorant of the fact that the vessel . . . belonged 
to the consignee a question might have arisen 
whether the delivery could properly be held to be 
complete (LORD CHELMSFORD, I..C.).—SCHOTSMANS 
v. LANCASHIRE & YORKSHIRE Ry. Co. (1867), 2 
Ch. App. 3382; 36 LL. J. Ch. 361; 16 L. T. 189; 
15 W. RR. 5387; 2 Mar. L. C. 485, L. C. & L. J. 
a eee Berndtson v. Strang (1867), L. R. 


2329. .|—(1) Where goods are stopped 
while in transit & before they reach their specified 
ultimate destination by notice from an unpaid 
vendor, the carrier is bound to act upon the 
notice by delivering the goods to, or according 
to the directions of, the vendor, & if he fails to 
do so he is liable to an action by the vendor for 
wrongful conversion. 

(2) The vendor on his part, although he is not 
a party to the contract of affreightment, is bound 
to take the goods or give directions for their 
delivery on arrival & to discharge the carricr’s 
lien for freight, & if he refuses to perform this 
obligation he is liable in damages to the carrier 
for the amount of the freight. 

(3) If the conduct of a vendor who has stopped 
goods in transit prevents them from being carried 
on to their specified ultimate destination, he is 
liable for the freight not only in respect of the 
whole voyage to the place at which the goods are 
in fact landed, but also to the ultimate destination. 

(4) The effect of stoppage tw transitu is not to 
rescind the contract between the carricr & the 
purchaser or to vest the property in the goods in 
the unpaid vendor.—BooTn 8.S. Co., Lrb. v. 
CARGO FLEET IRON Co., Lrp., [1916] 2 K. B. 
570; 85 L. J. K. B. 1577; 115 L. T. 1993; 32 
T. L. R. 585; 138 Asp. M. L. C. 451; 22 Com. Cas. 
9, C. A. 

2330. Carrier delivering goods by mistake 
after notice.|—If a carrier, after notice from the 
vendor of goods to stop them in itransitu, by mis- 
take delivers them to the vendee, the sale is 
nevertheless rescinded, & the vendor may bring 
troyer for them against the vendee.—LiTr v. 
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CowLEy (1816), Holt, N. P. 338; 2 Marsh. 457; 

7 Taunt. 169; 129 E. Rh. 68. 

Annotations :—Refd. Clay v. Harrison (1829), 5 Man. & Ry. 
K. B. 173 Whitehead v. Anderson (1842), 9 M. & W. 518; 
Booth 8.8. Co. v. Cargo Flect Iron Co., [1916] 2 K. B. 570. 


2331. Purchaser ceases to have insurable interest 
—Policy effected before stoppage void.|—CiLAy v. 
HARRISON, No. 2325, anle. 

2332. Whether property revested in seller.|— 
CLAY v. Harrison, No. 2325, ante. 

2333. .|— WENTWORTH v. OUTHWAITE, No. 
2181, ante. . 

2334. ———.|—Bootu S.S. Co., Lrp. v. CARGO 
FLEET Iron Co., Lrp., No. 2329, ante. 

2335. Duty of seller to pay carrier’s freight.|— 
F. & co., shipowners at Liverpool, requested defts. 
to purchase for them, through defts.’ Calcutta 
house, a quantity of cotton, to be shipped on 
board two ships of F. & co., which were then on 
their way to Calcutta, consigned tu defts.; &, 
as the goods were to be shipped on owners’ 
account, they consented to a nominal rate of 
freight being inserted in the bill of lading. Before 
the execution of the order, one of the ships, the 
Royal Sovereign, was transferred to pltfs. Defts., 
through their Calcutta house, executed the order, 
&, having no notice of the transfer to pltfs., 
shipped part of the cotton on board the /toyal 
Sovereign, the master, who also had no notice of 
the transfer, signing bills of lading to defts.’ order 
‘‘ freight for the goods free on owners’ account.’’ 
Before the arrival of the ship in England F. & co. 
stopped payment, & defts. claimed to stop the 
goods in transitu.$ On her arrival pltfs. imme- 
diately took possession of the ship, & claimed 
freight. On a case stated, raising the question 
whether pltfs. were entitled as against defts. to 
freight, or to a sum equivalent to freight, for the 
carriage of the goods:—Held: pltfs. were not 
so entitled.-—-MERCANTILE BANK v. GLADSTONE 
(1868), L. R. 3 Exch. 238; 37 L. J. Ex. 1380; 18 
L. T. 641; 17 W. R. 113 3 Mar. J. C. 87. 
Ana :—Refd. Keith v. Burrows (1877), 2 App. Cas. 





2336. ——_.|—-Booru S.S. Co., Lrp. v. CARGo 
FLEET [Ron Co., Lrp., No. 2329, ante. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—REDELIVERY OF Goops. 

2337. Duty to redeliver.|—(1) A merchant who 
purchases goods on his own credit for another, 
to whom he indorses a bill of lading of the goods, 
stands, for the purpose of stoppage in transitu, 
in the position of vendor; & the indorsement by 
him of one bill of lading to the vendee does not, 
of itself, defeat his right to stop an transitu. 

The vendor claiming to stop need not repre- 
sent to the master that the bill of lading is still 
in the hands of his vendee. 

(2) Upon the vendor asserting his right to stop 
in transitu, the master, unless aware of some 
legal defeasance of such right, is bound to deliver 
the goods to him, & his refusal so to deliver con- 
stitutes a ‘‘ breach of duty ’”’ within Admiralty 
Court Act, 1861 (c. 10), s. 6, for which the stop 
will be liable. 

(3) The mere indorsement of one bill of lading 
by the vendor to the vendee does not defeat the 
vendor’s right to stop.—THE TIGREss (or TiaRris) 
(1863), Brown. & Lush. 38; 1 New Rep. 449; 
321.6J.P.M.&A.97; 8L.T.117; 9 Jur. N.S. 
361; 11 W. R. 538; 1 Mar. L. C. 323; 167 BK. R. 
286. 

Annotations :—As to (2) Refd. Booth S.8. Co. ». Cargo Fleet 


Iron Co., [1916] 2 K. B. 570. Generally, Refd. Gaudet v. 


Brown, Argos (Cargo Kx), Geipel v. Cornforth, The 
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Sect. 6.—Effect of emercise by seller of rights of lien 


’ 


and stoppage in transitu: Sub-sect. 2. Sects. 7 


& 8: Sub-sect. 1.) 
Hewsons (1873), 28 L. I. ue 
India Dock Co, (1882), 7 
Princess Royal ee re ao 3A 
(1871), L. R23 AL & 

2338. Liability in en for failure to deliver.|— 
MILLS v. BALL, No. 2258, ante. 

2339. .|—The vendor of a quantity of tin 
shipped the same on board a ship bound to Leg- 
horn by the orders of the vendee. The captain, 
by his bill of lading, undertook to deliver the 
tin to an individual at Leghorn. The tin being 
heavy, was placed at the bottom of the hold, 
with other goods over it. The vendee having 
become bkpt., the vendor required the captain 
to deliver up the tin, but did not tender the freight 
or offer to make any compensation to him for the 
trouble of unloading the vessel. The latter 
refused, alleging that he had signed a bill of lading 
to deliver the tin to another person :—Held: this 
was sufficient evidence of a conversion.—THOMP- 
SON v. TRAIL (1826), 6 B. & C. 36; 2 C. & P. 334 ; 
9 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 31; 5 L. J. O. S. K. B. 34; 
108 KE. R. 366. 

Annotations :—Consd. Thompson v. Snall (1845), 1 C. B. 
328. efd. Cowas-Jce v. @hompaon (1845), 5 Moo. P. CG. C. 
165; Tindall v. aruvicr (1854), 4 EK. & B. 219; The Bahia 
(1864), 11 Jur. N.S. 90. 

2340. -.|—SCHOTSMANS v. LANCASHIRE & 
YORKSHIRE Ry. Co., No. 2328, ante. 

2341. .|—The statement of claim alleged 
that pltf. as vendor of gonds, delivered them to 
defts., a railway co., as c.rriers for reward, the 
goods being consigned to the intending pur- 
chasers ; that afterwards & before the goods had 
been delivered to the consignees or claimed by 
them from defts., pltf. discovered that the con- 
signees were insolvent, & as unpaid vendor, gave 
notice to defts. not to deliver the goods to the 
consignees, but. to hold them to pltf.’s order, & 
before the goods were delivered to the consignees 
pitf. required detts. to redeliver them to him; 
that defts. refused to do so, & delivered them to 
the consignees who absconded without paying 
for the goods. fPltf. claimed their valuc, viz. 
£12 16s. 6d. as damages. Defts. paid that sum 
into ct. & pltf. took it out in satisfaction :—- 
Held: the action was ‘“ founded on tort ’’ & not 
‘‘on contract ’’ within County Courts Act, 1867 
(c. 142), s. 5, & pltf. having recovered a sum 
exceeding £10 was not deprived of costs by 
County Courts Act, 1867 (c. 142), 8. 5.—PONTIFEX 


Glyn, Mills v. Kast & West 
App. Ron 591. Mentd. The 
.& B41; The Patria 








v. MIDLAND Ry. Co. (1877), 3 Q. B. D. 23; 47 
- J. Q. B. 28; 37 J. T. 403; 26 W. R. 209, 
WC. 


Annotations :—-Distd. Fleming v. M. S. & L. Ry. (1878), 4 
Q. B. D. 81. Consd. Booth 8.8. Co. v. Cargo Fleet Iron 
me [1916] 2K. 3B. 570. Refd. Bryant v. Herbert ieee 
3 C. D. 189; Taylor v. M.S. & L. Ry., [1895] 1 Q. 

Sao Mentd. Sachs v. Henderson (1902), 71 L. J. K. B 


2342. ———.]—ORMONDE CYCLE Co. v. BAILEY 


& LEETHAM (1895), 11 T. L. R. 219, D. C. 
2343. ———.|—-BooTu S.S. Co., Lrp. v. CarRGo 
FLEET Iron Co., Lrp., No. 2329, ante. 


SALE oF GOODS. 


2344. Person purchasing by mistake of 


earrier.]—-Litt v. COWLEY, No. 2330, ante. 





2345. Factor of purchaser.|—PATTEN v, 


THomeson, No. 2311, ante. 


Secr. 7.—RIGHT TO WITHHOLD DELIVERY. 


See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 39 (2). 
2346. Insolvency of purchaser—Composition with 
creditors -| READER v. KNATCHBULL (1786), 5 
Term Rep. 218, n.; 101 BH. R. 128. 
Annotations :—Consd. Gibson v. Carruthers Cee 8M. & W. 


321. Refd. Cutten v. Sanger (1828), 2 ¥. & J. 459; 
Bowser v. Colby (1841), 1 Hare, 109. 


2347, Sale by purchaser before insolvency— 
Assent by original seller—Goods appropriated.|— 
STOVELD v. HUGHES, No. 2295, ante. 

2348, Goods umnappropriated.} — 
Defts. sold to B. & co. 100 tons of zinc, unappro- 
priated, upon certain terms of payment, giving 
them at the time of the contract four several 
documents to the following cffect: ‘‘ We hereby 
undertake to deliver to your order indorsed 
hereon, 25 tons merchantable sheet zinc off your 
contract of this date.’ Upon the faith of these 
documents pltfs. bought of B. & co., & paid for, 
50 tons of the zinc mentioned in the contract. 
B. & co. having failed, & the contract price being 
unpaid, defts. refused to deliver the zine :— 
Held: the giving of these delivery orders or 
“ undertakings ”’ did not estop defts. from setting 
up, as against the vendecs of B. & co., their right, 
as unpaid vendors, to withhold delivery.—FAR- 
MELOE v. BAIN (1876), 1 C. P. D. 445; 45 L. J. 
Q. B. 264; 34 L. T. 324. 

2349. Master of ship offering to accept de- 
livery according to contract—Contract adopted by 
assignees in bankruptcy.|—Assumpsit by the 
assignees of a bkpt. The declaration in substance 
stated, that T., before his bkpcy., agreed to buy 
from deft. 2,000 quarters of linseed, free on board. 
at Odessa, at 30s. 10d. per quarter, the shipment 
to be made on board the buyer’s vessel on arrival 
at Odessa, which vessel was to be forthwith 
chartered for thence, & the amount of the invoice 
was to be paid, on handing over the same & the 
bills of lading to the buyers in London. The 
declaration then stated mutual promises by H. 
& deft., & averred that H. despatched a vessel 
to Odessa, which arrived there in a reasonable 
time, & was ready to receive the linseed on board ; 
that before its arrival H. had become bkpt., but 
that the master of the ship was ready & offered 
to receive the linseed on board, & to give bills of 
lading, pursuant to the agreement; that deft. 
refused to deliver the linseed on board. The 
declaration further stated, that pltfs. afterwards, 
within a reasonable time after the arrival of the 
vessel] at Odessa, gave notice to deft. of their 
being ready & willing to pay for the linseed, on 
delivery in London, according to the agreement ; 
yet deft. refused to deliver. Plea, that pltis. 
did not, within a reasonable time after the arrival 
of the vessel at Odessa, give notice to deft. of their 





et 
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Insolvency Ce ee .-] —Goods 
being sold, & of the price paid 
e time, but the purchasers be- 


coming bkpt., & their estates seques- 
trated before delivery :—Held: the 
sellers were entitled to retain the 
ood: in payment of the general balance 

ue to them pts.—MEIN_ v. 
BoG LE & Co. (1828), 3 Fac. Coll. 390.— 
SCOT. 


t. ——- Unpaid seller who is also 
warehouseman.)—- LANGE 1. GRICK, 


RICHARDSON v. GRICE (1876), 2 V. L. fh. 
251.--AUS. 
for 


a. Retention of goods 
separate debt.}—A party having pu 
chased three lots of sugar, of whic 
received delivery, but paid no part of 
the price; & having thereafter bought 
another lot as a separate ieee 
for which ready cash was ve be pat 





payin paid the art ine 
PE ce of the fourth lot. ut having 
ecome bkpt. before delivery :—Held 


the seller was entitled to tall the 


last lot of tbe sugar in security & 
payment of the price of the former 
ones.—LANDALE & Co.’s TRUSTEE v. 
Bogue & Co. eee 6 Sh. Mee pe Sess. ) 
3 Fac. Coll. 390.—SC 

ae. " & Co. 

Hasnri & Co. (1851), 13 Dunl. 
(Ct. 0 of Sess.) 880; 23 Sc. Jur. 398.— 











C. Delay in payne for previous 
consignment. }— Delay in payment for a 
previous consignment does not of itself 
operate as a rescission of a contract or 
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PERRY (1859), 1 B. & E. 680; 28 L. J. Q. B. 204; 
82 L. T. O. 8. 315; 5 Jur. N.S. 1076; 120 H.R. 


1065. 

Annotations -—~Apld. Re Kdwardse, Ex p. Chalmers (1873), 
8 Ch. App. 289. Reid. Morgan v. Bain (1874), 31 L. 'T. 
616; Erie County Natural Gas & Fuel Co. v. Carroll, 
[1911] A. C. 105. 


2351. Contract empowering seller to withhold 
delivery—-Pending payment of any moneys owing— 
Moneys owing under contract & on general account 
—Construction of contract.|—-A contract contained 
a clause that the vendors might withhold delivery 
pending payment of any moneys owing :—Held : 
this meant moneys owing under the contract, & 
not moneys owing on general account.—KLEIN 
v. SPILLERS & BAKERS, Lrnp. (1897), 138 T. L. R. 


intention to adopt the contract :—Held: the 
declaration disclosed a good cause of action, on 
which pltis. were entitled to recover, & the plea 
was no answer to the action.—GIBSON »v. CAR- 
RUTHERS (1841), 8 M. & W. 321; 11 0. J. Bx. 
138 5; 151 1. BR. 1061. 


Annotations :—Consd. Bailey v. Thurston, [1903] 1 K. B. 
137. Refd. Beckham v. Drake (1849), 2 H. L. Cas. 579; 
Griffiths v. Perry (1859), 5 Jur. N. S. 1076; Knight v. 
Burgess (1864), 10 L. 'T. 90; Smith v. Hudson (1865), 6 
New ltep. 103; Schotsmans v. L. & Y. Ry. (1867), 2 Ch. 
App. 332; Berndtson v. Strang (1868), 3 Ch. App. 588; 
Morgan v. Bain (1874), 44 L. J. C. P. 47; Leask v. Scott 
(1877), 46 L. J. Q. B. 576; Re Cock, Ez p. Kosevear China 
Clay Co. (1879), 11 Ch. D. 560; Cassaboglou v. Gibb 
(1883), 11 Q. B. D. 797; Kendal v. Marshall Stevens 
(1883), 11 Q. B. D. 356; Booth S.S. Co. v. Cargo Flect 
Iron Co., [1916] 2 K. B. 570. 


2350. Notwithstanding partial delivery.|—-On 186. 
Oct. 30, 1857, deft. entered into a written contract Non-payment for instalments.]—See Nos. 1750- 
to sell & deliver to pltf. 400 tons of iron ‘to be 1757, ante. 


delivered to any usual South Staffordshire district 
immediately, terms of payment, bill at four 
months date down.” For this price pltf. gave 
his acceptance at four months, which deft. indorsed 
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& paid to his bankers, & 100 tons of the iron were 


delivered by defts., & a written order on a party 


of whom he had purchased it to deliver 300 tons 
to pltf. on his order was given by deft. On 
Nov. 17 deft. suspended payment. On Nov. 19 
pitf. indorsed & delivered deft.’s order for the iron 
to his own bankers as security for advances, & 
informed deft. he had done so. The order for 
the delivery of the iron was dishonoured. 

On Feb. 10, 1858, pltf. was adjudicated a bkpt., 
& his acceptance, which became due on Mar. 4, 
was dishonoured, & deft.’s account debited with 
it by his bankers. The bank had not proved 
against pltf.’s estate, but claimed to be creditors 
of pltf. in respect thereof, & deft. had paid 8s. 
in the pound to them on pltf.’s acceptance. Pltf.’s 
estate had paid no dividend. At the time pltf.’s 
bill became due, the liabilities of deft. to pltf. 
exceeded those of pltf. to deft., pltf., as a bill 
broker, having indorsed bills bearing deft.’s name 
to an amount exceeding the balance due to deft. 
After the dishonour of pltf.s acceptance this 
action was commenced :—J/eld: in accordance 
with the decision in Valpy v. Oakeley, No. 2604, 
post, the insolvency of pltf. gave deft. a right 
analogous to stoppage in transitu to stop the goods 
before they came to pltf..s hands, & a partial 
delivery did not take the case out of that rule: 
it was immaterial whether the goods were specific 
or not; & ex post facto facts might be taken into 
consideration in reduction of damages; under 
the circumstances of the case, pltf. was only 
entitled to nominal damages.—GRIFFITHS — v. 


justify a seller in refusing to deliver.— 
HANG SHING FIRM v. LOXLEY (W. R.) & 
Co. (1910), 6 Hong Kong L. h. 89.-- 
HONG KONG. 

d. Notification by purchaser _ of 
intention to deduct claim repudiated by 


damages — Loss 
delivery. |—IOBsO 
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23551. Wrongful resale—Measure of 
sustained 


N Vv. 
(N. W. T.) (1906), 3 W. L. R. 58.— CAN. 


SUB-SECT. ].—IN GENERAL. 


See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 48 (2)-(1). 

2352. Right of seller to insist on purchaser taking 
goods.|—HoreE v. MILNER (1797), Peake, 58, n. ; 
170 EK. R. 78, N. P. 

2353. Purchaser refusing to accept goods—- 
Seller requesting purchaser to sell on his behalf- - 
Evidence of waiver of contract—Questions for jury. | 
—(CGOMERY v. BOND, No. 2407, post. 

2354. Whether court will order resale—To effect 
reduction of demand against buyer./—The ct. 
refused to order pltf., who was the vendor of goods 
which remained in his possession, to sell the 
goods & apply the moneys produced by the sale 
in reduction of his demand on deft., who was the 
purchaser.—WatLTon v. Maciin (1837), Will. 
Woll. & Dav. 576; 1 Jur. 844. 

2355. Wrongful resale-—-Measure of damages— 
Loss sustained by non-delivery.|--CHINERY v. 
VIALL, No. 2672, post. 

2356. Whether amounting to rescission of con- 
tract—Entitling purchaser to recover deposit-— 
Whether delivery of goods material.|—PAGE v. 
COWASJEE EDULJEE, No. 2387, post. 

2357. Inability of purchaser to meet bills -- 
Remedy of seller—Action for difference in price. | 
Where bills are given for a cargo, &, owing to the 
inability of the acceptor to meet the bills, the cargo 
is sold by the drawer at a loss, the latter should 
sue for the difference in price, & not sue upon the 
bills —BEVAN v. STEVENSON (1885), 1 T. L. R. 
587, D.C. 





h. —-— Duty to give notice to 
purchaser of re-sale.|}—ROBINSON 1. 


by none ae (N. B.), (1923] 3 D. L. R. 918.— 
McMIcHAEL d 

k. —— Duty to exercise power of 
re-sale within reasonable time.)|-—If a 


vendor.J—Where a thing purchased is 
to be paid for in cash on delivery & the 
vendor is notified by the purchaser 
that he will deduct from the price the 
amount of a claim which the vendor 
denies, he is not bound to deliver.— 
WINEARLS v. Horry (Man.), [1917] 2 
W. W. R. 287,—CAN. 


e. Insolvency of agent—Retention of 
yoods for separate debt.}—A party sold 
goods to a general agent, for which he 
received a bill accepted by the pur- 
chaser, & indorsed by the agent :— 
Held: not entitled, on the bkpcy. of 
the agent, to retain the bills & goods in 
satisfaction of a separate debt duo es 
the agent.—DUTHIE v. PATERSON 
srt (1822), 1 Sh. (Ct. of Sess.) 532. 


f. Must be identical goods.) —- On 
a re-sale under conditions of sale of 
imported goods at the risk of the 
purchaser, the vendor substituted for 
some of the original lots other lots of 
imported goods of the same description, 
quality & value :—Held: the goods 
resold must be substantially identical 
with those originally sold.—MaTTrHEWS 
v. BENJAMIN (1866), 3 W. W. & A’B. 
124.—AUS. 


g. Obligations of scller— Duty to 
act bond fide.}—A _ seller of goods 
exercising the ht of re-sale is bound 
to act bond fide, & to take reasonable 
precauiions to obtain a proper price.— 

ANSTONE & ROGERS v. Scott (1908), 
1 Alta. L. R. 462; 8 W. L. R. 919; 9 
W. I. R. 257.—CAN. 


vendor, on breach of contract. by non- 
payment of the purchase-money, clects 
to exercise his right of re-sale, not only 
is he bound to wait a reasonable time 
after giving notice to the purchaser of 
his intention to re-sell before actually 
re-selling, but he is also bound to 
exercise his right of re-sale within a 
reasonable time aftor the date of the 
breach.—PRAG NARAIN v. MUL CHann 
(1897), I. L. R. 19 All. 535.—IND. 

lL — ——.]—B. PARTHASARATIY 
CHETTY & Co. v. GAJAPATHY (T. M.) 
Naipu & Co. (1925), I. L. R. 48 Mad. 
787.—IND. 

m. —— -]}—- PHUL CHAND- 
FATEH CHAND v. JUGAL KISHORK- 
Es LING (1927), 8 I. L. R. Lah. 591. 
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Sect, 8.—Resale by seller: Sub-sect. 2, A. & B.; 
sub-sect. 3.] 
SUB-SECT. 2,—WHEN POWER EXERCISABLE, 
A. In General. 

See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 48 (3), (4). 

2858. Default in removing goods—After notice 
by seller.|—-GREAVES v. ASHLIN, No. 1601, ante. 

2359. Purchase of goods on credit——-Goods left in 
possession of seller.]|—-CHINERY v. VIALL, No. 2672, 
post, 

2360. Agency of necessity—Where actual com- 
mercial necessity to sell—Seller acting bon4 fide. ]— 
The doctrine of agency of necessity is not: confined 
to cases of carriers of goods or of the acceptor 
of a bill of exchange for the honour of the drawer, 
but extends to a case where the sellers of goods 
to a purchaser abroad to whom, owing to war 
conditions, they cannot deliver them & with whom 
they are unable to communicate, resell the goods, 
purporting to act as the original purchaser’s 
agents of necessity, if in the circumstances of 
the case there is an actual commercial necessity 
to sell the goods & the agents act boné fide :—Held : 
on the facts of the case, there was no such neces- 
sity & the sellers had not acted bond fide, & were 
not, therefore, agents of necessity to resell the 
gzoods.—PRAGER v. BLATSPIEL, STAMP & HEACOCK, 
Lrp., [1924] 1 K. B. 566; 93 L. J. K. B. 410; 130 
LL. T. 672; 40 T. L. R. 2873 68 Sol. Jo. 460. 
eunotnion | Rel Jobara v. Ottoman Bank, [1927] 2 


254. 

2861. Bankruptcy of purchaser—Seller retaining 
warrants for goods.|—A qui: utity of tea was sold 
at a price to be paid at a tuture day. After the 
day had clapsed, the buyer paid a sum on account 
& wrote to the sellers, who had retained the 
warrants in their possession, requesting them to 
wait the arrival of the overland mail, & on its 
receipt to dispose of the tea. Ile afterwards 
became bkpt. :—Held: an application to the ct. 
for an order for sale is not improper or unneces- 
sary.—ilte CoLESs, Hx p. TWINING (1841), 1 Mont. 





D. & De G. 691; 10 lL. J. Bey. 60; 5 Jur. 536, 
Ct. of R. 
2362. Before delivery.|~—Re NATHAN, Fx p. 


STAPLETON, No. 2377, post. 
Right of proof for loss in resale.] - 
Sub-sect.. 3, post. 


B, Default in Payment. 

2363. Payment of earnest immaterial.]—-Earnest 
only binds the bargain, & on default in the vendee, 
vendor may sell to another.—TLANGFORT v. TILER 
(1704), 1 Salk. 1135; Holt, K. B. 96; 6 Mod. Rep. 
162; 91 E. R. 104, N. P. 

Annotations :—Refd. 3 yall v. Rolle (1749), 1 Atk. 165; 
Hinde v. ‘Whitehouse (1806), 7 East, 558; Bloxam v. 
Sanders Baten B. & C. 941; Montague v. Baron 
(182! ae Dow. re Ry. K. B. 532; Petty v. Anderson 
(1825), 3 Bing. 170; Clay »v. Harrison oe Gs y B.& C. 
99; Laidler v. Burlinson (1837), 2M. & W 


2364. Non-payment within se Ra time— 
Custom in hop trade.]—A., a hop merchant, on 
several days in Aug., sold to B., by contract, 
various parcels of hops. Part of them were 
weighed & an account of the weights, together 
with samples, delivered to the vendee. The usual 
time of payment in the trade was the sccond 


Se é€ 
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2359 i. Purchase of goods on credit— 
Goods left in ells tga ki of seller.]—Ptfs. 
were the highest bidders for two horses 


offered for sale oy auction. Deft. 

refused to acce cept pltfs.’ note, & pltfs, Held: 

agreed to furnish security before the 

next evening. Deft. told pltfs. the fled in re-s 

horses would be at their risk if left | CROCKETT rar) (1912), 22 W. 


overnight at the farm where the 384; 3 W. 


& afterwards told 
pltfs. to leave the horses at a livory 
did. Security was 


stable, which they 
not furnished before the following 


elling them. mpg A 
. 32, 225. 2 CAN. 


SALE OF GOODS. 


Saturday subsequent to the purchase. B. did not 
pay for the hops at the usual time, whereupon 
A. gave notice that unless they were paid for by 
a certain day they would be resold. The hops 
were not paid for, & A. resold a part, with the 
consent of B., who afterwards became bkpt., & 
then A. sold the residue of the hops without the 
assent of B. or his assignees. Account sales of 
the hops so sold were delivered to B., in which 
he was charged warehouse rent from Aug. 30. 
The assignees of B. demanded the hops of A., & 
tendered the warehouse rentcharges, etc.; & A. 
having refused to deliver them, brought trover. 
The jury found that deft. had not rescinded the 
contract of sale :—Held: the assignees were not 
entitled to maintain trover to recover the value 
of the hops, inasmuch as in order to maintain 
that action, the party must have not only a right 
of property but a right of possession, & although 
a vendee of goods acquires a right of property 
by the contract of sale, yet he does not acquire a 
right of possession to the goods until he pays or 
tenders the price.—BLOXAM v. SANDERS (1825), 
4B. & C. 941; 7 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 3965; 107 
E. R. 1809. 


Annotations :—Expld. Clay v. Harrison (1829), 5 Man. & 
Ry. K. BK. 17. Apld. Winks v. Hassall (1829), 9 B. & C. 
372; Wilmshurst v. Bowker (1839), 5 Bing. N. C. 541 
(See7 M. & G. 882); Milgate v. Kebble (1841), 3 Man. & G. 
100. Consd. Tho Norway ees, Brown. & Lush. 226 3 
Donald v. Suckling (1866), L 1 Q. 3. 585. Apld. 7 
Edwards, Ex p. Chaliners ars). 8 Ch. App. 289 ; A 


Grice v. Richardson (1877), 3 App. Cas. 319 

Adelphi Bank v. Halifax Sugar Refining Co. (igs7e 4 
T. L. R. 21. Refd. Miles v. Gorton (1834), 2 Cr. & M. 
504; Scott v. England (1844), 4 Rte Oxley, 


4 i, o O.8.141; 
Ke p. Yurnbull (1868), 19 L. T. 463. 

2365. Provision for payment on prompt day— 
Custom in tea trade.|—By the custom of the tea 
trade, when teas are sold at a given prompt, or 
future day of payment, the buyer pays a deposit 
in part of the purchase-money, & the vendor 
retains the teas, or the warrants representing them, 
until the day of prompt, when if he fails to pay the 
balance of the purchase-monecy, the vendor is at 
liberty to resell the teas, & to charge the purchaser 
with any deficiency, together with interest from 
the prompt day, warehouse rent, etc. :—Held: 
where the buyer became bkpt. before the day 
of prompt, & the assignees refused to take the teas, 
or pay the balance of the purchase-money, the 
vendor might resell them, & prove for the amount 
of the deficiency.— Ae TATE, L’x p. MOFFATT one 
1 Mont. D. & De G. 282; 4 Jur. 659, Ct. of R. 
affd. (1841), 2 Mont. D. & De G. 170, Lis C. 
Annotation :—Mentd. Re Gales, Mx p. Harrison (1843), 1 

L. T. O. 5S. 456. 


2366. Provision for payment by specified time— 
Subsequent tender by purchaser—Before resale by 
seller.|—MARTINDALE v. SMITH, No. 20538, ante. 

2367. Balance of instalments payable before 
removal of goods—-Key of store delivered to pur- 
chaser—Seller retaining key of external enclosure.]| 
—Goods are sold to be paid for by instalments, the 
balance to be paid before removal. The vendor 
allows the vendee to place the goods under lock & 
key upon the vendor’s premises, & delivers the 
key to the vendec, but retains the key of the 
external inclosure. The balance being unpaid, 
the vendee has not such a possession as will entitle 


Refusal of buyer to accept — 
After legal tender by seller. oN Vv. 
Gora CHAND Dos (1883), I. Le R. 9 
Cale. 473.—IND. 


PART VII. SECT. 8, SUB-SECT. 2.—B. 

0. Deposit paid— Time & mode of 
payment of balance never agreed— Re-sale 
by seller before delivery. ]—HEFFERNAN 
v. BERRY (1872), 32 U.C. R. 518.—CAN, 


evening, & deft. resold the horses :-— 
the property in the horses had 
not passed to Ne & deft. was justi- 
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him to maintain trover against the vendor upon a 
wrongful removal & sale of the goods.—MILGATE v. 
KEBBLE (1841), 3 Man. & G. 100: Drinkwater. 
225 ; 3 Scott, N. R. 358; 10 L. J. CG. P. 2773 138 
a: Boas is 
nnotations :—Distd. Chinery v. Via 5 MW. & N. 
Es - Consd. Donald ». Broliing aGu) L, The & B 
2368. Condition for resale on non-payment by 
specified time—Conditional sale..—Where goods 
are sold on condition that, if they are not paid for 
at a time specified, the owner may resell them, & 
the vendee shall be answerable for any loss on 
resale, such sale is conditional & not absolute. 
Therefore, if the vendee do not pay at the time, 
& the vendor resell at a loss, he cannot maintain 
assumpsit for goods bargained & sold, or goods sold 
& delivered, & the defence may be raised on non 
assumpsit.--LAMOND v. DAVALL (1847), 9 Q. B. 
bet > 16 L. J. Q. B. 186; 11 Jur. 266; 115 E. R. 
569. 


Annotations :—Apld. Chinery v. Viall (1860), 5 H. & N. 
288. Consd. Rogers v. Hadley (1863), 2 H. & C. 227. 
Refd. Pott v. Flather (1847), 11 Jur. 735. 


2369. Price payable by cash against shipping 
documents—Neglect of purchaser to pay within 
reasonable time—Perishable goods.|—-Whcere by a 
contract for the sale of perishable articles it is 
provided that payment is to be made ‘“‘ by cash 
- + - In exchange for’”’ shipping documents, the 
buyer is under an obligation to pay within a 
reasonable time after the shipping documents are 
tendered to him, & if he does not do so the seller 
is entitled to sell the goods against him, & to claim 
the loss which he has suffered.—RYAwn v. RIDLEY 
& Oo. (1902), 19 T. L. R. 453; 8 Com. Cas. 105. 


Annotations :—Apld. The Miramichi, [1915] P. 71. Refd. 
Polenghi v. Dried Milk Co. (1904), 92 L. T. 64. 


SUB-SECT. 3.—LOssS SUSTAINED ON RESALE. 


2370. Recovery of damages.]-—-[[orn«m v. MILNER 
(1797), Peake, 58, n.; 170 EK. R. 78, N. P. 

2371. -—-- —|-~Where the purchaser of goods 
refuses to take them, the vendor, by reselling them, 
does not preclude himself from recovering damages 
for the breach of contract. 

It is most convenient that when a party refuses 
to take goods he has purchased, they should be 
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any, upon the resale (BEST, C.J.).—MACLEAN vv. 
DuNN (1828), 4 Bing. 722; 1 Moo. & P. 761; 6 
L. J. 0. S. C. P. 184; 130 E. R. 947. 

Annotations :—Consd. Lamond v. Davall (1817), 9 Q. U. 
1030. Mentd. Gosbell v. Archer (1835), 2 Ad. & KEI. 
500; Taylor v. Salmon (1838), 4 My. & Cr. 1314: Wol- 
laston v. Osborn (1853), 20 L. T. O. S. 274; Williams v. 
one eee): 2K. & HK. 349; Koenigsblatt v. Sweet, (1923) 


2372. ———.]—RyYAN v. RIDLEY & Co., No. 2369, 
ante. 

2373. Measure of damages—Actual loss 
sustained by resale.]|—Applts. having bought coal 
from resps., the latter made a contract with a coal 
merchant to supply them with the coal. Applts. 
broke their contract to accept the coal & resps. 
had to cancel their contract with the merchant & 
to pay him damages. At the time of applts.’ 
breach there was no market for the particular 
kind of coal in question. In an arbn. between 
applts. & resps. the arbitrators found that resps. 
had resold the coal to the merchant & had acted 
reasonably in so doing :—Held: in the circum- 
stances resps. were entitled to recover from applts., 
in addition to their own damages, the amount 
which they had had to pay to the coal merchant.— 
WHITAKER, Lrp. v. BowaTEeR, Lrp. (1918), 35 
Tela Re Vlas 

2374. ———- Damages incurred by seller— 
Consequent on purchaser’s breach of contract.|— 
WHITAKER, Lrp. v. BOWATER, LTp., No. 2378, 
ante. 

2375. Right to prove in bankruptcy—For loss 
sustained.|—-FRe Tatrn, Ha p. Morratr, No. 2365, 
ante. 

2376. -\—Hop merchants sold a 
quantity of hops to a person, who paid a small 
part only of the purchase-money, & shortly after- 
wards entered into a composition with his creditors. 
Creditors were to execute or assent to the com- 
position deed within three months, or be precluded 
from the benefit of it. The vendors retained a 
lien on the hops according to the custom of the 
trade, & afterwards sold them for much less than 
the original purchase-money, & then claimed to 
share in the dividend under the composition deed, 
for the balance remaining due to them. They had 
not executed the deed, but had virtually assented 
to it:—Held: the vendors were not entitled to 
receive any dividend under the deed.—BUCcK v. 





























resold, & that he should be liable to the loss, if SHrppAm (1846), 1 Ph. 694; 41 KE. R. 7963; sub 
PART VII. SECT. 8, SUB-SECT. 3. 72; 14 Sask. L. R. 212.—CAN. hd xi. ca LN at nee 
2370 i. Tecove da .]—JOHNS- SOLON See MCCOWAN: eR a eet one es ae 
TON Uv. SALMON ie err tts - v. BOWES (N. 8.), [1923] 3 D. L. RR. _ 2878 xii. J—Laina & 
W.W.R. 644; 36 D. L. Rk. 796.—CAN. 796.—CAN. oan HAIN (1853), 25 Sc. Jur. 405.— 
2373 i. Measure of damages— 2373 vi. -——~ macmmac’ paee 00 oe : 
: 8 ined sule.|— CO. v¥% MAHOMED HOSSAIN. (1896), p. -——- Dependent on seller 
Actual loss sustained by resale.) i acting within reasonable time.\—A 


FURNISS v. SAWERS (1845), 38 U. C. R. 
76.—CAN. —IND. — 

2373 ii. ~.J—A ship was 2373 vii. ——— 
sold at auction by the marshal underan JUTE Mitts Co 
order of ct. in an action for seamen’s 
wages. The ship was knocked down 
to J. for $2,000. J. refusing to com- 

lete the purchase, the ship was re-sold 
y the marshal for $1,900 :—Held: J 
was Hable for the difference in price & 
the costs occasioned by his default.— 
Re JONES, HACKETT v. THRE BLAKELEY 


23783 viii. ——— 


2373 ix. 
SCHUTTE 





& Co. 




















I. L. R. 24 Cale. 124; 1C. W.N. 71. 





(1896), I. L. R. 24 Cale. 177.—IND. 





HajI MUHAMMAD SaIT (189 
23 Mad. 18.—-IND. 


eee 


Vv. 
(1898), I. L. R. 25 Cale. 505 ; 2C. W.N. 
283.—IND. 


clause in a contract for the sale of 
goods, which provides that the seller 
on the failure of the buycr to take 
delivery shall be at liberty at any time 
to re-sell the goods, & rocover the loss 
resulting from such re-sale, gives to the 
seller a valid right to recover damages 
on the basis therein mentioned, but if 
that right is not exercised in a reason- 
able time, he is thrown back on his 
remedy of damages on the ordinary basis 
of the difference between the contract 
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KBRAHIM ARAB 


—-~- .} BEST 1. 
8), 1. da. 
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(1903), 8 Exch. C. R. 327.—CAN. 2378 x. — .|—Plitf. sold rate & the market rate at the date of 
2378 iii. ~~~ ———.]}- BROWN to deft. a certain number of cases of the breach.—HARICHAND Co. v. 
v. WALSH (1919), 45 O. L. R. 646; 16 embroidered muslin. Deft. took de- GosHo KabusHIk1 Karisma (1924), 
er GN . 285.—CAN. -_ livery. oF Bone of ae cases, but refused I. L. R. 49 Bom. 25.—IND. 
v. .J—If a pur- to e delivery of, or pay for, the 
chaser of goods without just cause rest. Pltf. re-sold the ods refused fier i heeadl etn ee 
repudiates his contract this gives the by deft., & brought a suit against deft. complied with—Resale at a _loss.}— 


vendor the Be ey to accept the repudia- for 
tion & end the contract. The vendor 
may then sell the goods at the market 
rice & recover damages for the 
erence between the price received & 
the contract price.—RkEED & KEAST v. 


McoKENZIE, LTD., [1921] 3 W. W. R. 
J.— VOL. XXXTX. 


sale.— 
22 All. 55.—IND. 


damages :—Held : 
measure of damages was the difference 
between the contract price of the 
goods which deft. had refused to accept 
& the price realised by pitf. on the re- 

ASDEO v. SMIDT (1899), I. L. R. 


the proper = gwrrn v. BACON (1858), 14 U. ©. R. 38. 


r. Commission of agent for resale 
—Whether included in loss.|—Defts. 
sold pltf. a motor car & subsequently 
repossessed & resold it upon piltf.’s 


af Wee 
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Sect. 8.—Resale by seller: Sub-sect. 3. 
SHIPMAN, 15 L. J. Ch. 


Sect. 9. 
nom. BUSIL v. 356; 10 
Jur. 507, L. C. 

Uvoteldiions :—Consd. Pfleger v. Browne (1860), 28 Beav. 
391. Refd. Watson v. Knight (1854), 19 Bouv. 369. 
2377. Unless contract price in cash 

offered by trustee in bankruptcy or sub-purchaser.] 

—When the purchaser of goods sold on credit 

becomes bkpt. before the vendor has parted with 

the possession of the goods, the trustee in the 
bkpcy. has a right to elect to complete the contract 
by paying the agreed price in cash within a reason- 
able time. But, if he does not do so, the vendor 
is entitled to treat the contract as broken, & to 
resell the goods without first tendering them to the 
trustee. The vendor is entitled to prove in the 
bkpcy. for damages for the breach of contract, the 
measure of damages, if the market is falling, being 
the difference between the contract price & the 
price obtained on the resale.—He NATHAN, Ex p. 
STAPLETON (1879), 10 Ch. D. 586; 40 L. T. 14; 








27 W. R. 327, C. A. 
Annotations :—Refd. Tolhurst v. Associated Portland 
Cement Manufacturers (1900), Associated Portland 


Cement Manufacturers (1900) v. Tolburst, [1902] 2 K. B. 
660. Mentd. Pitts +. La Fontaine (1880), 5 App. Cas. 


SrecT. 9.—SELLER RETAKING POSSESSION. 


2378. Right to retake possession—Bankruptcy 
of buyer.|—(1) If I send goods to B. from beyond 
sea to the use of L., & before these goods are paid 
for b. dies insolvent, I cannot have my goods 
again: but if I send goods to a factor to dispose 
of to my use, & he becomes bkpt. ; these goods are 
not liable to the debts of such bkpt. 

(2) A tradesman in London, by order of a trades- 
man in the country, sends goods to the latter, who 
does not appoint or name the carrier ; afterwards 
the carrier embezzles the goods, the trader in the 
country must stand to the Joss.—GoDFREY +. 
FurRzo (1733), 3 P. Wms. 185; 24 10. R. 1022, L. C. 
Annotations :-—As to (1) Refd. The Figlia Maesior (1508): 

IL. R.2 A. & H.1063 Harris v. nibtare (1881), 7 Q. B. D 

$40; Burdick v. Sewell (1883), 10 Q. B. D. 363. Gencrally, 

Menid. Ryall v. Rowles (1750), 1 Ves. Sen. 348. 

2379. .|—It is agreed between A. & L. 
that B. shall purchase of A. all the goods of a 
certain kind which A. shall send him at a fixed 
price, & that A. shall draw bills on B. for the 
amount of the purchase & also that B. shall accept 
other bills drawn by A. for his convenience, to 
cover which A. shall remit valuc to B. After they 
have acted some time under this agreement B. 
becomes bkpt. being under acceptances to a great 
amount. A., being ignorant of the bkpcy., sends 
a quantity of goods of the same kind together with 
other bills to B. for the purpose of discharging 
those acceptances which come into the hands of 
the assignees. A. afterwards himself discharges 
the acceptances. Under these curcumstances B. 
is to be considered as the factor or banker of A. & 
as having only a qualified property in the goods 
& bills which were so sent for a particular purpose, 
the general property being in A. Therefore that 
purpose not being answercd, A. may recover back 
from the assignees of B. the amount of those goods 
& bills—HoOLLINGworRTH v. TooKrE (1795), 2 
Hy. Bl. 501; 126 KE. R. 670, Ex. Ch.; affg. 8. C. 








default in ma payments as BU A 
lated by the contract of sale. 

paid a commission’ to an Cece ne 
making the re-sale, The agent was 


have been 
paid shoul 


not paid a salary & if he had not made 
the re-sale the commission would not 
aid :—Held 
be allowed to defts. in 


SALE OF GOODS. 


sub nom. TooKE v. HOLLINGWORTH (1793), 5 
Term Rep. 215. 


Annotations :—Distd. Bolton v. Puller (1796), 1 Bos. & P. 
539. Apld. Parke v. Eliason (1801), 1 East, 544. Consd. 
Re Boldero, kx p. Pease, Townend, Farley, Daniel & Banks 
rete), 19 Ves. 25. Apld. Fleming v. Davidson eeey: 

1L. T. O. S. 112. Cousd. Muttyloll Seal v. Dent (1853 

i Moo. “Ind. App. 328. Refd. Bloxam v. ponder (1825), 

4 B. & C 941; Gibson v. Nk rie ee & W. 

321; alpy v. Gibson See reas 241; > He 

raeande: x p. Chalmers (1873), 28 “L T. 325; ; Ie Tap- 

penbeck, Ez p. Banner (1876), 2 Ch. D. 278. 

2880. —-—.|—Deft. delivered to A. some 
months before his insolvency, 5 horses to be used 
in a stage coach of which he had 2 only remaining 
when he went to prison, the 3 others having died, 
& A. having bought 3 in their place. On the day 
that A. went to prison, he sent a note authorising 
the delivery of the 2 original horses & the 3 new 
ones to deft. Any 2 of them were worth £30. In 
trover by the assignee for the 3 horses, deft. pleaded 
a sale of the 5 original horses to A., & an agreement 
that deft. might retake them, or any of them, at 
any time, if any part of the price was unpaid, & 
that £22 was still unpaid. No pressure or demand 
from deft. was shown :—Held: there was no 
evidence to show that there had been a bond fide 
transfer of the property in the 3 horses subse- 
quently purchased to satisfy the debt of £225 & 
if there was any transfer, there was sufficient 
prima facie evidence that it was voluntary.-— 








BOLTON v. SHERMAN (1837), 2 M. & W. 395; Murp. 

& H. 1413; OL. J. Ex. 1473; 150 I. R. 811. 

Aanciatine: -—~Refd. Brancker v. Molyneux et) Man. 
& G. 710 Bracegirdle v. Peacock (1845), 8 Q. 174. 


2381. —-- ---— .]— FLEMING v. key eens te 
1L. T. O.S. 112. 
2382. ——— Fraudulent purchase—Though part 


payment made.]—A. bought goods to a large 

amount from a tradesman, & paid to the trades- 

man £20, which was not, however, taken on 

account, A., in the opinion of the jury, having a 

preconceived intention of not paying for the goods, 

& having misrepresented her ability to pay :— 

Held: the tradesman was justified in rescinding 

the contract, & retaking the goods from A.’s house 

within a reasonable time ; but he was guilty of 
excess in remaining in possession, by means of his 
servants, of a portion of A.’s house from Saturday 
morning to Monday, when the goods were taken 
away.—DIxXon v. HEWETSON (1867), 16 L. "IT. 

295, N. LP. 

2383. Agreement to retake possession—Personal 
contract—Applicable only to seller & buyer.|— 
An agreement between vendor & vendee of a 
chattel, that the former may resume the possession 
if the price be not duly paid, is a personal contract, 
not binding on alienee. or personal representative of 
vendee.—HOowks v. BALL (1827), 7 B. & C. 481; 
1 Man. & Ry. K. B. 288; 6L. J. 0.8. K. B. 106; 
108 E. R. 802. 

Annotations :—Distd. Walker v. Clyde (1861), 10 C. B ek S. 
381. Refd. Stainbank v. ene ard (1853), 13 C. 418; 
Congreve v. yous otha ae kixch. 298; Gatien Ve 
Imrie (1861), 7 Jur. N.S. 1076 ; ‘Donald 9. Susklin ng 
Aon Ca L. ae 1 Q. B. B85 Sewell v. Burdick (1884), 10 
2384. Effect of retaking possession—Whether 

amounting to rescission of contract—Rights of 

parties to recover sums unpaid—Hire-purchase 

‘* owners ’’ of omnibuses & 

horses agreed to let them to G., the ‘ hirer,’’ who 

paid a large sum of money in advance, the balance 
to be paid by monthly instalments. The agree- 
ment was, that in case of breach or default, the 





accounting for the amount received 
upon the re-sale.—-KOHEN v. CULLEY, 
BREAY & DOoveER, Lrp., [1925] 4 
D. 1. R. 344; 57 O. L. R. 533.—GAN. 


: the amount 


Part VII.—Ricauts or Unrarp SELLER AGatnst Goons. 


owners might seize the chattels, & in that event 
all money already paid under the agreement was 
to belong to them. Default was made in payment 
of an instalment & the owners seized the chattels. 
In consideration of the chattels being returned to 
the hirer, deft. paid the amount due, & became 
guarantor of the remaining instalments duc. 
Upon two more instalments becoming in arrear, 
pltf. again seized & resumed the possession of the 
chattels. The owners then sued deft., the 
guarantor, for the amount of the two unpaid 
instalments & recovered judgment. On appeal 
by deft., the guarantor, from a judgment recovered 
against him in the county ct. :—Held: the hire- 
purchase agreement was primarily a sale & 
purchase agreement, & was determined by pltfs., 
the owners, resuming possession of the chattels. 
By so doing they lost their right to sue G., the 
hirer, & therefore could not recover the unpaid 
instalments from deft., the guarantor. They 
could not resume possession & still recover unpaid 
instalments from the surety. — HEWISON  v. 
RIcKETrTs (1894), 638 L. J. Q. B. 7113 71 L. T. 191; 
10 R. 558, D. C. 

arnetshon :-—~Distd. Brooks v. Beirnstein, [1909] 1 K. B. 


2385. Possession wrongfully 
retaken.}|—-In an action by the payee against the 
acceptor of a bill of exchange drawn for the balance 
of purchase-money of articles bought at a sale, 
it is no defence that two months after delivery of 
the goods to the vendee, the vendor forcibly 
retook possession of them ; for the vendee cannot 
treat that act as a rescinding of the contract, but 
must puns trespass.—STEPHENS v. WILKINSON 











(1831), 2 B. & Ad. 3820; 9L. J. O.S. K. B. 231 ; 
109 KH. ie “i102. 
2386. —-- ——— — - -—.|—Where the seller 





of goods, which have not been paid for according 
to the contract, retakes them from the buyer 
without his consent, although under circumstances 
inducing a suspicion of fraud in the buyer, such 
retaking would be no answer to an action by the 
scller for the price. Therefore, in an action of 
trespass by the buyer against the seller, for so 
taking the goods, pltf. is entitled to recover their 
full value, & the jury cannot, in estimating the 
damages, take into consideration the debt due to 
deft., nor treat it as being diminished pro tanto 

by the value of the goods rctaken.—GILLARD v. 

Tae (1841), 1 Dowl. N. 8..424; 8 M. & W., 

575; 110. J. Ex. 133; 151 KF. R. 1168. 

Annotations :-—Consd. Jobson wv li. & Y. Ry. Cea ee 
Cc. Pp. 1). 499. Refd. Lee v. Cooke (1857), 2 H. & N : 
Edmonson v. Nuttall (1864), 17 C. B. N. S. 280. 

2387. —,|—Action to recover 
the difference between the original price bid at 
public auction & the sum realised upon a resale, 
for the hull of a stranded vessel, sold by the master 
& purchased by deft., upon conditions of sale, 
which were appended to the memorandum of 
purchase, & signed after the sale by deft.’s agent 
on his behalf, which conditions differed materially 
from those appended to the catalogue of sale, & 
which were the conditions read out at the time of 
sale. Deft. paid the deposit upon the terms of 
the conditions of sale read at the auction, & took 
possession of the vessel, without having any 
formal transfer made to him. The vessel was 
laden with rice, which was soon afterwards, by 
order of the Board of Health, destroyed as a 
nuisance. Deft., having declined to complete 
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the purchase, the vendor resumed possession of the 
vessel, & resold it at aloss. The form of the action 
was by libel, according to the Roman Dutch law. 
Deft., in his answer, among other defences, denied 
that he had purchased under the conditions 
appended to the memorandum of sale, & prayed the 
dismissal of the action with costs; & in re-con- 
vention, for payment of the amount of the deposit, 
& damages he had sustained, to the amount of 
£1,000, for loss of profits & advantages from the 
vessel, her tackle, & implements. The judg- 
ment of the District Ct. was in favour of pltf., the 
judge of that ct. being of opinion that deft. pur- 
chased on the conditions of sale appended to the 
memorandum of purchase, & that, according to 
those conditions, pltf. had rightly resumed 
possession, & resold the vessel. The Supreme Ct., 
on appeal, reversed that judgment, & ordered 
judgment to be entered for deft., being of opinion, 
that pltf. having founded his claim upon an agree- 
ment which gave, among other things, a right of 
resale, with conditions different from those read 
at the auction, &, having in consequence repossessed 
himself of the vessel & resold her, had thereby 
deprived himself of the right to recover from deft., 
& awarded deft. the damages claimed by his 
answer :—Held: (1) though the merits of the case 
were with pltf., neither the judgment of the District 
nor Supreme Ct. could be sustained, as there was 
no other agreement between the parties than the 
one founded on the conditions read out in the 
auction room at the sale; & pitf. having sued 
upon a different contract, was not entitled to 
recover, & ought to have been nonsuited; & 
(2) in the absence of any evidence of damage, 
deft. was not entitled to any judgment for 
damages; (3) although the act of pltf. in retaking 
the hull of the ship & selling her was wrongful, 
& entitled deft. to bring an action of trover, it 
did not amount to a rescission of contract. If, 
before the actual delivery, the vendor resells the 
property while the purchaser is in default, the 
resale will not authorise the purchaser to consider 
the contract rescinded, so as to entitle him to 
recover back any deposit of the price, or to resist: 
paying any balance which may be still due. The 
rule applies where there has been a delivery, & 
the vendor afterwards takes the property out of 
oa possession of a purchaser, & resells it.—PAGrE 
. COWASJEE EDULJEE (1866), L. R. 1 P. C. 127; 





3 Moo. P. C. C. N.S. 499; 12 Jur. N.S. 361 ; 16 
E. R. 189; sub nom. PAGE v. EDULJEE, 14 L. T. 
176, P. C. 

2388. Hire with option of purchase—Right 


to recover arrears.| —- The owner of furniture 
agreed to let it on hire on the terms of the hirer 
paying a lump sum in consideration of an option 
to purchase it at any time during the period of 
hiring, & further paying a monthly sum by way of 
rent. The agreement provided that the hirer 
might at any time terminate the hiring on giving 
a week’s notice & delivering up the goods without 
prejudice to the owner’s right to recover any 
arrears of rent, & that if the hirer did not duly 
perform the agreement the owner might retake 
possession of the furniture. The hirer being in 
arrear with the rent the owner retook possession 
under the agreement :—Held: the owner by so 
retaking possession had not abandoned his right 
to sue for the arrears of rent.—BROOKS v. BEIRN- 
STEIN, [1909] 1 K. B. 98; 78 1. J. K. B. 248; 99 
L. T. 970, D. C. 


T97 2 


644 


SALE OF GOODS. 


Part Vil].—Breach of the Contract. 


Sect. 1.—IN GENERAL. 

2389. Wrongful detention of goods by buyer— 
Refusal to accept bill of exchange—Retention of bill 
of lading—-Measure of damages.]|—RrEw v. PAYNE, 
DOUTHWAITE & Co., No. 1358, ante. 

2390. Agreement between parties—Declared not 
to be legally binding—Effect of.]|—By successive 
arrangements made before 1913 between an 
American firm & an English co. the American 
firm were constituted sole agents for the sale 
in the United States & Canada of tissues for 
carbonising paper supplied by the English co. 
The greater part of these tissues was manu- 
factured for this English co. by another English 
co. By an arrangement made between the 
American firm & both English cos. in 1913 the 
English cos. expressed their willingness that the 
existing arrangements with the American firm, 
which were then for one year only, should be 
continued on the same lines for three years & so 
on for further periods of three years, subject to 
six months’ notice. This document, after setting 
out the understanding between the parties, includ- 
ing several modifications of the previous arrange- 
‘ments, proceeded as follows: ‘‘ This arrange- 
ment is not entered into, nor is this memorandum 
_ written, as a formal or legal agreement, & shall not 
be subject to legal jurisdiction in the law cts. 
either of the United State: or England, but it is 
only a definite expression & record of the purpose 
& intention of the three parties concerned, to which 
they each honourably pledge themselves, with the 
fullest confidence, based on past business with 
each other, that it will be carried through by each 
of the three parties with mutual loyalty & friendly 
co-operation. This is hereinafter referred to as 
the ‘ honourable pledge ’ clause.’”’ Disputes having 
arisen between the parties, the lMnglish cos. 
determined this arrangement without notice. 
Before the relations between the parties were 
broken off the American firm had given & the first 
mentioned English co. had accepted certain orders 
for goods. In an action by the American firm for 
breach of contract & for non-delivery of goods :—- 
Held: (1) the arrangement of 1913 was not a 
legally binding contract; (2) at the date of the 
arrangement of 1913 all previous agreements were 
determined by mutual consent, but the orders 
viven & accepted constituted enforceable contracts 
of sale.—ROsSE & FRANK Co. v. CROMPTON (J. BR.) 


& BROTHERS, LrTp., [1925] A. C. 445; 94 L. J. 
K. B. 120; 132 L. T. 641; 30 Com. Cas. 163, 
Hf. L. 


PART VIII. SECT. 1. 


Non-shipment on date agreed — 
Fy rehleisey porneen one & then re- 
fusal to deliver—Date of breach.]— Re 


sold, 


AgTee 
SON (1846), 





Of_ de 


price.}—To sue for goods bargained & 
Itf. must prove a certain price 
upon.—ELVIDGE v. RICHARD- 
3 U.C. R. 149.—CAN. 


fendant’s request.) — 


Arbitration — Award based on _ non-existent 
ae ae ARBITRATION, Vol. II., p. 475, No. 
1 ‘ 

Proof in bankruptcy.|—See, generally, BANK- 
RuUPTCY, Vol. IV., pp. 254-258, Nos. 2420-2447. 
Effect of proof in right to sue.|—~See, 
generally, BANKRUPTCY, Vol. IV., pp. 348-351, 
Nos. 3262-3287. 





Sect. 2.—REMEDIES OF THE SELLER. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—ACTION FOR THE PRICE. 
A. In General. 

See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), 8. 49 (1), (2). 

2391. Action by assignees of seller—-Previous 
agreement by seller to sell goods to nominee of 
particular creditors.|—A. & 1., creditors of a 
trader, who had committed a secret act of bkpcy., 
pressed him for payment, when he offered goods, 
if a customer could be found. The creditors 
procured deft., to whom they were indebted, to 
purchase the goods, who with the assent of the 
trader credited A. & B. in account. In assumpsit 
by the assignees of the trader for the price of these 
goods :—Held: if the appropriation of the money 
to A. & B. was merely in consequence of the 
direction of the trader, it was revocable, & pltfs. 
might recover ; but if it was part of the contract 
that the payment should not be revocable, it was 
then a question whether this was a payment 
within 6 Geo. 4, c. 16, s. 82, which, semble, it was 


not.— BRADBURY v. ANDERTON (1834), 1 Cr. M. 
& 1.486; 5 Tyr. 152; 41. J. Ex. 21; 149 H.R. 
1171. 


2392. Joinder of claims—By seller & indorsees of 
dishonoured bill given by purchaser—Embarrass- 
ment.]—A claim in which the vendor of goods & 
the indorseces of a bill given by the purchaser to 
the vendor for the price jointly sue the purchaser 
to recover the price & also upon the dishonoured 
bill is embarrassing, & may therefore be struck 
out.—SMITH v. RICHARDSON (1878), 4 ©. P. DD. 
112; 48 L. J. Q. B. 140; 40 L. T. 256; 27 W.R. 
230, D.C. 
sr mai :—Refd. Hannay v. Smurthwaite, [1893] 2 Q. B. 


2393. Action for loss of interest through delay 
in payment.|—ARMSTRONG v. ALLAN DGROTIIERS, 
No. 1048, ante. 

2394. Contract to pay by instalments—Applica- 
tion of Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 49.]— 
By a contract between pltfs. & defts. for the con- 


not lie for any of the axes not returned. 
—Dovppbs v. DURAND (1849), 5 U. C. R. 
623.—CAN. 


g. Reduction of price on proof of 
sheriff’s deed.|—Where, on the sale of a 


one v. WALDRON, 28 O. R. 478.— 

a. Declaration of intention not to 
perform.|—Where a party, before the 
time stipulated for performing his 
contract, declares that he w not 
perform “it, the other party may treat 
this as a preach sue.—DULLEA Vv. 
TAYLOR (1873), 34 U. C. R. 12.—CAN. 


PART VIII. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 1.—A. 


b. Whether court will reduce price 
—When contract admitted. eae & 
ore Vv. oe (1911), 13 W. A. L. R. 


c. Necessity for proof-—— Of agreed 


d. 

For goods sold & delivered, it is neccs- 
sary to show deft.’s request, & the 
request being laid to other sums will 
not supply the defect.—OGILVIF v. 
KELLY (1847), 4 U. C. R. 474.—CAN. 

e. Of agreement or delivery.) 
—MCPHEE ¥v. VICTORIA COAL MINING 
Co. (1872), 9 N.S. R. 64.—CAN. 

f. Non-return of goods ~— Whether 
action for price lies.}—‘* Received of X. 
six boxes of axes, to be sold for him on 
commission, & when sold, 1 agree to 
account to him for those sold at the 
rate of, etc., & to return the Dele tid 
unsold, on demand ”’ :—Held : 
action for goods sold & delivered ould 





chattel by pltf. to deft. for $130, it was 
ugreed that the price should be reduced 
to $65, if deft. produced a deed from 
tho shoriff sho ng that he had pre- 
viously sold the chattel to deft. under 
an eee OF es may recover the 
price in ion for goods soid & 
delivered. ott is deft.’s duty to pro- 
duce the sheriff’s deed, if he claims to 
reduce the Be to the lesser aes — 
ire CCANN (1885), 25 N. B. 
5 —s 


h. Ltoofing of building — Neglect to 
follow directions given — Allegation by 
defendants that roofing useless—Whether 


action lies for price.]—MINIOTA LUMBER 


Parr VIII.—-BREACH OF THE CONTRACT. 


struction of a steamer by the former the price of 
the steamer was to be £89,800, to be paid by defts. 
by five instalments, which were respectively to 
become due at different stages of the construction 
of the vessel. By the terms of the contract the 
hull & materials of the vessel were, upon payment 
of the first instalment, to become the absolute 
property of the purchasers, subject only to the 
builders’ lien for any unpaid purchase-money ; &, 
in the event of any instalment of the purchase- 
money remaining unpaid for fourteen days after 
same was due, the builders were to be entitled to 
interest thereon at 5 per cent. per annum until 
payment, &, in the event of such default, they were 
to be at liberty to suspend the work, & the time of 
suspension was to be added to the contract time, 
or they might complete the vessel at any time 
after the expiry of fourteen days’ notice given to 
the purchasers, & might sell her after completion, 
& any loss on such vessel was to fall upon the 
purchasers, & any balance of the proceeds of such 
sale which might remain, after satisfying all law- 
ful claims of the builders, was to be paid by the 
builders to the purchasers. 

The first instalment of the purchase-money 
having by the terms of the contract become due, 
& remaining unpaid, pltfs. brought an action for 
same, & applied for leave to sign judgment for the 
amount so claimed under kh. S. C., Ord. 14, r. 1 :-— 
Held: the case came within the provisions of 
R.S. C., Ord. 14, vr. 1. 

The terms of above sect. appear to me to apply 
to the sale of goods for a price to be paid by 
instalments (FARWELL, L.J.).—-WORKMAN, CLARK 
& Co., Lrp. v. Luoyp BRAZILENO, [1908] 1 K. B. 
968; 77 L. J. K. B. 953; 99 L. T. 477; 24 
T. L. R. 458; 11 Asp. M. L. C. 126, C. A. 
Annilation «Reta. Colley v. Overseas Exporters, [1921] 


B. What Courts may Entertain. 


County courts.|—See Counry Courrs, Vol. 
ATTI., pp. 461-463, Nos. 109, 115-131. 
Mayor’s court.|—Sece Mayor's Count, Vol. 


XXXIV., pp. 530-531, Nos. 43-46. 


C. When AMaintainable. 
(a) Where Property has Passed. 
i. In General. 

See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 49 (1). 

When property transferred.|—See Part IV., Sect. 
1, ante. 

2395. General rule.|—A party cannot recover 
the full value of a chattel, unless under circur- 
stances which import that the property has passed 
to deft., as in the case of goods sold & delivered, 
where they have been absolutely parted with, & 
cannot be sold again (PARKE, B.). 

In a case of goods bargained & sold, & an action 
brought for not accepting them, the damages sus- 
tained by the breach of the contract can alone be 
recovered (ALDERSON, B.).—LAaAtIRD v. Pim (1841), 
7M. & W. 474; 10 L. J. Ex. 259; 151 H.R. 852. 


Annotations :—Refd. Leader v. Tod-Heatly, [1891] W. N. 
38; Colley v. Overseas Exporters, [1921] 3 K. B. 302. 


& GRAIN Co. v. FOLEY (1908), 7W. LL. i. 
482.—CAN. 

j. New engine purchascd—Allegation 
that second-hand engine delivercd.) — 
BAUMAN v. DAFOE (1911), 19 W. L. R. 
757.—CAN. 

k. Instalment nlan — Acceleration 
clause.|—Although a contract for the 
sale of goods on the instalment pian 
contains an acceleration clause making 
the full amount of the unpaid pur- 


take 


such 


THRESHER CO., 


497 .—CAN. 


chase price due & payable on default 
in payinent of any instalment, yet if 
the seller accepts an overdue pay- 
ment without objection, 
advantage of such clause in 
respect to the delay in the payment of 
instalment.—ADVANCE RUMELY 
INCORPORATED. 
GRENIER, (Man.), [1918] 3 W. W. Tt. 


1. Of wire straightening machinc— 
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Mentd. Courtney v. Taylor (1843), 6 Man. & G. 851; 
Lindsay v. Direct London & Portsmouth Ry. (1850), 1 
L. M. & P. 529; Yates v. Gardiner (1851), 20 L. J. Ex. 
327; Cook v. Halsell (1856), 4 W. KR. 252; Moor v. 
Roberts (1858), 3 C. BB. N. 8S. 830; Duckworth v. Kwart 
(1863), 2 H. & C. 129; Taylor v. Chichester & Midhurst 
Ry. (1866), 4 H. & C. 409; Kast London Union Grdns. 
v. Met. Ry. (1869), L. R. 4 Hxch. 309; Capell v. G. W. 
Ry. (1883), 31 W. R. 555. 

2396. Goods sold on credit—Necessity for expiry 
of period of credit—Sale not bona fide.|—-(1) Where 
a tradesman gives credit for goods at the time of 
the sale, he cannot bring an action till the time 
given expires. 

(2) lf the time was given after the sale, or if the 
sale was not bond fide, the party may sue for his 
debt. immediately.—DrE Symons v. MINCHWICH 
(1795), 1 Esp. 429; 170 E. R. 409, N. P. 

Annotation :—As to (2) N.F. Bradbury v. Anderton (1834), 
1 Cr. M. & HR. 486. ‘“ That case fhas been overruled ”’ 
(PARKE, B.). 

2397. ——- - —Pltf. is entitled to recover 
for goods sold & delivered upon credit for a certain 
time, it appearing by the special memorandum 
that the bill was filed on a day subsequent to the 
expiration of the credit, though the writ appeared 
to have issued before. But if deft. were actually 
arrested before the credit expired. Semble: he 
has his remedy in damages.—SWANCOTT v. WEST- 
GARTH (1803), 4 Mast, 75; 102 KE. R. 758. 

2398. -I—In an action against the 
marshal, for an escape, in which pltf. declares 
that the person suffered to escape was indebted 
to him for goods sold & delivered, & that he sued 
out the process on which the party was arrested 
on that account; the averment in the declaration 
is not supported by showing that the goods were 
sold on a credit which had not Japsed when the 
action was commenced.—WHOITE v. JONES (1804), 
oD Hsp. 160; 170 BE. R. 771, N. P. 

2399. --—— -|—If goods be sold at two 
months credit, to be paid for by a bill at twelve 
months, & the goods be not paid for after the 
expiration of the fourteen months, the vendor may 
recover in an action for goods sold & delivered.— 
BROOKE v. WHITE (1805), 1 Bos. & P. N. R. 330 ; 
127 KF. R. 491. 

Annotations :—Consd. Hoskins v. Duperoy (1808), 9 Fast, 
498; Ruge. v. Weir (1864), 16 C. B. N.S. 471. Ret 
Helps v. Winterbottom (1831), 2 B. & Ad. 431. 

2400. .|—Although goods are stopped 
i transitu, the vendor, after the credit has expired, 
may recover for them, under a count for goods 
bargained & sold, if he was ready to deliver them 
on the price being paid.—IKYMER v. SUWERCROPP 
(1807), 1 Camp. 109; 170 E.R. 894, N. P. 


Annotations ;:—Consd. Sinyth v. Anderson (1849), 7 C. B. 
21. Reid. Clay v. Harrison (1829), 5 Man. & Rty. K. B. 
17; Heald vw. Kenworthy (1855), 10 Exch. 739; MacClure 
v. Schemeil (1871), 20 W. R. 168; Armstrong v. Stokes 























(1872), L. R. 7 Q. B. 598; Irvine v. Watson (1880), 5 
aa D. 102; Davison v. Donaldson (1882), 9 Q. B. D. 
623. 

2401. --—- ——-~ -——.!—A. purchased goods 


upon credit, fraudulently intending at the time of 
the contract not to pay forthem. B., the vendor, 
brought assumpsit for the goods sold, before the 
time of the credit expired :-—Held: this action 
was not maintainable, though the vendor might 
have treated the contract as a nullity, & have 
brought trover immediately to recover the value 


Machine disconform to contract — 
Iteturned for alteration.}—BEESLEY & 
Co. v. M' EWEN (1884), 12 R. (Ct. of 


PART VIII. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 1.--~ 
C. (a) i. 


he cannot 


m. When action lics—Necessity for 
expiry of weriod of credit.)}-—Deft. 
purchased goods at auction, on the 
following terms: ‘‘ Under £2 10s. cash 
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Sect. ee of the seller: Sub-sect. 1, C. (a) 7., 
t4., & (b).] 
of the goods.—FERGUSON v. CARRINGTON (1829), 


9B.&C.59; 7L.J.0.8S. K. B. 139; 109 E. R. 
22. 
A tati — db » Anderton (1834), 1 
M& Re aoe nie ect (1834), 1 Cr M. & CC 
312 ; aford v. Merry (1856), 1 H. & N. 503. Mentd. 
Selway Oe ae (1839), 5 M. & W. 83. 
2402. oe .|—Goods were sold upon 








the following terms: ‘ 7} per cent. discount, bill 
at three months; 10 per cent. discount, cash in 
fourteen days’ :—Held: the vendors could not 
sue in indebitatus assumpsit for goods sold & 
delivered within the fourteen days, even if the 
sale had been effected by fraud on the part of the 
vendee, so that trover might have been Sse 
tained for the goods.—StrRuT?T v. SMITH (1834), 1 

Cr. M. & R. 312; 4 Tyr. 1019; 3 L. J. Ex. 357; 





149 HK. R. 1099. 

2403. ——.|—— BROOMFIELD v. SMITH, No. 
2455, post. 

2404. — ——.|—WEBB v. FAIRMANER, No. 
1960, ante. 

2405. — —— Effect of payment into court.]— 


Down (F. P.) & Co. v. TRELAVER CHINA & CHINA 

STONE Co. (1903), 47 Sol. Jo. 277, C. A. 

2406. Necessity for delivery——Effect of refusal 
of buyer to take delivery.|—-HANKEY v. SMITH 
(1796), Peake, 57, n.; 170 BE. R. 77. 

2407. Assent of seller to refusal.|-—- 
Where the seller of goods upon the buyer’s refusal 
to accept them requested the buyer to sell them 
for him, which the buyer e sreed to do if he could, 
but did not :—Held: in an action by the seller for 
the price, the jury in considering whether the 
request made by the seller was a waiver of the 
contract of sale, could not take into their considera- 
tion whether such request was made under an 
ignorance of the law, & impression that his remedy 
was gone.—GOMERY v. BOND (1815), 3 M. & S. 
378; 105 E.R. 653. 

2408. Of whole of goods contracted for.|— 
One agreed to deliver 100 bags of hops at a certain 
price by a certain time, & having delivered part, 
commenced an action for the price thereof before 
the expiration of the time for the delivery of the 
remainder :—Held: such action could not be 
maintained, the contract being entire.—WADDING- 
TON v. OLIVER (1805), 2 Bos. & P. N. R. 613; 127 
E. R. 544. 

Annotations :— Consd. Oxendale v. Wetherell se). © Lid 
O. S. K. B. 264. Refd. Kingdom v. Cox (1848), 5 GC. B. 
522. Mentd. Shipton v. Casson (1826), 4 L. J. O. 8S. K. B. 
199; Dixon v. Clark (1848), 5 C. B. 365. 

2409. -|—One who has agreed for the 
sale of 100 sacks of flour, cannot, after the delivery 
of part, recover for that part, deft. being willing 
to receive & pay for the whole.—WALKER v. 
DIXON (1817), 2 Stark, 281; 171 BE. R. 647, N.P.; 
subsequent proceedings, Manning’ s Digest ‘of Nisi 
Prius Reports, 2nd ed. 309. 
Annotations :—Dbtd. Oxendale v. 

















Wetherell tad ot 2 B. 





& C. 386. Refd. Kingdom v. Cox (1848), 5 CG. B. 
iia .||—StTuppy v. SANDERS, No. we 
ante. 


down; over that amount but under 
£125, eleven months’ credit on approved « Ate 
indorsed notes with interest ’’ :—Held : 

an action would not lie upon the 
common counts until 
credit had  expired.—Sm.LIMAN  v. 
epee (1855), 13 U.C. R. 544.—CAN. 
——.,.]—An action for goods 
bargained & sold, to be paid for by 
instalments, cannot 


34.—N 


Ceaabienadmered 


ea ak oe (1817), 1 Nfid. 


PART VIII. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 1.— 
the time of C. (a) if. 


p. Whether action lies—Production 
of shin’s receipt condition precedent. | 
—Pltfs. contracted to sell to defts. a 
certain a uantity of wheat, to be de- 

alo 


SALE oF GooDs. 


ae -.|—KIRBY v. TROTTER (1859), 1 F. & 
F. 544. 
2412. ~.]—BRITISH & INDIA STEAM NAVIGA- 


TION Co. v. DE Marros, DE MatTros v. BRITISH & 
INDIA STEAM NAVIGATION Co., No. 1557, ante. 

2413. .]|—STEINBERGER v. ATKINSON & Co., 
Lrp., No. 2057, ante. 

2414, --— Delivery part of consideration for 
payment.|—If goods have actually been delivered 
by a vendor to a purchaser, & it appears that the 
delivery was part of the consideration for payment, 
a count for goods bargained & sold will not he, 
but that for goods sold & delivered should be used. 
—ForBESs v. SMITH (1863), 2 New Rep. 19; 11 
W. R. 574. 

Compare GUARANTEE, Vol. XXVI., pp. 19, 20, 
Nos. 78-90. 

2415. Necessity for demand.|—-Mossk’s CAs 
(1629), Het. 148; 124 E.R. 413. 

See, further, CONTRACT, Vol. XII., pp. 426-427, 
Nos. 3426-3441, 3444. 

Sale on credit.|—See Part VI., Sect. 4, sub-sect. 
4, C., ante. 

Proof of debt in bankruptcy.|—See BANKRUPTCY, 
Vol. IV., pp. 254-258, Nos. 2420-2447. 





ii. Particular Instances. 


2416. Whether action Hes—Goods directed to be 
delivered against payment.|—-One sent a letter by 
a carrier to a merchant for certain merchandise 
to send it to him, receiving a certain sum of 
money. The merchant sent the merchandise by 
the carrier, without receiving the money :—Held : 
the buyer should not be charged for the money, 
for it was a conditional bargain, & it was the folly 
of the merchant to trust the carrier with the wares. 
—MAYE’S CASE (1587), 4 Leon 7; 74 
EK. R. 690. 

2417, Goods stopped in transitu.|—KyYMErR 
v. SUWERCROPP, No. 2400, ante. 

2418. After prosecution for fraud—Bill 
ignored.|—Deft., having obtained goods of pltf. 
a tradesman, & absconded without paying for 
them, pltf. caused her to be apprehended on a 
warrant for felony & the goods were taken out of 
her possession, she was committed for trial, but 
the bill of indictment) was ignored & she was 
discharged :—Held: these circumstances did not 
preclude pltf. from suing her for the price of the 
goods, unless it was shown that they had been 
restored into his possession & proof of that fact 
lay upon deft.—VEREY v. Wit~Mor (1829), L. & 
Welsb. 37. 

2419. Goods lost at sea—-After delay in 
shipment—Delay waived by buyer.]|—ALEXANDER v. 
GARDNER, No. 1084, ante. 

2420. Provision for payment out of fund 
in seller’s hands—-Burden of proof of state of 
accounts.|—Pitf. & deft. agreed that deft. should 
recommend customers to pltf., who was a tailor, 
& that pltf. should allow deft. 10 per cent. upon the 
business so procured, to be received in clothes by 
deft. from time to time, as he might want them; & 
that a settlement of accounts should take place 


Godb. 141 ; 














to recover the 
GIBBS (1886), 12 


q. Timber not according to 
specification.])—Where pltf. contracted 
under seal to deliver timber of certain 
specified dimensions, & it fell short of 
the size, but it was accepted & used :— 
Held: he migbt recover on the common 
counts.— WHITE v. MANNING (1856), 13 


pie: —TANKARD 2. 
R. 417.—AUS., 





be maintained — jivered alongside the ship on the rail. U. C, R. pe ae 
expired.—MOooRE  v. Kuntz (1879), due of ship’s receipt :—Held of piano.} any pan 
44 . C. R. 309.—CAN the production of the aes receipt be BURNS (1886), 1 A. It. 481.— CAN. 
Ss Ss .J~DALTON & RYAN was a condition precedent to the right t. Sale made by agent without 





Part VIII.—BREACH OF THE ConrTRACT. 


between the parties every six, or at farthest every 
twelve months. Pitf. having sued in debt for 
goods sold & delivered, & having merely proved 
the delivery & acceptance of clothes :—Held: 
(1) he could not recover, but on nunquam in- 
debitatus he was bound to prove a settlement of 
accounts on which the balance was in his favour. 
(2) Semble, had there been no stipulation as to the 
settlement of accounts, it would have been sufficient 
for pltf. to prove the delivery & acceptance, & 
would have lain on deft. to prove a percentage due 
to him to the amount of what was so delivered.— 
GAREY v. PYKE (1839), 10 Ad. & El. 512; 2 Per. 
& Dav. 427; 113 BR. R. 193. 

2421. Agreement for barter & sale.|—PDtf. 
had sold saddlery to be paid for partly in money 
& partly in goods. It did not appear whether or 
not deft. had delivered the goods; & in an action 
of debt by pltf., on the common count for goods 
sold & delivered, the jury returned a verdict for 
the amount of the money only :—Held: under 
these circumstances it was no objection to the 
declaration, that pltf. had not declared upon the 
special contract.— BULL v. PARKER (1842), 2 Dowl. 
N.S. 345; 12 L. J. Q. B. 93; 7 Jur. 282. 
Annotation :-—Refd. Bowen v. Owen (1847), 11 Q. B. 130. 

See ANIMALS, Vol. II., p. 258, Nos. 385-387. 

2422. --—- Agreement for barter—Default of 
one party.|—Where two partics agreed to barter 
goods for goods, & the balance being in favour of 
pltf., deft. omitted for nearly three years to send 
goods to meet it, upon which pltf. brought an action 
for goods sold & delivered :—Held: the lapse of 
time did not entitle pltf. to maintain such an 
action, but his remedy was by action against 
deft. for not delivering the goods pursuant to the 
contract between them.—IIARRISON v. LUKE 
(1845), 14 M. & W. 139; 14 L. J. ix. 248; 5 
L. T. O.S. 1803; 153 In. R. 4238. 

Aan :—Apld. Bracegirdle v. Hinks (1851), 9 Exch. 


2423. Recission of contract by one party — 
After part delivery—Time for payment not expired.| 
—BARTIHOLOMEW v. MARKWICK, No. 1962, ante. 

24.24. Provision for payment on fulfilment 
of condition by seller—Fulfilment of condition 
rendered impossible by buyer.|—IJf, in the case of a 
contract of sale & delivery, which makes accept- 
ance of the thing sold & payment of the price 
conditional on a certain thing being done by the 
seller, the buyer prevents the possibility of the 
seller fulfilling the condition, the contract is to be 
taken as satisfied. 

By a written contract A. agreed to buy of B. a 
digging machine, if it fulfilled certain conditions, 
one of which was that it should be capable of 
excavating a given quantity of clay in a fixed time 
on a “* properly opened up face ” at the C. railway 
cutting. The machine failed at another cutting 
to excavate the required quantity, & on its being 
removed to the “‘ C.’”’ cutting & tried at a face not 
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“properly opened-up”’ one, & breaking down, 
after a few days work, A. refused to give it any 
further trial or to pay the price of the machine :— 
Held: B. was entitled to a decree against A. for 
payment of the price of the machine.—Mackay v. 
Dick (1881), 6 App. Cas. 251; 29 W. R. 541, I. L. 
Annotations :—Consd. City of Dublin Steam Packet Co. v. 

R. (1908), 24 T. L. R. 657. Folld. Kleinert v. Abosso 

Gold Mining Co. (1913), 58 Sol. Jo. 45. Consd. Westacott 

v. Hahn, (1917] 1 K. B. 605. Apld. Harrison v. Walker, 

[1919] 2 K. B. 453. That principle must be applied with 

care, & must be always considered in connection with the 

particular circumstances of cach case (McCanrnpir, J.). 

Distd. Colley v. Overseas Exporters, {1921] 3 K. B. 302. 

Consd. United States Shipping Board v. Durrell, [1923] 

2K. B. 739. Refd. L.C. & D. Ry. v. S. EB. Ry., [1893] 

A. C. 429; Sprague v. Booth, [1909] A. C. 5763; Hill v. 

Showell (1918), 87 L. J. K. B. 1106; Cohen ». Sellar, 

{1926) 1 K. B. 536. Mentd. Shepherd v. Ienderson 

(1881), 7 App. Cas. 49; Butler (or Black) v. Fife Coal Co., 

{1912} A. C. 149; Anglo-Newfoundland Development Co. 

». Pacific Steam Navigation Co., {1924] A. C. 406. 
Payment by acceptance of specific parcel 
of copper money—Counterfeit money.]—Sce Con- 
TRACT, Vol. XII., p. 478, No. 3866. 

——- Indivisibility of consideration.|—See Con- 
TRACT, Vol. XII., p. 234, No. 1935. 

Effect of recovery of judgment against 
stranger to contract.|—See HsroprreL, Vol. XXI., 
pp. 225, 226, No. 586, 

For instalments delivered.|—Sce CONTRACT, 
Vol. XII., p. 166, No. 1213. 

Delivery of goods in part payment—-As bar 
to operation of Statute of Limitations.|— See 
LIMITATION OF ACTIONS, Vol. XXXII, pp. 382, 
383, Nos. 652-656. . 

Compare BUILDING Conrracts, Vol. VII, 
pp. 365, 366, No. 133. 














(b) Where Property hus Not Passed. 

See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), 5s. 49 (2). 

When property transferred.|—Sce Part IV., Sect. 
1, ante. 

2425. Whether action maintainable—Person in 
tortious possession of goods.|—-Where goods were 
sold ‘‘to be paid for by I.’s bill on P. without 
recourse on the buyer in case of its not being paid ”’ ; 
although the buyer then knew the bill to be worth 
nothing, he is not liable to an action of indebitatus 
assumpsit for the value of the goods. 

The wines were not to be paid in money, but 
were to be bartered against a bill of exchange, & 
it was expressly stipulated, that the buyer was not 
to be liable in case the bill should be dishonoured. 
Therefore he never was indebted to pltf. for the 
price of the wines, & the law cannot imply a promise 
on his part to pay for them. ... Deft. is not a 
purchaser of the goods, but a person who has 
tortiously got possession of them... . Pité. 
should have brought trover, or an action of deceit. 
(LORD MLLENBOROUGH).—READ v. HUTCHINSON 
(1813), 8 Camp. 352; 170 H. R. 1408, N. P. 
Annotations :-—Apld. Selway v. Fogg (1839), 5 M. & W. 83. 


Refd. Bristol v. Wilsmore 182), 1B. & C. 514; Rumsey 
vw. N. KE. Ry. (1863), 14 C. B. N.S. 641. 


authority. }—OLAND v. BERTRAM (1887), 
7R.& G. 512; 8C.L. T. 61.—CAN. 


a. Sale of pilings—Question 
for jury.J—CLARK v. SCAMMELL (1892), 
31 N. B. R. 265.—CAN. 


b. Sale of second-hand motor 
trucks.}—-HALL Motors, LTD. tv. 
Roaers (1919), 44 0. L. R. 327; 15 
O. W. N. 231; 46 D. L. 2. 639.—GAN. 


ce. Provision for repossession— Taking 
of repossession—Effect of on_ contract.) 
— The repossession by a seller in ac- 
cordance with a provision therefor in 
an eement for the sale of goods 
on deferred payments is not a rescission 
of the agreement & a ber to recovery 
of the purchase-price.—NICHOLS & 








SHEPARD Co. v. CHAMBERLAIN (Sask.), 
[1918] 3 W. W. RK. 308.—CAN. 


d. Sale of govds by descrip- 
tion—Whether action lies on refusal to 
give delivery.]—Where in a contract for 
the sale of goods by description the 

roperty in the goods has passed to the 
aver: Indian Contract Act, s. 120, 
does not deprive the seller of the form 
of action for goods bargained & sold, & 
such an action can be brought for the 
price of the goods;on the buyer refusing 
to take delivery.—FINLAY, Murr & Co. 
v. IXADHAKISSEN GORIKISSEN (1909), 
J. L. it. 36 Cale. 736.—IND. 

e Vessel lost at sea.J— ELTON, 


HAMMOND & Co. v. PORTEOUS (1808), 
14 Fac. Coll. 48.—-SCOT. 








PART VIII. ac a SUB-SECT. 1.— 


f. Whether action les—Attempt on 
part of purchaser to cancel order.)— 
An order for the supply of goods 
executed under seal is not revocable 
before acceptance as an ordinary order 
might be: &, if the goods have been 
supped: the vendor may sue for the 
price which the purchaser has cove- 
nanted to pay, notwithstanding the 
purchaser has attempted to cancel] the 
order, returned the goods & refuses 
to carry out the purchase. In such a 
case the vendor is not restricted to an 
action for damages for the breach of 
contract.—GaaR Scott Co, v. OTToOsoNn 
(1911), 21 Man. L. R. 462,—CAN, 
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Secl. 2.—Remedies of the seller: Sub-sect. 1, C. (b) 
& (c), D. (a) & (6), EB. (a) & (b) i] 


2426. Sale from bulk—No appropriation.]— 
A. sold to B., by sample, 24 sacks of flour, part of 
a lot of 217 sacks belonging to A., which were lying 
at the warehouse of one M. & he also gave B. a 
delivery order on M., in pursuance of which M. 
transferred 24 sacks of flour to B.’s name in his 
books; & afterwards delivered 12 sacks of the 
flour to B., which B. paid for. No appropriation 
of any particular 24 sacks was ever made for B. 
The flour contained in the 12 sacks delivered was 
found, on examination, not to correspond with the 
sample, & B. consequently refused to accept or 
pay for the remaining 12 :—Held: A. could not 
recover the price of these 12 sacks in an action for 
goods sold & delivered; qu.: whether in such a 
case, goods bargained & sold would lie.—ELLIOTY® 
v. HEGINBOTHAM (1848), 2 Car. & Kir. 545. 

2427. When action lies—Agreement to pay on 
particular day—If delivery not required before.|— 
Pitfs. declared on a contract by defts. to purchase 
certain iron of pltfs., alleging a promise by defts., 
‘‘that if the delivery of the iron should not be 
required by defts. on or before Apr. 30, 1845, the 
iron was to be paid for by defts. on the day & year 
last aforesaid ;”’ & averring that pltfs. had always 
been ready & willing to deliver the iron in terms 
of the contract ; that Apr. 30 was past before the 
‘commencement of the suit ; but that defts had not 
paid for the iron :—Held: (1) under the averr- 
ment of readiness & willingness to deliver the iron, 
pltfs. were not bound to show that any specific 
iron had been appropriated by them for that 
purpose; (2) pltfs. were entitled to recover on 
the above contract the full price of the iron, & not 
merely the damages which they had sustained by 
defts.’ breach of contract.—DUNLOP v. GROTE 
(1845), 2 Car. & Kir. 153. 

2428. Meaning of payable on a day certain 
irrespective of delivery.|—-SreIn, Forsnes & Co. v. 
County TAILORING Co., No. 2487, post. 

2429. -|—MULLER, MACLEAN & Co. v. 
LESLIE & ANDERSON, [1921] W. N. 235. 








(c) Void and Illegal Contracts. 

See CONTRACT, Vol. XII., pp. 274, 276, Nos. 
2237-2244, 2248-2258 ; CONFLICT OF Laws, Vol. 
AI., pp. 402-403, Nos. 729-738. 

Contract with alien enemy.|—See ALIENS, Vol. 
er 155, No. 255, & pp. 162 et seq. 

Effect of Sunday Observance Act, 1677 (c. 7).|— 
Sce TIME. 

Impossibility of performance.]—See CONTRACT, 
Vol. XII., pp. 381-382, Nos. 3149~3153. 


D. By Whom Maintainable. 
(a) In General. 

2480. Effect of resale by seller to third party.|— 
Deft. bought goods by auction upon the condition 
that they were to be cleared away at the buyer’s 
expense in fourteen days & the price paid on or 
before delivery ; if any lots remained uncleared 
after the time allowed the deposit money should 


SALE OF GOODS. 


be forfeited the goods resold & the Joss on resale 
made good by the present purchaser. The broker 
gave a bought note which allowed fourteen days 
for receiving & delivery :—Held: (1) only the 
buyer had fourteen days to deliver, but the seller 
was bound to deliver instantly. (2) Semble: 
after a resale of goods by a vendor as upon default 
made by the first purchaser he cannot recover 
against the first purchaser for goods bargained & 
sold.— HAGEDORN v. LAING (1815), 6 Taunt. 162 ; 
1 Marsh. 514; 128 HK. R. 996. 

mer agri ts san to (2) Refd. Lamond v. Davall (1847), 9 


2431. Effect of resale by buyer to third party— 
Before payment.!|—A purchaser at an auction can, 
before payment, make a complete bargain & sale 
of the article which he has bought, to a third party, 
so as to maintain an action for goods bargained 
& sold.—Scott v. ENGLAND (1844), 2 Dow. & Iu. 
520; 14L.3.Q.B.438; 4L.T. 0.8. 141; 9 Jur. 
87 


2432. Whether by party having no property in 
goods.|—-Goods of deceased husband remained in 
the wife’s, pltf.’s, possession, who was not his 
extrix., nor ever took out letters of administration. 
The wife married again, & while living with the 
man as wife, the man sold the goods to deft., & 
received the price with the wife’s knowledge, who 
apparently concurred in the sale. After the sale 
the man was convicted of bigamy, he having a 
wife living at the time he married pltf. of which 
pltf. was not aware. Pltf. then sued deft. for the 
price of the goods :—/leld: she was not entitled 
to recover. 

Pitf. does not show that she had any property 
in the goods (LORD CAMPBELL, C.J.).—WALLER 
v. DRAKEFORD (1853), 1 H. & B. 749; 22 L. J. 
Q. B. 274; 17). P. 663; 17 Jur. 853; 118 E. it. 
6163; sub nom. DRAKEFORD v. WALLER, 1 Saund. 
& M.114; 211. T. O.S. 87. 
anna crs eld, Richards v. Johnson (1859), 5 Jur. 


2433. Whether new owner of business—Execu- 
tion of order for goods directed to late owner— 
Buyer unaware of change in ownership.|—Defts., 
who had been in the habit of dealing with B., sent 
a written order for goods directed to B.  Pltf., 
who on the same day had bought B.’s business, 
executed the order without giving defts. any 
notice that the goods were not supplied by B.: 
Held: pltf. could not maintain an action for the 
price of the goods against defts. 

The admitted facts are, that defts. sent to a shop 
an order for goods, supposing they were dealing 
with Brocklehurst. PItf., who supplied the goods, 
did not undeceive them. It pltf. were now at 
liberty to sue defts., they would be deprived of 
their right of set-off as against Brocklehurst. 
Whea-a contract is made, in which the personality 
of the contracting party is or may be of importance, 
as a contract with a man to write a book, or the 
like, or where there might be a set-off, no other 
person can interpose & adopt the contract. As 
to the difficulty that defts. need not pay anybody, 
I do not see why they should, unless they have 
made a contract either express or implied. I 








g. .+—K. agreed to buy from 
R. five bales of chrome orange twists, 
‘or any part thereof that may be in a 
merchantable condition ex City of 
Cambridge, or other vessel or vessels ”’ 
with specific murks & numbers, each 
bale containing 500 Ibs., at so much per 
lb., to be paid for on or before delivery. 
K. took delivery of, & paid for, only 
one bale, but rejected the others. : 
brought a suit for the price of the four 
bales rejected :—Held ;: the property in 
the goods did not pass to deft. by the 


terms of the contract, nor was the 
delivery that was taken by him of the 
one bale a delivery of ‘* part of the 

oods ”? within Contract Act, ss. 78 & 

2; the suit, therefore, did not lie.— 
MITCHELL REID & Co. v. BULDEO Doss 
ee (1887), I. L. R. 15 Cale. 1.— 


PART VIII. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 1.— 
D. (a). 


h. Foreigner forwarding prohibited 


goods to United States.}—Qu. : whether 
a foreigner forwarding rohibited 
goods to a place in the United States so 
situated as to furnish a strong pre- 
sumption that they would be smuggled, 
can maintain an action for the price of 
such goods.—SAWwYER vw. 
(1826), Tay. 315.—CAN. 


k. Foreign corporation.] —- UNION 
INDIA RUBBER Co. v. HIBBARD (1856), 
6 Cc. P. 77.—CAN. 


Il. Assignees of vendor.) — Pltfs. as 
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decide the case on the ground that defts. did not 
know that pltf. was the person who supplied the 
goods, & that allowing pltf. to treat the contracts 
as made with him would be a prejudice to defts. 
(BRAMWELL, B.).—BoULTON v. JONES (1857), 2 
H. & N. 564; 27 L. J. Ex. 117; 157 EB. R. 232; 
sub nom. BOLTON v. JONES, 30 L. T. O. S. 188 ; 
8 Jur. N. 8. 1156 5 6 W. R. 107, 
<tnnotations :—Consd. Gro ; is 
2 K. B. 28. Retd. indeay ». Gundy U8s6). St rhe 
Juan Sates ea EBM A 
77 L. T. 180; Said v. Butt, [1920] 3 &. B. 497. 
2434. Seller & indorsees of dishonoured Dill 
given by purchaser—Embarrassment.|—SMITH v. 
RicHARDSON, No. 2392, ante. 


(6) Particular Instances. 

< Tee or ee EXECUTORS, 

Ol. “9 . 68, ¢ ’ os. 522, ° jm 00, : 
XXIV No. hae 8.5 3643-3650, Vol 

Agent—Agent contracting for disclosed & named 
principal.|——See AGENCY, Vol. I., pp. 620-622, Nos. 
2457-2470. 
Agent contracting in own name for undis- 
closed principal.|— See AGENcy, Vol. I., pp. 625, 
626, Nos. 2497-2509. 

Auctioneer.|— See AUCTION & AUCTIONEERS, Vol. 
III., pp. 38-41. 





hk. Against Whom Muintainable. 
(a) In General. 

2435. Goods sold to one party—Delivered at 
buyer’s request to third party.| -— Ken’ v. 
DF’ AUBENY (1677), 3 Keb. 756; 84 BE. R. 994; 
sub nom, KENT v. DERBY, 1 Vent. 311. 





2436. ———-.J—Hancock v. Iancock, No. 
1561, ante. 
2437, ------— ~]J—IIANDForD v. HANDFORD, 


No. 1560, ante. 

2438. Goods resold by seller—After default by 
buyer.|—-ILAGEDORN v. LAING, No. 2430, ante. 

2439. ——-.|——-Deft. directed pltf. to make a 
coat for him. Lle afterwards wrote to say he 
should have no occasion for it, & directed pltf. 
to dispose of it for him. Pltf. accordingly sold 
the coat, & apprised deft. of his so doing.— 
Held: upon these facts, that an action was main- 
tainable for goods sold & delivered to deft.— 
GILLETT v. FINUCANKE (1841), 11 L. J. CG. P. 61, 

2440. Person on whose credit goods supplied. ]— 
When a tradesman makes out an account fur goods 
in the name of a particular person, it must be 
taken that they were furnished on the credit of 
such person, unless it be shown by unequivocal 
evidence that the credit was in fact given to 
another.—STorRR v. SCOTT (1833), 6 C. & P. 2141; 
172 I. R. 1224, N. P. 

2441, Question of fact.;—In an action for 
the price of goods sold, the question being on 
whose credit they were supplicd, & the entries 
in the trader’s books being doubtful, the question 
is for the jury. 





assignees of vendor, could not recover 
for lumber sold & services & supplies 
furnished, as the vendor would at the 
inost only be entitled to an accounting. 
——ROYAL BANK ¥v. SCHAIFFNER (1909), 
44 N.5, It. 89.—CAN. 


PART VIII. SECT. Gs SUB-SECT. 1.— —jurchase at 


m. Whether joint contractor.]-~ A. 
contracts by deed with B. to sell him 
certain timber off his lot, to be paid for 
by B. at certain fixed times. . being 
in default A., suppOSIOE C. to have a 
joint interest in the timber with B., 
sues B. & C. on an implied assumpsit : 





— Held: though A. might sue B. alone 
on an implied asswnypsit, yet that, being 
concluded by the deed as to the 
liable on the contract, he co 
sue B. & C. jointly.—ARMSTRONG v. 
BR eTSON (1847), 4 U. CG. Re. 113. — 


n. Purchaser reselling after knock-out 
auction.| — GRANT — v. 


WHITZMAN (1921), 55 N.S. RR. 16.—- 
CAN. 


PART VIII. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 1.~- 
E. (b) i. 


o. Tenant in common.)-——-DOYLE *, 
TAYLOR (1837), Ber. (325], 201.—CAN. 
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Entries in trade books are not like documents 
which a judge is to construe; but areto be looked 
at with all the other evidence in the case 
(MARTIN, B.).—CHARLTON v. ALLEN (1861), 2 
F. & F. 549, N. P. 

2442. Person having interest in goods—Seller 
unaware of interest—& goods not supplied on such 
person’s credit.|—-(1) One who has an interest in 
goods at the time of their being ordered, is liable 
for their payment; though the vendor may not 
know of his interest at the time, nor have supplied 
the goods upon his credit. 

(2) An inchoate interest at the time is sufficient. 
Therefore, where a person was to have an interest 
in goods, if they arrived safely, & in good con- 
dition, which they afterwards did, he was held 
to be liable for their payment.—MELHUISH v. 
PEARSON (1827), 5 L. J. O. S. K. B. 78. 

2443. Person ordering goods.|—If a person of 
full age orders clothes, however extravagantly 
& absurdly, & they are delivered to him, he is 
bound to pay for them.—BURGHART v. ANGER- 
STEIN (1834), 6 C. & PR. 690; 172 EH. lt. 1421; 
sub nom. BURKHARDT v. ANGERSTEIN, 1 Mood. 
& R. 458, N. P. 

Annotations :—Refd. Ryder v. Wombwell (1868), L. R. 3 
exch. 90; Nash v. Inman (1908), 77 L. J. K. B. 626 
2444, Person not party to contract of sale.|— 

BEALE v. MOULS, No. 2477, post. 

2445. Effect of joinder of claims—Against pur- 
chaser & person holding out as purchaser.|— 
Where a tradesman claims against the real pur- 
chaser of goods in the same action that he claims 
against a person who held himself out as the pur- 
chaser :—Jleld: the ciaim against the latter 
cannot be sustained.—JONEs v. ASHWIN & Ivory 
(1883), Cab. & El. 159. 


(0) Particular Instances. 
i. In General 


2446. Successor to deceased buyer—Where seller 
unaware of buyer’s death—-& goods retained by 
successor.|—A., a publisher, had for some years 
supplied a periodical work to W. as fast as the 
numbers came out. W. died & A., not knowing 
of his death, continued sending the numbers of 
the work by the stage coach, addressed to W. 
These numbers were received by B., who had 
succeeded to the property of W., & there was no 
evidence that B. had ever offered to return them : 
—Held: A. might maintain an action for goods 
sold & delivered against L., though at the time 
of the deliveries A. was not aware of the death 
of W.—WEATHERBY v. BANHAM (18382), 5 C. & LV. 
228; 172 E. R. 950, N. P. 

2447. Alleged joint contractor—Evidence of joint 
contract.|—C., representing that he was acting 
for the step-brother of the other deft. D., bought 
a business & lease of premises in his own name, & 
carried on the business for about three years, & 
then assigned to deft. D., who referred the persons, 
pitfs. among others, who supplied goods on her 








ene 


p. Joint debtors.J—WILSON ¥. STUART 
(1911), 16 W. L. Rh. 403; 20 Man. 
arties L. KR. 507.—CAN. 

d not q. AMortgagecs.]-— Goods were sup- 
plied to a party engaged in general 
commerce, & went in addition to & 
substitution of stock previously mort- 
gaged. Goods were sold in ignorance 
of the mtge., which was registered. 
Mtgor. becume bkpt. In an action by 
the seller of the goods against the 
itgees., on the ground that the goods 
were furnished to the mtgor. as agents 
of mtgees. :—Held: the mtgees. were 
not liable under the mtge.; nor was 
the mtgor. their agent, no such rela- 
tionship having been disclosed at the 
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Sect. 2.— Remedies of the seller : Sub-sect. 1, E. (b) 4., 
@., V1., W., V., V1. & vii., F. & G.] 

orders, to C. for a reference, who certified that 
she was respectable & able to pay. C. then got 
D. to assign all to him by a bill of sale for an 
alleged debt :—Held: the judge at the trial was 
right, on this evidence, in telling the jury that 
there was no evidence to fix C. with lability to 
pay pltfs. for goods so supplied to D.—BLocK v. 
Cox (1860), 2 L. T. 517, Ex. Ch. 

2448. Transferor of business—Where goods sup- 
plied in name of transferor—& transfer unknown 
to seller.|—Deft., to whom plitf. had given credit 
for goods supplied, transferred the business to 
his son-in-law without notice to pltfs. After the 
transfer the goods were supplied to the shop by 
pltfs. as usual, & sent in the name of deft. 
The jury having found that pltfs. had no know- 
ledge of deft. having gone out of the business, 
judgment was entered for pltfs.—ForE STREET 
WAREHOUSE Co. v. JEACOCKES (1884), 1 T. L. R. 8. 


il. Principal and Agent. 

Authority of agent to purchase.|—See AGENCY, 
Vol. L., pp. 346-352, 353, Nos. 571-609, 616. 
_Effect of del credere agency.|—See AGENCY, 
One pp. 280, 566, 568, Nos. 128, 124, 127, 2118, 

Liability of agent—Agent contracting for dis- 
closed & named principal.]|—See AGENCY, Vol. I., 
pp. 622-624, Nos. 2471-2491. 
/ ——-— Agent contracting in his own name for 
undisclosed principal.|—See \qaency, Vol. I., pp. 
626-628, Nos. 2510-2525. 
Contract on behalf of foreign principal.]— 
po ee Vol. LL. pp. 649-650, Nos. 2687— 
_ Liability of master—Servant order‘ng goods.]—- 
See AGENCY, Vol. I., p. 3855, Nos. 628-641. 

Liability of principal—cContracts made by agent.] 
——See AGENCY, Vol. I., pp. 567-594, 651, Nos. 
2120-2281, 2702-2705. 
Goods entrusted to agent.|—Sce AGENCY, 
Vol. I., pp. 562-567. 

Liability of person ordering goods for another. | 
See AGENCY, Vol. I., p. 628, Nos. 2480, 2481. 

Principal’s rights against agent — Contracts 
entered into by agent on principal’s behalf.|— 
ee Vol. I., pp. 460, 461, Nos. 1474— 

Ratification by principal—Of purchase by agent— 
Acceptance of goods bought.] — See AGENCY, 
Vol. I., p. 411, Nos. 1086-1088. 











lil. Master and Servant. 


Liability of master—Expenses of servants’ livery 
—-Part exchanged for plain clothes.|—-See MASTER 
& SERVANT, Vol. XXXIV.,, p. 124, No. 950. 


tine of the making of tbe purchases. 
The mtgor. was only the agent of the 
mntgees. for the purposes of the mtge., 


a. Material 


for 
building—Liability of owner for price.) 
—Ro@grers LUMBER Co. v. GRAY & 


SALE OF GOODS. 


iv. Partners and Co-Adventurers. 

Liability of partners—Joint adventure.|—See 
PARTNERSHIP, Vol. XXXVI., pp. 324, 325, Nos. 
56-62, 64, 66. 

Liability of firm for acts of partner.|—Sec 
PARTNERSHIP, Vol. XXXVI., pp. 362, 363, Nos. 
392-396. 








Disclaimer.|—See PARTNERSHIP, Vol. 
XXXVI., p. 356, No. 331. 
Individual partners—For transactions pre- 
vious to association.|—-See PARTNERSHIP, Vol. 
XXXVI., p. 378, Nos. 549-551. 
Estate of deceased partmer—Goods not de- 
livered before death.|—See PARTNERSHIP, Vol. 
XXXVI., p. 386, No. 606. 
Tests of partnership.|—-See PARTNERSHIP, 
Vol. XXXVI., pp. 320-342. 

Compare ESTOPPEL, Vol. XXT., p. 220, No. 552. 











v. Parent and Child. 
See INFANTS, Vol. XXVIII., pp. 220, 221, Nos. 
792-806. 
vi. Meceivers. 
See COMPANIES, Vol. X., pp. 748, 801, 808, Nos. 
A678, 5077, 5091; RECEIVERS. 


vil. Other Cases. 

Boards of guardians.|—-See CORPORATIONS, Vol. 
XIII., pp. 393, 394, Nos. 1183-1185. 

Churchwardens.| — See ECCLESIASTICAL LAw. 
Vol. XIX., pp. 291, 294, Nos. 825-827, 886. 

Clubs & members.]—See Cxiuss, Vol. VIII.. pp. 
515-518. : 

Liability of contractor to pay sub-contractor. |— 
See BuiLDIna Contracts, Vol. VIL, pp. 422, 
426, Nos. 354, 355, 372. 

Members of cost-book companies.|—-See Com- 
PANIES, Vol. X., pp. 1099-1102, Nos. 7705-7731. 

Committee of charitable  institution.] — Sec 
AaEncy, Vol. I., p. 360, No. 698. 

Members of provident societies.|—See Inbus- 
TRIAL, ETC. SOCLETIES, Vol. XX VITT., p.122, No. 37. 

Personal representatives.|—See MxEecuTors, Vol. 
SX XIV., pp. 560, 561, 651, Nos. 5998-6002, 6776. 

Liability of Treasury—Goods supplied to county 
courts.|—See County Courts, Vol. XIII., p. 448, 
No. 5. 

Trustee in bankruptcy.|—-See BANKkuUPTCy, Vol. 
V., pp- 1106, 1107, Nos. 9022-9025. 

Goods supplied for use of H.M. Forces.|—Sce 
AGENcY, Vol. I., pp. 656, 657, Nos. 2739-2742, 
2746, 2747. 

Goods supplied to ships.|—Sec SHIPPING. 


EF. Amount Recoverable. 
2449. Recovery on quantum valebant.|—-b. 
agrees to purchase of A. a gun for the sum of 45 
guineas ; but it is stipulated, that A. shall take a 


bank.}—VANCOUVER HARBOUR TRAD- 
ING Co. v. OGAWA OVERSEAS TRADING 
ROYAL BANK OF CANADA, 


construction of 


Co. & 
& had no power to pledge their credit. HosmMErR a (1913), 23 W. L. lh. (1924), 33 B.C. R. 347.—CAN. 
—-BROWNING v. Pitts (1885), 7 Nfid. 920; 10 D. L. R. 698; 4 W. W. R. 
L. RR. 73.—NFLD. 294,—CAN. 


PART VIII. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 1.-— 
. (b) vii. 


Agreement by patrons to send 
& receive cheese in return or its 
. ale by managing committee— 

ho are liable on such contract.|—GILL 
Cine (1876), 26 C. P. 124.— 


Yr. 
milk W.L. R. 925; 


5 4 7 .—-CAN e 
d. Delivery 


t. Change of business name on 
sale of business—No other indication 
of change of ownershi Vendor of 
wroperty not lable.J—RICHARDS ¥W, 

{OWE (1886), 4 Man, L. R. 112.—CAN. 


b. Promissory note given for price 
of goods—Action on note 
Whether action lies on original considera- 
tion.J—-WYTON v. HILLE (1915), 32 
‘: 9 WwW. W. lh. : 
D. L. R. 89; 25 Man. L. Rh. 772.—CAN. 

c. Board of trustees of church.J— 
Roars LUMBER YARDS v. 
METHODIST CnuRCcH (1915), 31 W. L. R. 


cash 
ments—Deposit of documents with bank 
—Advance by bank with 
rights of unpaid vendor—Liability of 


PART VIII. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 1.—F. 


2449 i. Recovery on quantum valebant.) 
——In cases in which something has been 
done under a special contract, but not in 
strict accordance with the terms of the 
contract, although the party cannot 
recover the remuneration stipulated for 
in the contract because he had not done 
that which was to bo the consideration 
of it, still, if the other party has derived 
any benefit from the work done, as 

t would be unjust to allow him to 
retain that without paying for it, the 
law implies a promise upon his part to 
pay such a remuneration as the benefit 


failing— 
% 591; 25 


BRocK 


against  docu- 
knowledge of 


Part VIII.—Breacu or THE ContrRAct. 


gun of B.’s, valued at 30 guineas, in part payment 
B. having refused to deliver his ean & oneplste 
the contract, A. is entitled to recover the sum of 
45 guineas as the stipulated price.—Forsymi v. 


oe (1816), 1 Stark. 4837; 171 E. R. 522, 


Ann :—Mentd. Marson v. Short (1835), 2 Bing. N. C. 


2450. .|—A. sells to B. a bowsprit which at 
the time of sale appears to be perfectly sound, 
but which, after being used some time, turns out 
to be rotten ; in the absence of fraud A. is entitled 
to recover from B. what the bowsprit was 
apparently worth at the time of delivery.— 


BLUETT v. OSBORNE (1816), 1 Stark. 384; 171 
K. R. 504, N. P. 


Annotations :—Consd. Jones v. Bright (1829), 5 
Shepherd v. Pybus (1842), 3 Man. & G. 868. 
v. Kdgington (1841), 2 Man. & G. 279. 


2451. .|— BAINES v. PAYNE (1828), 1 Chitty 
on Pleading, 7th ed. 857. 

Annotation :—Apld. Keys v. Harwood (1846), 2 GC. B. 905. 

2452. -|--OXENDALE v. WETHERELL, No. 
1731, ante. 

2453. Recovery on quantum meruit./—Whcere a 
contract for the sale of goods, which have been 
delivered to & retained by the purchaser, is void 
by reason of its having been made on a Sunday, 
«a subsequent promise to pay will entitle the vendor 
to recover the value upon a quantum meruil.— 
WILLIAMS v. Pavr, (1830), 6 Bing. 653; 4 Moo. & 
P. 5382; 8. J.0.8. C. P. 280; 180 KB. It. 1483. 
sin cation :—Distd. Simpson v. Nicholls (1838), 3 M. & W. 





Bing. 533; 
Refd. Brown 








Recovery of interest.|—Sce Part VI., Sect. 4, 
sub-sect. 11, ante. 


G’. Defences. 


2454, Validity of defence—Inability of purchaser 
to recover against underwriter.|—A.,a merchant in 
London, having an order in 1810, from B., a mer- 
chant in Perth, for goods to be shipped from 
London to Dundee, sends the goods to the wharf 
on Sat. eb. 24, the vessel then taking in goods for 
Dundee, being the A’., unarmed, which had been 
substituted by the Shipping co. for the D., armed, 
the co. announcing, on Feb. 23 & 24, to all who 
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inquired that the K. & not the D. was to sail on 
the 25th, Sundays & Thursdays being the regular 
sailing days. A. dispatches the invoice on Feb. 27 
dated on that day, with advice that the goods had 
been sent by the D. not naming the 24th as the 
day when the goods were sent to the wharf, & 
leaving it to be inferred from the date of the 
invoice that the furnishing was made on the 27th, 
& that the sea risk did not commence till Mar. 1. 
The K. sails with the goods on Feb. 25, & is cap- 
tured on Mar. 2 by a privateer. Action brought 
by A. against L. for the price of the goods & held 
below that he could not recover. The judgment 
affirmed above; the Lord Chancellor being of 
opinion that if B. had insured upon the representa- 
tion sent him, he could not have recovered from 
the underwriter.—ARNOT v. STEWART (1817), 5 
Dow, 274; 3 EB. R. 1327, Lf. L. 
Aanouiion :—Consd. Wimbloe v. Rosenberg, [1913] 3 K. B. 


2455. -—--- Non-expiry of period for credit.|— 
In indebilatus assumpsit or debt for goods sold & 
delivered, deft. may prove, under the general 
issue, that the goods were sold on a credit which 
had not expired at the time of action brought.— 
BROOMFIELD v. SmiTru (1836), 1 M. & W. 542 ; 
2 Gale, 114; Tyr. & Gr. 920; 5 L. J. Vix. 155; 
150 KK. RR. 550. 

See, further, Sub-sect. 1, ©. (a) i., ante. 

2456. --—--- Misrepresentation—Articles retained 
by buyer.|—Lomi v. Tuckkrn, No. 10924, ante. 

2457. —---.]—-Deft. in an action for goods 
bargained & sold at a specific price, will not be 
allowed to show, either in bar of the action or in 
mitigation of damages, that there was a false 
representation of the quality of the goods, unless 
it be specially pleaded.._-WOODHOUSE v. SWIFT 
(1836), 7C. & P. 310. 

2458. ——.]|—A prospective bidder for 
articles about to be sold at an auction sale saw 
the sellers as to whether there might be difficulty 
in obtaining possession of the articles owing to 
Govt. impressment, & he was informed that the 
Govt. had been satisfied & the sale was to be 
allowed. Subsequently a subordinate Govt. 
official intimated that he wanted the articles for 
the Govt., but his action was repudiated on 








conferred upon him is reasonably 
worth.---WATEROUS v. MORROW (1879), 
Cass. Dig., Znd ed. 138.—CAN., 


2449 ii. ~—- Bounay wv. R. (1910), 
30) Cc, lL. 5 he 523 ; 43 S. C. qh. 61.—CAN. 
2449 iii. —J—J. TI. CaSE THRESII- 
ING MACHINE Co. v. BRILLON & BRILLON 
(Sask.) (1922), 70 D. L. RK. 720.-——CAN., 


2449 iv. .}—A contract was made 
by correspondence for the delivery 
at St. John’s of a cargo of the best 
Gowrie sereened coal. The first coal 
that was delivered froin the ship’s side 
was found to be of an inferior quality. 
A protest was made respecting the coal 
& finally the contract was repudiated. 
In an action to recover back the price 
paid for the cargo :— Held: the price 
which should be paid by the purchasers 
for the 150 tons actually delivered to 
them should be the sum which upon 
assessrnont was found to be the real 
value of the coal & not the contract 
price.—TESSIER v. N. ATLANTIC COL- 
LIERIES (1909), 9 Nfld. L. dk. 422. 
NFLD. 














2449 v. .J—Where there was a 
contract for sale of 16,000 sheep at 5s. 
per head, & only 830 were delivered, 
some of them being legally seabby, 
pitf. was only allowed to recover on a 

uantum valebant.—-SMITH Vv. JOHNSTON 
1881),3 N. Z L. R. C. A. 270.—N.Z. 


2449 vi, ———.J}—WYETT v. SMITH & 
Sir (1908), 28 N. Z L. R. 79.—N.Z. 


e. Whether action lies on quantum 
meruilt. J—HARQUAIL Co., LTb. v. Roy 
(1912), 11 kK. L. RR. 190; 41 N. B. OR, 
255; 7D. Il. WK. 282,.—CAN. 


f. -—-—.]— In an action for the 
price of guods, where the sale is ad- 
initted, the fact that the parties dis- 
ugree both as to the amount & price 
does not prevent the judgo from finding 
on a quantum meruit.—-HErrER Y, 
KoKAT?T, [1918] 2 W. W. Rk. 996; 11 
Sask. L. RR. 251; 42 D. L. R. 1. 322.— 
CAN. 

g. —-—.)—- MACFARLANE vw. CARR 
(1872),8 B. Ja. R. 459; 17 WLR 2tt.— 
IND. 

h. Per lineal foot or stick.|—-Where 
pltf. by writing agreed to furnish 
timber, to be paid for at a certain rate 
per foot, lineal measure :——-J7eld: he 
was entitled to recover such price per 
lincal foot according to the length of 
each stick, not according to the length 
of a bridge constructed of tho timber, & 
for which it was obtained.—BROWN v. 
ar aes fAN (1857), 15 U. C. R. 563.— 


k. Loss of wprofits---On prevention 
of completion by purchuser.J—In aw 
contract fur the sale & delivery of gas 
if the vendor, not being in default, is 
prevcnted by the wrongfu) act of the 
purchaser from fulfilling his obligation 
to deliver, he is entitled to the compen- 
sation he would have received but 
for such wrongful act.—KOHLER v. 


THOROLD NATURAL GAS CoO. 
525. C. R. 415.—CAN., 

I. Action for balance of price of 
qoods—Dispule as to quantity sold.|— 
LE PaGk v. LATDLAW LUMBER Co., LTb. 
(1919), 43 O. Lh. R. 400. -—CAN., 

m. Noncompliance of purchaser with 
Canadian Wheat Board Regqulations— 
Right of vendor to ertra price—After 
agreement on price. |—O’NEALY. VERNON 
FrviT UNION (B. C.) (1922), 68 D. L. Rt. 


036,—-CAN. 


PART VIII. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 1.-—-G, 


n. Validity of defence — Mistaken 
reference in invoice of goods.)}-—GLASS- 
FORD Cook & Co. v. MOORE & Co. 
(1899), 25 Vv. L. lt. 430.—AUS. 

oO. TUegality.J—JORGENBEN v. 
HARRIS BROTHERS (1912), 14 W. A. 
L. R. 180.—AUS. 

Dp. Readiness to deliver.] — 
S'TINSON v¥. BRANIGAN (1853), 10 U.C. ht. 
210.—CAN. 


(1915), 











q Allowing account to accu- 
mulate contrary to ayreement.J-—WINCH 
Vv. oo (1854), 11 U. GC. R. 233.— 
CAN. 


r. —— Set-off.J— CROUCHER v. GUNN 
(1881), 2 R. & G. 370.—CAN. 

t. Goods not delivered in a 
“* satisfactory condition.’’}—Pltf. con- 
tracted to deliver to deft. a mowing 
machine, to be delivered in a satis- 
factory working condition, & brought 
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application to his superior officer. This incident 
was not disclosed to the prospective bidder, who 
attended the sale, when the articles were knocked 
down to him. After the sale the Govt. intervened 
to prevent removal, & shortly after impressed : 
Held: the purchaser was not entitled to rescind 
the contract on the ground of essential error 
induced by the seller, & was liable for the price, 
the property in the articles having passed to him 





on the fall of the hammer.—SHANKLAND & Co.. 


v. ROBINSON & Co., [1920] S. C. (HI. L.) 103; 57 
Sc. L. &. 400, H. L. 

2459. Breach by seller.|—Declaration on 
an agreement by pltf{s. to sell & deliver to deft., 
& by deft. to purchase, as many of pltfs.’ N. Gas 
Coals, equal in quality to a cargo before shipped 
on trial, as one steam vessel to be sent by deft. 
could fetch in nine months from S. to L. Breach: 
that deft. refused to send a steam vessel to fetch 
divers cargoes of coals. Third plea: that, before 
any breach by deft., pltfs. broke the contract by 
delivering coal which was no part thereof gas coal 
equal in quality to the cargo shipped on trial, but 
was inferior thereto, & wholly unfit for deft.’s 
purposes, as pltfs. well knew. Fourth plea: that, 
before any breach by deft., pltfs. broke the contract 
by detaining an unreasonable time, & beyond the 
time permitted by the contract, the vessel sent by 
deft. to receive the coal :—Held: neither of the 
pleas was an answer to the declaration.—JONA- 
SSOHN v. YOUNG (1863), 4 B. &S. 296; 2 New Rep. 
390; 32 L. J. Q. B. 385; 10 Jur. N.S. 483; 11 
W. R. 962; 122 E. R. 470. 

Annotations :—Consd. Freeth 7. Burr (1874), L. R. 9 C. YP. 

208; Reuter v. Sala (1879), 4 C. P. D. 239. Refd. Sinipson 

v. Crippin (1872), L. R. 8 Q. B. 143 Corcoran v. Proser 

(1873), 22 W. R. 222; Honeck ». Muller (1881), 50 L. J. 

Q. 1B. 529; Jackson v. Rotax Motor & Cycle Co., [1910] 

2K. B. 937. 

Breach of warranty.|—--Sce Part III., Sect. 
19, sub-sect. 2, C. (a), ante. 

2460. Seller reselling before delivery to 
purchaser-~--Purchaser in default.|-- PAGE v. Co- 
WASJEE EHDULJEE, No. 2387, ante. 

2461. Payment after action brought.|— 
Declaration in the common form, for goods sold 
& delivered claiming £120. Pleas: (a) Never 














SALE OF GOODS. 


indebted ; (b) ‘‘ & for a further plea deft. says,’’ 
that the goods were sold under a warranty that 
when delivered they did not correspond with the 
warranty & thereupon before suit, disputes arose 
between pltfs. & deft. in respect of the alleged 
breach of warranty; & after the commencement 
of the suit & after the last pleading it was agreed 
that pltfs. should accept from deft. £60 in settle- 
ment of the debt sought to be recovered in the 
action; & deft. thereupon paid & pltfs. accepted 
£60 in satisfaction & discharge of their said debt. 
On demurrer to the second plea:—Held: the plea 
being pleaded generally, must be taken to be 
pleaded to the whole causes of action; & as it 
alleged the payment after action to have been in 
satisfaction of the debt only, it was bad for leaving 
unanswered any damages to which pltfs. might 
be entitled.—AsH v. POUPPEVILLE (1867), L. R. 
3 Q. B. 86; 8B. & S. 825; 37 L. J. Q. B. 55; 
16 W. BR. 191. 

——~ Pendency of arbitration.|—-See ARBITRA- 
TION, Vol. II., p. 352, No. 276. 

2462. Goods not made according to order— 
Burden of proof.|—In an action for the value of 
an article ordered of pltf. by deft., but returned 
by deft. to pltf., it is incumbent on pltf. to prove, 
that it was made agreeably to the order.— HAYDEN 
v. HAYWARD (1808), 1 Camp. 180; 170 EK. R. 920, 
N.P 


2463. —— - --—.]—In an action for goods sold 
& delivered, to which deft. pleads payment of 
money into ct., & that pltf. has not sustained 
damage to a greater amount, on which issue is 
joined ; it is competent for deft. to show at the 
trial that the goods in question were not made 
according to order, but that he had, at the request 
of pltf., retained & used some of them, for a trial.— 
MAINWORTHY v. PAGE (1839), 3 Jur. 126. 

2464, -—----- Mistake in telegram of acceptance— 
By telegraph clerk.]|—Deft. wrote to pltfs. inquiring 
upon what terms they could supply him with 50 
rifles. Pltfs. having answered, stating terms, they 
received a telegram from deft. directing them to 
forward “ the rifles.”’ They accordingly forwarded 
50 rifles. It turned out that the message as 
directed to be sent by deft. was for ‘‘ three ”’ 
rifles, but the telegraph clerk had mistaken the 
word ‘‘three’’ for ‘the.’ Deft. refused to 











the machine to deft.’s field where, in 
the course of a trial which he proceeded 
to make, a wheel became broken 
which pltf. proinised to replace. Five 
witnesses swore that the whecl was a 
uiuterial part of the machine, & there 
was some evidence that it was not :-— 
Ileld ; pltf. could not recover the price, 
us the machine was never delivered in a 
satisfactory working condition.—Law- 
LOR SU RORD (1882), 4 R. & G. 35. 

a. -—— Machines unsuitable —- 
Defendant not returning them after 
trial.|--ABELL ENGINE & MACHINE 
WorKS Co. v. MCGUIRE (1901), 21 
C.L. T. 358 5 13 Man. L. R. 454.—CAN. 

b. ——— Giving of time on limit 
bond.J—KELLY v. THOMPSON (1902), 35 
N. B. 1. 718.—CAN. 


Cc. Sale by unstamped measure-— 
Onus of proof.J—HUGHES v. CHAMBERS 
(1902), 22 C. L. T. 333; 14 Man. L. Rh. 
J 63,—CAN. 

d. ——— _Inferior quality of pota- 
toes.J—-GODWIN v. SAWYER (Y. T.) 
(1906), 5 WwW. L. R. 102.—CAN. 


6. Accord c& satisfaction.] — 
STEINE v. O’NEIL (N. W. P.) (1907), 6 
W. L. R. 125.—CAN. 

f.—— Counterclaim.) — Hyper v, 
Nerp (1908), 8 W. L. R. 555.—CAN. 

g. Delay in delivery of 
guods.}—EDMONTON IRON WORKS v, 








———e 


CRISTALL (1910), 15 W. L. RR. 659, 3 
Alta. L. R. 338.—CAN. 


; Agreement for purchase to 
be inoperative—Until fulfilinent of 
certain conditions.}-—To un action for 
the purchasc-price of an engine, deft. 
set up two defences: (1) that the 
engine was not as represented by pltfs., 
(2) that the agreement for purchase 
was not to be operative until the fulfil- 
ment of certain conditions, which were 
not fulfilled :—/Z/eld: deft. gave an 
order for an engine to pltfs. on certain 
conditions this order was accepted 
before cancellation by deft.; & thore 
was, therefore, a completed contract 
between the t reagie &, as the engine 
was delivered to deft. according to the 
agreement pltfs. were entitled to suc- 
ceed.—-WATEROUS ENGINE WORKS Co. 
Pat (1910), 15 W. L. R. 717.— 


k. Defective construction of 
Surnace.|—CROCKET » McKay (N. S.) 
(1911),9 Bb. L. RR. 398, 399.—CAN, 

1 Payment to agent.}—CHAP- 


MAN v. Prest (N.8.) (1911), 9 EL. R. 
201.—CAN. 











ee 





m. .J}—BrRucKE STEWART 
& Co., LTD. v. WEpLocK (P. E, I.) 
(1913), 12 KE. L. R. 408.—CAN. 


n. —— Failure to scale timber.]— 
Under an ba gerne whereby defts. 
purchased timber on pltf.’s land, to 


be paid for after defts. had removed 
the timber & had had it scaled by a 
Govt. official scaler, defts. loaded a 
scow with timber, which was allowed 
to drift away & was lost before an 
official scaling could take place :— 
Held: os the failure to scale was the 
fault of defts., they could not set that 
up as an answer to an action for the 
recovery of the price of the timber.— 
RicH v. NORTH AMERICAN LUMBER Co., 
Lrp. (1913), 18 B. C. Lt. 543.—CAN. 


Oo. Non-delivery of material 
part of engine.|—BRITISH CANADIAN 
AGRICULTURAL TRACTOR v. EARLE 
(1914), 20 D. Ta. Wt. 319.—CAN. 


p. -—-- (Goods not answering de- 
scription in contract— Defendants not 
examining goods on reccipt.)—IRON- 
SIDES v. VANCOUVER MACHINERY Co. 
(1914), 26 W.L. R. 754; 29 W. TL lh. 
781; 15 DL. TR. 603; 20 DL Ll. 
195; 20 B.C. Rh. 427.—CAN, 


qd. .]}— HARFORD - Bro- 
THERS & Co, v. ROBERTSON (1832), 6 
Wits. & S, 1.—SCOT. 

Yr. * Condition precedent w)n- 
fulfilled |—A contract for the supply 
of machinery contained provision for 

ayment of the price by certain 
nstalments to be paid after production 
of the certificate of the purchaser’s 
engineer that such instalments were 
duc & payable. A portion of the 
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accept more than 3 rifles :—Held: in an action 
for the price of the remaining 47 rifles, deft. was 
not bound by the mistake of the telegraph clerk, 
& pltfs. therefore could not recover.—HENKEL v. 
Papp (1870), L. R. 6 Exch. 7; 40 L. J. Ex. 15; 
19 W. It. 106; sub nom. HENCKEL v. PAPr, 23 
L. T. 419. 

Set-off.|—See Srtr-OFr. 

Contracts not under seal—Contracts with cor- 
poration.|—See CORPORATIONS, Vol. XIII., pp. 391- 
394, Nos. 1166, 1167, 1175, 1184, 1185, 1192. 

Notice of statutory defence.|—See County 
Courts, Vol. XIII., p. 496, No. 465. 





H. Practice and Procedure. 
Evidence—Of matters forming part of res gesta.] 


a4 


—See EVIDENCE, Vol. XXII., pp. 59, 60, Nos. 
335-339. 


Admissibility of unstamped receipt.]—Sce 
a Vol. XXII., pp. 266, 267, Nos. 2509, 
a) e 
Interrogatories.|—See Discovery, Vol. XVIII., 
pp. 219, 220, Nos. 1673-1680. 








SuB-SECT. 2,—DAMAGES FOR NON- 
ACCEPTANCE. 
A. In General. 
See Sale of Goods Act, 1898 (c. 71), s. 50 (1). 
2465. When action lies——-Sale by auctioneer—-- 
Failure to take away goods.|—In an action on the 
case, for not taking away goods sold by public 
auction, & for a loss on the resale, pltf. may recover 
on the count for goods bargained & sold; & it is no 
objection to his right to recover on that. count, 
that he has not the goods then to deliver, in case 
he had a verdict.—MrERTENS v. ADCOCK (1803), 
4 isp. 251; 170 WH. WR. 709, N. P. 
Annotations :—Dbtd. Hagedon v,. Laing (1815), 1 Marsh. 
514. Consd. Lamond v, Davall (1847), 9 Q. B. 1030. 


2466. Delivery by instalments—Parol varia- 
tion of time for delivery.|—Where deft. agreed by 
a written contract to purchase of pltfs. 300 hogs 
of bacon, to be delivered at fixed times & in 
specified quantities, & after a part of the bacon 
had been delivered, requested pltfs. as the sale 
was dull, not to press the delivery of the residue ; 
to which pltfs. assented ; this was to be understood 
only as a parol dispensation of the performance 
of the original contract, in respect to the times of 
the delivery, & therefore was not affected by Stat. 
Frauds ; deft. was held liable for not accepting 
the residue within a reasonable time afterwards.-- - 
CUFF v. PENN (1813), 1 M. & 8.213; 105 1. 2.8. 
Annotations :—Distd. Goss v. Nugent (1833), 5 B. & Ad. 

58. Overd. Stead v. Dawber (1839), 10 Ad. & El. 57. 

Refd. Marshall 7. Lynn (1840), 6 M. & W. 109; Ogle v. 

Vane (1867), L. R.2Q. B. 275; Tyersv. Rosedale & Ferry- 

hill Iron Co. (1873), L. Rt. 8 Iixch. 305; Sanderson v. 

Graves (1875), L. 8. 10 Exch. 234; Hartley v. Hymans, 


[1920] 3 K. B. 475. Mentd. Emmet v. Dewhurst (1851), 
3 Mac. & G. 587. 











machinery having been rejected by the 
purchaser, an action was brought by 
the sellers for the unpaid balance of the 
purchase-price without production of 


619.—SCOT. 


STEVEN & Co., [1919] 8S. 
132; [1919] 185. L. T. 31; 5650. L. 2. 





2467. Sale of future goods.|—If a man sells 
goods to be delivered on a future day, & neither has 
the goods at the time, nor has entered into any 
prior contract to buy them, nor has any reasonable 
expectation of receiving them by consignment, but 
means to go into the market & buy the goods which 
he has contracted to deliver; he cannot maintain 
an action for damages for non-performance of the 
contract.— BRYAN v. LEWIs (1826), Ry. & M. 386; 
171 E. R. 1058, N. P. 

Annotations :—Overd. Hibblewhite ». M‘Morine (1839), 5 
M. & W. 462. Refd. Mortimer v. M'‘Callan (1840), 6 
M. & W. 58; Thacker v. Hardy (1878), 4. Q. B. D. 685. 
Mentd. Klsworth v. Cole (1836), 6 LL. J. Ex. 50; Wells 
v. Porter (1836), 2 Bing. N. C. 722; Re Wade, Ex p. 
Wade (1856), 25 L. J. Bey. 7, n.; Sikes v. Wild (1861), 1 
B. & S. 587. 

2468. --—- -———.]—A contract for the sale of 
goods, to be delivered at a future day, is not 
invalidated by the circumstance that at the time of 
the contract, the vendor ncither has the goods in 
his possession, nor has entered into any contract 
to buy them, nor has any reasonable expectation 
of becoming possessed of them by the time 
appointed for delivering them, otherwise than 
by purchasing them after making the contract.— 
IIIBBLEWHITE v. M‘MoRINE (1839), 5 M. & W. 462 ; 
8L. J. Ex. 271; 3 Jur. 509; 151 BE. R. 195. 
-{nnotations :—Refd. Mortimer v. M'Callan (1840), 6 M. & W, 

58: Ramloll Thackoorseydass v. Soojumnull Dhondmull 

(1818), 4 Moo. Ind. App. 339; Thacker v. Hardy (1878), 


4 Q. B. D 685. Mentd. Grizewood v. Blane (1851), 11 
CG. 23. 526; Sikes v. Wild (1861), 1 B. & S. 587. 


2469. Goods deliverable on future day— 
Bankruptcy of purchaser before day.]|—BOORMAN 
v. Nasu, No. 2504, post. 

2470. Sale of unascertained goods.|—-Bos- 
WELL v. KILBORN, No. 1064, ante. 

2471. - Failure to give notice of readi- 
ness to ascertain.|—The goods being deliverable 
at buyer’s option until Nov., a letter of his at the 
end of Oct. declining to receive them, & treating 
them as the seller’s :—Held : a sufficient breach. 

The letters contain sufficient evidence of a refusal 
to receive in Nov. Evidence of notice of readiness 
to weigh is not necessary. Deft. could have had 
the wool weighed if he wished (BY1Es, J.).--HAWK 
v. FREUND (1858), 1 EF. & F. 294, N. P. 

2472, —— Goods deliverable at buyer’s option— 
Rejection during option.|—IIAWK v. I'REUND, No. 
2471, ante. 

2473. Acceptance of tender—Obligation to 
order goods.|——-A.-G. v. Srewarps & Co., Tp. 


(1901), 18 T. L. R. 131, H. L. 

Annotations :—-Refd. Berk rv. International Explosives Co. 
(1901), 7 Com. Cas. 20; Kensington & Knightsbridge 
Electric Lighting Co. ». Notting Hill Ilectric Lighting 
Co. (1918), 37 L. J. K. B. 560. 


2474. —-— —_--..]—-A firm of contractors 
signed a tender addressed to the Asylums Com- 
mittee of the London County Council whereby 
they agreed on the acceptance of the tender to 
supply all or any of the goods named in the schedule 
if & to the extent the same should be ordered by 
the committee, & in any quantity. It was also 




















b. Costs — What court will take 
into consideration— Unnecessary number 
of defendants’ witnesses.J-—-VAIR_ V. 
Unirep Frurr & Propucr Co. (Man.) 


C. (H. L.) 


the engineer’s certificate that the 
balance sued for was due & payable :— 
Held: the production of a certificate 
from the engineer had not been made 
u condition precedent to the right to 
recover payment & accordingly the 
action was competent.—HOWDEN & 
Co., LTD. v. POWELL DUFFRYN STEAM 
CoaL Co., LTp., [1912] 8S. C. 920; 49 
Sc. L. R. 605; (1912) 1S. L. T. 357.— 
SCOT. 


t. ——- Ship requisitioned by Govern- 
ment.J—CLADDAGH 8.S. Co., Lrp. v. 


PART VIII. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 1. —H. 


a. Failure to recover for whole of 
goods—Whether new action lies for 
amount disallowed.) — Where in as- 
sumpsit for goods sold & delivered, 
pltf. has recovered the value of pa of 
the goods contained in his bill of 
particulars, but not the whole, some of 
the ite1as being disallowed by the jury, 
under the judge’s direction, as not 
roved, no new action can be main- 
ained for such items.—RAMSAY v. 
ITAMILTON (1844), 2 Kerr, 511.—CAN. 


(1905), 2 W. L. It, 54.—CAN, 


PART VIII. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 2.-—A. 

2470i. When action lies—Sale of 
unascertained goods. }—-BUTLERICK PUB- 
LISHING Co, v. White (1914), 28 
W.L. R. 941; 6 W. W. BR. 1394 | 18 
D. L. R. 636; 8 Alta. L. R. 55.—CAN. 

C. Necessity for  tender.)—- 
Where deft. in this country ordered 
certain articles of clothing from pltf. 
in England, & on arrival here they. were 
received by pltf.’s agent, who did not 
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provided that the quantities stated in the schedule 
were those which were estimated as the probable 
requirements for the period of the contract, but 
the committee might at their option require the 
supply & delivery under any item in the schedule 
of goods in excess of the quantity specified in such 
item, & the goods were to be delivered at the 
asylumis in such quantities at such time & in such 
manner as the committee or the steward might 
order from time to time. The committee did not 
order the amounts specified in the schedule to the 
tender form, & the contractors claimed that they 
were entitled to supply goods to the full amount 
therein specified :—Held: on the true construction of 
the contract contained in the dooument of tender, 
the Asylums Committee were under no obligation 
to order any of the goods, but the firm of contractors 
were bound to deliver the goods specified as & 
when they obtained orders for them from the 
committee.— PERCIVAL, LTD. v1. LONDON COUNTY 
Counci, ASyLuMS & MENTAL DEFICIENCY COM- 
MITLEE (1918), 87 L. J. K. B. 677; 82 J. P. 157; 
16 L. G. R. 367. 

~—-—- Necessity for readiness to deliver.|—See 
Part VI., Sect. 1, sub-sect. 3, ante. 

— What constitutes non-acceptance. |—-See 
-Part VI., Sect. 3, sub-sect. 3, A., ante. 
- What constitutes delivery.]—S e Part VI., 
Sect. 2, sub-sect. 2, ante. 

2475. Who may sue—Agent real principal.|—- 
Where pltf. made a writter contract for the sale 
of goods, in which he described himself as the agent 
of A., & the buyer accepted & paid the price of a 
portion of the goods, & had then notice that 
pltf. was himself the real principal in the trans- 
action, & not the agent of A. :—Held: pltf. might 
sue in his own name for the non-acceptance of & 
non-payment for the residue of the goods.— 
RAYNER v. GROTE (1846), 15 M. & W. 3593; 16 
lL. J. Ex. 79; 8L.T. 0.8. 474; 153 KB. 1. 888. 
Annotations :—Consd. Cox v. Hubbard (1847), 4 C. BB. 317. 

Refd. Schmaltz v. kat (1851), 16 Q. B. 655; Tetley v. 

Shand (1871), 25 658. Mentd. Gillett rv. Offor 

(1855), 18 C. B. 905. 

2476. Against whom action lies— Administrator. | 
—TYltfs. entered into an agreement with C. to 
supply him with a certain quantity of slate 
immediately ; with a certain other quantity 
monthly, at a fixed price: & with any further 
quantity, monthly, that C. might require. C. 
engaged to receive the slate, not exceeding 200 
tons per month; & the agreement was to be in 
force till Jan. 1, 1888 :— Held: pltfs. might sue 
the administrator of C. for refusing to receive slate 
sent, in pursuance of the contract, after C.’s death 
& before Jan. 1, 1838.—WENTWORTH v. COCK 
(1839), 10 Ad. & El. 42; 2 Per. & Dav. 2513; 8 
L.J.Q. B. 230; 3 Jur. 340; 113 BK. R.17. 
Annotations : -—Consd. Cooper v. Jarman (1866), lL. R. 3 

rh 98. Mentd. Taylor v. Caldwell (1863), 2 New Rep. 

2477. Director—Joining board after forma- 
tion of contract.|—The declaration contained a 











tender them to nor leave them with 
deft., but demanded payment for 
them, which was refused :—~-Held: an 
action for goods sold 8 delivered would 
not lic, but pltf. should have pecbenhai 
specially for the non- aw e.— 
ae? v. MELVILLE (1833), 3 ‘se Ctve 

d. ——-- Purchaser repudiating con- 
tract before gooda have passed.)—GOLD 
MEDAL I.URNITURE CO 
ART CO ee (1919), 45 D. L. R. 
253. GAN 

ea. 


ime — 
(JAMES) & Co., 


230.-—-CAN. 
f, 





" gale of hay—Failure to 





give shipping orders within reasonable 
ti Waiver of 


PRODUCE Co., LTD. (1920), 47 N. BL. Wm. 


Reservation of property in 
vendor—Non-acceptance by purchaser.]} h 
by the terms of a contract for : 
puree : hes - agheren asa i 
property therein not to vest in the 
O. Uv. ae purchaser until the 

he vendor’s reme 
ance is for damages, & he cannot claim 
for the balance of the purchase-price.— 


ree is paid in full, 


SALE OF GOODS. 


count for not accepting or paying for machinery 
made for defts., according to a special contract, & 
also a count for goods bargained & sold. Defts. 
were members of a provisional committee of a co., 
which had entered into a written contract for the 
machinery before M., one of defts., joined the 
committee. Under this contract pltf. was to have 
monthly payments on account of the work while 
in progress, not exceeding the price of the work 
done & materials supplied for the time being. 
After M. joined the committee, several payments 
were made on account of the work, & alterations 
suggested & adopted, with his sanction ; & he also 
took an active part in superintending the work & 
making experiments with it :—Held: there was 
no ground for implying a new contract after M. 
joined the committee ; & his acquiring an interest. 
in the subject-matter of the contract previously 
entered into would not make him liable on such 
contract ; he was not liable on the count for goods 
bargained & sold, because, if the property in 
successive portions of the machinery, while the 
work was in progress, did pass from time to time 
by the payments on account, it passed according 
to the terms of the special contract, to which he 
was not a party. ; 
Q. B. 976; 5 Ry. & Can. Cas. 105; 161L.J3.Q. B. 
410; 11 Jur. 845; 116 HK. R. 370. 


Annotation : -—Mentd. Newton v. Belcher (1848), 6 Ry. & 
Can. Cas. 38. 

2478. Discovery.|—In an action for a breach of 
contract in not accepting goods, to which deft. 
pleaded fraud, a judge having made an order for 
the inspection of correspondence between pltfs. 
& the consignors of the goods & plitfs. & their 
broker, after the contract & alleged breach :— 
Held: the order was properly madc in the exercise 
of the discretion of the judge.—CoLMAN v. TRUE- 
MAN (1858), 3 H. & N. 871; 32 L. T. O. S. 184; 
157 KH. R. 7203 sub nom. COLEMAN v. TRUMAN, 
28 L. J. Ex. 5. 

Annotations :—Distd. Chartered Bank of India, Australia 
& China v. Rich (1863), 4 B. & S. 73. Refd. Woolley v. 
North London Ry. (1869), L. a 4 ©. BP. 602; Cossey v. 
L. B. & S.C. Ry. (1870), LL. 5 © P. 146; Fenner v. 
London & South Eastern Ty. (1872). L. nT Q. B. 767. 


2479. Interrogatories.|—Where in an action for 
not taking fruit & for the price of it, the statement 
of claim gave the number of pots of fruit sold, 
leave was refused to deft. to administer interro- 
gatorics as to the weight of the fruit sold before 
delivering the statement of defence.—ANON. 
(1876), 1 Char. Cham. Cas. 100. 

2480. Joinder of third party—Sub-purchaser— 
Alleged breach of warranty by vendor.|/—To a 
claim by pltfs. for not accepting 183 chests of 
shellac according to contract, defts., among other 
defences, raised the defence that the shellac was 
not of the quality contracted for. Defts. had 
contracted with Messrs. K. & Messrs. T. 
respectively for the sale to them of 50 chests on 
the same terms as their contract with pltfs., & 
defts. cited Messrs. R. & T. under R.S. C., Ord. 16, 
r. 18. Messrs. R. consented to be bound by the 
judgment in the action as to the quality of the 











shellac :—Held: Messrs. R. & T'. had been 

HOFFMAN Uv. yA ae MoTOR Can 

breach.j}——Scorr  Co., Lrp., [(1921] 1 . W. R, 259; 
Lip. v. McCain 56 D. L. R. 724, GAN” 

g. ——--— Improper rejection of goods.) 

—SIGURDSON v. ROBINSON (WILLIAM) 


Co., LTbD., [1925] 2 D. L. R. 19.—CAN. 


Against trustee in bank- 
ruptcy of insolvent purchaser.|}—Re 
THOMPSON KNITTING ah ye Pp: 
BEAVER & WOLF, ee -L RR 
1007; 560. L. R. De Gan: 


k. Admissibility of evidence — To 
prove verbal agreement of defendant— 





on non-acce t- 


Part VITI.—BREACH OF THE CONTRACT. 


properly cited under R. S. C., Ord. 16, r. 18, & the 
ct. directed under r. 21 that Messrs. T. should be 
at liberty to appear & defend the action so far as 
regarded the question of the quality of the shellac 
& they should be bound by the finding of the jury 
on that question.—BENECKE v. Frost (1876), 1 
Q. B. D. 419; 45 1. J. Q. B. 693; 34 L. T. 728; 
24 W. R. 669; 3 Char. Pr. Cas. 32. 


Annotations :— pid. Schneider v. Batt (1880), 50 L. J. Q. B. 
389. Consd. Hornby v. Cardwell (1881), 8 Q. B. D. 329. 
Refd. Barton v. I. & N. W. Ry. (1888), 38 Ch. D. 144. 


B. Defences to Action. 

See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 50 (1). 

2481. All goods not ready for delivery—Sale of 
fruit—Delivery when available.|—ScrimMsHAW v. 
WESTBY (1704), 6 Mod. Rep. 302; 87 BE. R. 1041. 

2482. Seller unable to deliver—-Action by 
auctioneer—Failure to remove goods sold-——Re- 
sale by auctioneer.|—MERTENS v. ADCOCK, No. 
2465, ante. 

2483. Credit unexpired.|—Credit unexpired is no 
defence to a count for not accepting goods, if they 
have not been accepted according to the contract. 
—I"OsTER v. EADES (1860), 2 F. & BF. 103, N. P. 

2484. Plaintiff suing under different contract.|— 
PAGE v. COWASJEE EDULJEE, No. 2387, ante. 

2485. Arbitration clause—Award made—Plain- 
tiff not heard by arbitrators.|—Deft. contracted to 
buy of pltf. certain cotton to arrive in Liverpool, 
per ship or ships, from Bombay, Mar. or Apr. ship- 
ment, on the terms of the rules of the Cotton 
Brokers’ Assocn. of Liverpool, by which it was 
stipulated that the name of the ship should be 
given to the buyer within two calendar months 
‘after the date of shipment named in the con- 
tract,’ & that in default thereof the buyer might 
cancel the contract; & also that ‘‘ in case of any 
dispute arising out of any contract ’’ the matter 
should be referred to two members of the Cotton 
Brokers’ Assocn. for settlement. Pltf. gave the 
name of the ship, on which the cotton was shipped 
within two calendar months after Apr., but not 
within two calendar months after Mar., when the 
cotton was actually shipped. Deft. therefore dis- 
puted his liability to accept the cotton, & caused 
arbitrators to be appointed in the mode provided 
for by the rules, who, upon having the documents, 
but neither of the parties, before them, & without 
giving pltf. any opportunity of being heard, made 
an award in favour of deft., on the ground that 
the shipment was not declared in time.  Pltf., 
however, sued deft. for not: accepting the cotton, 
& deft. pleaded the award in bar to such action :— 
Held: (1) the dispute, though involving the 
question as to the construction of the contract, 
was one which by the rules the parties agreed to 
refer; (2) the fact of pltf. not having had any 
opportunity of being heard before the arbitrators 
was no answer to the plea of the award, but was 
only a ground for applying to the_ equitable 
jurisdiction of the ct., to have the award set aside. 
—THORBURN v. BARNES (1867), L. R. 2 C. P. 384 ; 
36 L. J. C. P. 184; 16 L. T. 10; 15 W. R. 623 ; 
2 Mar. L. C. 459. 

Annotations :-—As to (2) Refd. Bache v. Billingham, [1894] 











To receive certain amount of oil.J— 
NOBLE v. SPENCER (1868), 27 U. C. i. 
210.—CAN. 

1. Claim for price of goods — 
Whether different from claim for dam- 

es for non-acceptance.}—A claim for 
the price of goods sold is a cause of 
action of a different nature from a 
claim for damages for non-acceptance 
of goods pursuant to a contract.— 
ANDERSON Wriacutr & Co. v. KaAta- 
GARLA SURJINARAIN (1885), I. L. R. 12 
Cale. 339.-—IND. 


m. Failure to 


663 ; 


294.—IND 





PART VIII. SECT, 2, SUB-SECT. 2.--B. 


deliver J 
KENNEDY v. JOYOR (N. W. T.) (1905), 
1W. L. R. 197.—CAN. 


n. Delay in delivery.}|—-GAAR ScotTr 
Co. v. OTTOSON (1911), 16 W. L. R. 
21 Man. L. R. 462.—-CAN. 


0, ———.}—-BUDDREE Doss v. RALLI 
1881), I... R.6 Cale. 678; 8 CLL. l. 


p. ——-.]—- Where a 
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1 Q. B. 107; Oppenheim ». Mahomed Haneef, [1922] 
1 A. C. 482; Scrimaglio v. Thornett & Fehr (1924), 131 
L. T. 174. Generally, Mentd. Sadicr v. Smith (1869), 
L. R. 4 Q. B. 214. 


2486. Conflict of laws.|—A vendor resident 
in Scotland, & a purchaser resident in England, 
agreed for the sale & purchase of goods to be 
delivered in Scotland. The agreement contained 
a clause that any dispute should be “ settled by 
arbn. by two members of the London Corn 
Exchange, or their umpire, in the usual way.” 
The vendor brought an action against the pur- 
chaser in the Scottish ct. for non-acceptance of 
the goods according to contract. The purchaser 
pleaded the arbn. clause. The Scottish ct. held 
that the arbn. clause, not being good according 
to Scottish law, afforded no defence to the action : 
-~—Held: the intention of the parties gathered 
from the whole contract, was that it should be 
governed by English law, & the arbn. clause, being 
good in Mnglish law, & not fundamentally opposed 
in principle to the law of Scotland, was a good 
defence to the action.—-HAMLYN & Co. v. TALISKER 
DISTILLERY, [1894] A. ©. 202; 71 L. T. 13 58 
J. P.540; 10 T. L. R. 479; 6 R. 188, A. L. 
Annotations :—Consd. Crosland v. Wrigley (1895), 73 L. T. 

60; South African Breweries v. King, [1899) 2 Ch. 173. 

Apld. Spurrier v. La Cloche, (1902) A. C. 446; British 

South Africa Co. v. De Beers Consolidated Mines, |1910) 

1 Ch. 354. Consd. Pena Copper Mines v. Rio Tinto Co. 

(1911), 105 L. T. 846; Jones v. Oceanic Steam Navigation 

Co., (1924) 2 K. B. 730. Apld. N. V. Kwik Hoo Ton 

Hlandel Maatschappij v. Finluy, [1927] A. C. 604. Refd. 

Royal Exchange Assce. Corpn. v. Sjoforsakrings Akt. 

Vega, [1902] 2 K. B. 384 ; Hansen v. Dixon (1906), 96 L. T. 

32; Hicks v. Maxton (1907), 1 B. W. C. C, 150; Re 

Mackenzic, Mackenzie v. Kdwards-Moss, [1911) 1 Ch. 578; 

Cameron » Cuddy, (1914] A. C..651 ; Sanderson vo. Armour 


(1922), 91 L. J. P. C. 167. Mentd. Déchéne v. City of 
Montreal (1894), 11 R. 319. 


2487. Failure of plaintiff to tender documents— 
No agreement or trade usage.|—By a contract in 
writing, dated Sept. 17, 1915, pltfs. agreed to sell 
& defts. to buy ‘“‘ about 12,000 dressed sheepskins 
for prompt shipment & about 33,000 ditto for 
shipment as quickly as possible ... c.if. London 
or Liverpool. Payment: Net cash against docu- 
ments on arrival of the steamer.”? The goods were 
shipped by three different stcamers. The first 
two shipments were taken up & paid for, but defts. 
refused to take up the documents for the third 
shipment on the ground that they had never been 
tendered to them, & that they were not informed 
of the vessel’s arrival until a date outside the 
contract date for delivery : —Held: in these cir- 
cumstances defts. had been guilty of breach of 
contract. 

It is said that pltfs. should have tendered the 
documents to defts. at deft.’s office. In the absence 
of any express stipulation to this effect or some 
trade usage or course of business between the 
parties importing such a stipulation, I doubt 
whether the obligation on the vendor exists 
(ATKIN, J.).-—STEIN, FoRBES & Co. v. CouNTY 
TAILORING Co. (1916), 86 L. J. K. B. 448; 115 
L. T. 215; 13 Asp. M. L. C. 422. 

Annotation :—Mentd. Colley v. Overseas Exporters, [1921] 

3 K. B. 302. 





2488. Illegality of contract.|—-By Seeds, Oils & 
Fats Order, 1919, made under Defence of the 





agreed to purchase certain goods 
repudiated the contract on the ground 
that the goods were not tendered by 
the seller within the time alloged to 
have been agreed, & thereupon the 
seller accepting the repudiation sued 
him for damages for breach of contract, 
& the buyer pleaded non-liability not 
only on the ground that the goods were 
not tendered within the agreed time 
but also on the ground that the goods 
tendered were not of the agreed 
quality :—Held:; the buyer, having 


oods.] — 


person who 
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Sect. 2.—Remedies of the seller: Sub-sect. 2, B.°& 
C. (4).) 

Realm Regulations, ‘‘a person shall not either 
on his own behalf or on behalf of any other person 
buy or sell or otherwise deal in... any of the 
articles specified in the schedule hereto, whether 
situated within or without the United Kingdom, 
except under & in accordance with the terms of a 
licence issued by or under the authority of the 
Food Controller.’’ Linseed oil was one of the 
articles specified in the schedule. 

During the operation of the Order pltf. sold to 
deft. a quantity of linseed oil. Pltf. had a licence 
under the Order, & before entering into the con- 
tract he asked deft. whether he had a licence under 
the Order, & deft. told pltf. that he had. Deft. in 
fact had not a licence. The licence to pltf. pro- 
vided that sales for delivery within the United 
Kingdom were only to be made to persons holding 
a licence. Pltf., being induced by the misrepre- 
sentation of deft. & in the honest belief that he 
had a licence, entered into the contract of sale. 
Deft. subsequently refused to accept delivery of 
the linseed oil on the ground that the contract was 
illegal, as he, deft., had no licence under the Order. 
In a claim for damages for non-acceptance of the 
oil :—Held: as deft. had no licence, the contract 
of sale was prohibited by the Order & was therc- 
fore illegal, & as the prohibition was in the public 
interest no claim could be made under the con- 
tract.—Re MAHMOUD & ISPAHANT, [1921] 2 K. B. 
716; 125 L. T. 1613; sub nom. MAHMOUD »v. 
IspAHANT, 90 L. J. K. B. 821; 37 T. L. R. 489; 
26 Com. Cas. 215, C. A. 

2489. Impossibility of perf: rmance—-Government 
restrictions on export.)—-y contracts dated 
Nov. 1 & 2, 1917, a firm of jute manufacturers 
contracted to sell to a firm of merchants certain 
quantities of jute goods, one half to be delivered 
in Jan. & the remainder in Feb. 1918, delivery 
to be f.o.b. Dundee. On the passing of the Jute 
(Export) Order, dated Nov. 27, 1917, the sellers 
wrote the buyers asking for a guarantee that the 
goods would not be exported from the United 
Kingdom, or if the goods were for export for the 
necessary permit from the War Office. Applica- 
tion was made for a permit, but it was refused. 
The buyers then cancelled the contracts. In an 
action for damages at the instance of the scllers 
for breach of contract :—Held: the Jute (Export) 


repudiated the contract on one ground, 
viz. that the goods were not tendered 





2490 iii. NET eee v. BASKER- 
1. ° 


VILLE (1891), 10 Mar 


SALE oF Goops. 


Order & the refusal of the permit had not the 
effect of voiding the contract, there being no 
contractual terms, cxpress or implied, as to the 
market in which the goods were to be disposed of, 
& accordingly the buyers were in breach of con- 
tract in refusing to take delivery—McMASTER & 
Oo. v. Cox, MCEUEN & Co., [1921] S. C. (H. L.) 
24; 58 Sc. L. R. 70, H. L. 
.|—Compare CONTRACT, Vol. XII., pp. 392- 
398, Nos. 3201-3228. 

Breach of warranty.|—-Part III., Sect. 19, sub- 
sect. 2, C. (a), ante. 

Exercise of right of rejection.|—See Part VI., 
Sect. 3, sub-sect. 3, ante. 

Deed of arrangement—Action by dissenting 
creditor.|—See BANKRUPTCY, Vol. V., p. 1145, No. 
9293. 








C. Measure of Damages. 
(a) In General. 


See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 50 (2), &, 
generally, DAMAGES, Vol. XVII., pp. 78 ef seq. 
2490. Actual loss sustained.|—-LAIRD v. 

No. 2395, ante. 

2491. .|—Cort v. AMBERGATE, ETC., Ry. 
Co., No. 1472, ante. 

2492. -|—BIRCHGROVE STEEL Co., LTp. v. 
SHAWS Brow Iron Co. (1891), 7 T. L. R. 246, 
H. L.; affg. S. C. sub nom. SHAW’s Brow IRon 
Co., Lrp. v. BIRCHGROVE STEEL Co., Lrp. (1889), 
6 T. L. R. 50, C. A. 


PM, 











2493. Goods resold.|—-MACLEAN v. DUNN, 
No. 2371, ante. 
2494. -.]—Where a _ contract is re- 


pudiated & the article resold within a reasonable 
time from the repudiation, the measure of damages 
is the difference between the price of the article at 
the time of the contract & of the resale.—STEWART 
v. CauTY (1841), 8 M. & W. 160; 2 Ry. & Can. 














Cas. 616; 10 L. J. Ex. 348; 5 Jur. 4113 151 
EK. BR. 992. 

2495. .|\—Re NATHAN, Ha p. STAPLE- 
TON, No. 2377, ante. 

2496. .I—(1) Where one party to a 


contract repudiates it upon grounds which give 
him no right to repudiate, he waives the obligation 
upon the other party, who accepts such repudia- 
tion, to show that he is ready & willing to perform 
the contract even though facts are subsequently 
discovered by the first party which would have 


FaLSETTO (1915), 34 0. I. RR. 386; 9 
O. W. N. 27.—C 


R. 652.—CAN. W.N AN. 





within the time agreed, could not 2490 iv. .}—Imrertar BANK 1. 2490 ix. --~PROVINCIAL Fox Co. 

plead non-liability on another ground, Wor (1901), 5 Terr. L. R. 313.—CAN. v. TENNANT (1915), 48 N.S. R. 555.— 

viz., that the goods were not of the 2490 v —j—In estimating the CAN. 

viene Ns oS Nledtteg pOUne Be Doanewea ue he phate at j 2490 a ONC OLIDATED ae 
7 ‘ er red amages for the delibera unjusti- LASS Co. v. CKINNON DasH Co. 

NaGasaMy Tver & Co. (1925), ILL. Re papie refusal by the buyer to accept 13 O. W. N. 


49 Mad. 781.—IND. 


q. Contract cancelled by mutual 
consem.}—GEDDES BROTHERS v. AMERI- 
CAN NATIONAL RED CROSS, [1921] 1 
W. W. R. 185; 55 DL. 1. 194; 61 
S.C. R. 143.—CAN. 


r. Representation in Chinese not under 
stood vw buyer—No consensus ad 
idem.]— AH SHAIN SHOKE v. MOOTHIA 
CHETTY (1899), I. L. R. 27 Cale. 403; 


L. R. 27 Ind. App. 30; 4 C. W.N, 
453.—IND. 
t.Goods not in possession’ of 


seller when contract made. }—MULCHAND 
CHANDOLIA v. KUNDANMULL (1919), 
J. L. R. 47 Cale. 458.—IND. 
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C. (a) 
~ 24901. Actual loss sustained. 
PHILLIPS v. MERRITT (1843), 2 ©. P. 
513.—CAN. 
2490 ii. ——~-.]—CHAPMAN ¥v. LARIN 
1879), 4 S.C. lt. 349.—CAN. 


— 


the goods bargained for, the judge or 
jury trying the action is not limited by 
Sale of Goods Act, R. S. M., 1902 
(c. 152), 8. 49 (b), to the difference 
betwecn the contract & the market 
price, but may, under sect. 49 (a), 
allow any loss directly & actually 
resulting, in the ordinary course of 
events, from the buyer’s breach of 
contract.— BANK OF OTTAWA Vv. WILTON 
(1909), 10 W. L. R. 331.—CAN. 


2490 vi. .—Deft. agreed to buy 
tobacco from pltfs. at the rate of $300 
per weck. This deft. failed to do & 
ultimately ceased to deal with pltfs. :— 
IIeld : pitfs. could not recover damages 
simply by showing an estimate of loss 
from failure to purchase.—-CROWE v. 
GouGH (1910), 8 BE. L. R. 45.—CAN. 

2490 vii. ———.}——-SOMERVELL BRo- 
THERS v. TROTTER (Alta.) (1912), 21 
W. L. 1. 143.—CAN. 


2490 vili. —-——.}+—- BRUNSWICK BALKE 
COLLENDER CoO. OF CANADA, LTD. v. 





(1918), 41 O. L. R. 188; 
225; 40 D. L. R. 47.—CAN. 


2490 xi. ——.]—-BRADLEY v. BAILEY 
(ONT.) (1922), 66 D. L. R. 441.—CAN. 

2490 xii. -}-—-GENERAL Surruy 
Co. OF CANADA, Lrp. ». O'NEILL 
MORKIN MACHINERY Co. (Alta.), [1923] 
2W. W. R. 928.—CAN. 

2490 xiii. -}—In an action for 
damages for non-acceptance of goods, 
the measure of damages is the estimated 
loss directly & naturally resulting in 
the ordinary course of events from the 
buyer’s breach of contract.—RECORD 
FOUNDRY & MACHINE Co., LTD. v. 
GARSON, [1923] 2 D. L. R. 1423; 50 
N. B. R. 110.—CAN. 

2493 i. Goods resold.j—Action 
for price of goods sold. Pitfs. shipped 
g00 gs whieh deft. refused to accept. 
Pitfs. then resold, & now sued for 
their loss:—Held: pltfs. had fully 

erformed their contract & are entitled 
oO recover their loss.—HAFFNER »v, 











Part VIII.—BreEacH oF THE CONTRACT. 


ues his repudiation if it had been based upon 
em. 

(2) In a contract for delivery by instalments 
the ct. must see whether each party was ready & 
willing to perform his part of the contract at the 
ee a delivery of each instalment (CoLLINs, 

A contract provided for the sale of rosewood 
for shipment in 1903, to be delivered at Hull in 
instalments during that year, cash payable against 
bill of lading. While the first consignment of 
rosewood was on the sea, the buycrs repudiated 
the contract & refused to accept any rosewood 
under it upon the ground that the seller had com- 
mitted a breach of a collateral oral agreement not 
to supply rosewood to any other person in the 
trade during 1903. When the bill of lading for the 
first consignment was tendered to the buyers they 
refused to accept it or to pay for the rosewood 
comprised in it; the rosewood was therefore sold 
by the seller as against the buyers, & the seller 
claimed as damages from the buyers for their 
refusal to accept the consignment the difference 
between the contract price & the price at which 
it was sold as against the contract. The second 
consignment, consisting of the balance of the rose- 
wood, was likewise refused by the buyers on the 
same ground & sold as against them. It subse- 
quently came to the knowledge of the buyers that 
a portion of the rosewood in the first consignment 
did not answer the description of the quality of 
rosewood in the contract, & it was admitted that 
there was some inferiority in a portion that would 
be compensated for by an allowance of about 
6 per cent. on the value of the consignment. The 
second consignment was in accordance with the 
contract. The seller having sued the buyers for 
damages for not accepting the rosewood, the judge 
at the trial found as a fact that the collateral oral 
agreement relicd upon by the buyers had never 
been entered into:—Held: (3) the original 
repudiation of the contract by the buyers was 
wrongful, & by refusing to take delivery of the 
consignments on arrival on the ground that they 
had already repudiated the entire contract the 
buyers had waived the performance of conditions 
precedent on the part of the sellers ; (4) the sellers 
were entitled to damages based upon the difference 
between the contract price of the rosewood & the 
price at which it had been sold by them as against 
the contract.—BRAITHWAITE v. FOREIGN Hanp- 
woop Co., {1905]2 K. B. 543; 741. J. K. B. 688 ; 
92 L. T. 6387; 21 T. 1.1. 4138; 10 Asp. M. I. C. 
52; 10 Com. Cas. 189, C. A. 1: x 
Annotations :—As to (1) Consd. Tayor v. Oaks, Roncoroni 

(1922), 127 L. T. 267; British & Beningtons v. North 

Western Cachar Tea Co., [1923] A.C. 48. Refd. McKenna 

v. City Lifo Assce. (1919), 88 L. J. K. B. 1223. As to 

(3) Refd. Colley v». Overseas Exporters, {1921} 3 K. B. 

302. Generally, Reid. Acties Nord-Osterso Rederict v. 

Casper, Edgar (1923), 28 Com. Cas. 222. 

2497. J—A vendor gave a warranty 
of sound workable condition on the sale of a horse. 
The warranty was fulfilled, but the purchaser 
wrongfully refused delivery, & returned the horse. 
The vendor then put it up at auction as ‘in 
dispute,’ & without a warranty, when it was 
sold for about £40 less than the contract price. 
In an action for the difference between the price 
realised at the auction & the contract price :— 
Held: (1) this was not the proper form of action ; 
(2) the action must be for damages; (3) the con- 
ditions of the auction sale were not a test of the 
value of the horse, the auction being of a horse 
‘‘in dispute,” & without warranty, & quite 
different from the original contract conditions ; 
(4) pltf. was not entitled to more than nominal 


J.—VOL, XXXIX, 
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damages, as he had failed to prove his damages 
to be the difference between the contract price & 
the price realised at the auction.—MACKLIN »¥. 
NEWBURY SANITARY LAUNDRY (1919), 63 Sol Jo. 
337, D.C. 

2498. Nominal damages—Rise in market 
price.|—Whcre the seller brings an action for the 
non-acceptance of goods the price of which has 
risen since the contract was made, the judge is 
bound to tell the jury only to give nominal 
damages (MARTIN, B.).—PREHN v. ROYAL BANK 
oF LIVERPOOL (1870), L. R. 5 Exch. 92; 39 
L. J. Ex. 41; 21 L. T. 830; 18 W. R. 463. 
Annotations :—Refd. Wallis Chlorine Syndicate v. American 

Alkali Co. (1901), 17 T. L. R. 656. Mentd. fe Oriental 

Commercial Bank (1871), L. R. 12 Eq. 501; Larios v. 

Bonany y Gurety (1873), L. R. 5 P. C. 346; Re General 

South American Co. (1877), 7 Ch. D. 637; He English 

Bank of the River Plate, Kz p. Bank of Brazil, [1893] 

2 Ch. 438; Banque Populaire de Bienne v. Cavé (1895), 

1 Com. Cas. 67; Barnett v. Hart No. 1 (1903), 48 Sol. Jo. 


14; Wilson v. United Counties Bank, [1920] A. C. 102; 
Sassoon v. International Banking Corpn., [1927] A. C. 
711. 





2499. Conditions of resale differing 
from contract conditions.|—-MACKLIN v. NEWBURY 
SANITARY LAUNDRY, No. 2497, ante. 

2500. Difference between contract price & 
cost of production—Sale of coal.|—PItf. co., collicry 
owners, contracted to supply, & deft. co., dealers 
in coal, in London, contracted to purchase, 3,250 
tons of old Silkstone coal, at 19s. a ton, to be 
delivered to & taken by defts. at the pit’s mouth 
in equal monthly quantities, extending over a 
period of nine months. During several of the 
months defts. failed to send waggons forward to 
accept the full quantity they were bound to accept, 
& which pltfs. were ready & willing to supply in 
such months, & defts. therein made default. The 
coal of pltfs.’? colliery was a _ perishable coal, 
deteriorating rapidly in quality if stacked or stored 
above ground, & it was not the ordinary course of 
business, nor a reasonable course for the colliery 
owner, to raise such coal, except to supply con- 
tracts previously entered into, & it was raised as 
far as possible from day to day to supply the 
waggons arriving to receive it, into which it was 
delivered direct from the pit’s mouth. Such coal 
already raised could be, & frequently was, sold in 
small quantities in the London Coal Exchange by 
colliery owners, when a truck of coal had been 
refused by a customer, or had been sent astray, or 
when from any other reason coals already_raised 
were left on their hands, but not otherwise. 

An action was brought by pltfs. to recover 
damages from decfts. for breach of contract in 
failing to take the full monthly quantity of coals: 
—Held: the amount of damages pltfs. were 
entitled to recover was the difference between 
the cost of raising the coal, added to the value of 
the coal itself remaining unraised in the mine, 
whatever those two heads of calculation might 
amount to, & the contract price of 19s. a ton, & 
such amount could be accurately calculated & 
ascertained by persons familiar with the subject, 
without actually raising & selling the coal which, 
being of a perishable nature, was not readily or 
profitably to be so disposed of, & (pltfs. were not 
bound to have so raised & sold it.—SILKSTONE & 
DopsworTH CoAL & IRon Co., Lip. v. JOINT 
Srock CoAL Co., rp. (1878), 35 L. T. 668; 41 
J.P. 41. 

2501 No available market.|—-The damages 
for the breach of a forward contract to accept 
goods for which there is no market, is the full 
amount of the damage actually sustained, the 
person who broke the contract not being put to 
additional cost by reason of the other party not 

UU 
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doing what he ought to do, as a reasonable man, 
& he on the other hand not being bound to do 
otherwise than in the ordinary course of his 
business. 

Pitfs. contracted to sell to deft. 15,000 tons of 
cannel coal in weekly quantities, the deliveries 
not to commence before Junc, at 26s. per ton, 
payable by monthly instalments, deft. not to sell 
in certain specified places. 

Deft. repudiated the contract in July, but pltfs. 
attempted to come to terms with him, & did not 
treat it as broken until Sept., when, there being 
no regular market for cannel coal, they tried 
without advertising to find another purchaser, 
according to the ordinary course of their own 
business. After several failures, the coal was 
sold at 19s. per ton :—Held: pltfs. were entitled 
to the full amount of the difference between the 
contract price & that which they obtained.— 
DUNKIRK COLLIERY Co. v. LEVER (1879), 41 L. T. 
633, C. A.3; affd. sub nom. ELLs LEVER & Co. v. 
DUNKIRK COLLIERY Co. (1880), 43 LL. T. 706, 
H. L. 

2502. -|—The Vic co. were in volun- 
tary liquidation. Before the winding up they had 
ordered certain machines to be made by a firm of 
engineers, which, owing to the winding up, they 
were unable to accept. The creditors put in a 
claim for damages for £1,167 13s. 6d., being the 
ainount of the profits which they cstimated they 
would have made, if the contract had been carried 
out. The liquidators rejected this claim, & the 
judge referred the matter ‘o the district registrar 
for an inquiry for what sun , if any, appcts. should 
be allowed to prove in the winding up in respect 
of the items of machinery included in their claim, 
ordered by the co. but not delivered. The registrar 
divided the machines as to which claims were 
made into two classes: (a) Machines which had 
been completed by the creditors before the date 
of the winding up, retained by the creditors for a 
time, & then somewhat altered & sold to other 
customers at a price less than the contract price. 
On these he allowed the difference between the 
price realised & the contract price plus the esti- 
mated cost of the alterations, a sum amounting 
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to £28 instead of £162 19s. claimed. (b) Machines 
which would have been wholly or partially manu- 
factured by the creditors, on which they had done 
no work, but for some of which they had pur- 
chased subordinate parts ready made, which they 
had afterwards used in fulfilling other orders. 
On these the registrar thought that the creditors 
were entitled to have the loss of profits taken into 
account ; but he held that the actual loss directly 
or naturally resulting from the breach of contract 
did not amount to anything approaching the whole 
of such prospective profit, & he assessed the 
damages at £280 instead of the £1,002 1s. 3d. 
claimed. There was no available market for the 
goods & no evidence that claimants could not have 
carried out the contract as well as all their other 
contracts :—I/eld : claimants were entitled to the 
whole of the profits which they claimed.—Re 
Vic Miun, Lrp., [1913] 1 Ch. 465; 82 L. J. Ch. 
251; 108 L. T. 444; 57 Sol. Jo. 404, C. A. 

Annotations :—Consd. Hill v. Showell, Edwin (1918), 87 

ee K. B. 1106; Swift v. Board of Trade, [1925] A. C. 

2503. Unmanufactured article—Not loss of antici- 
pated profits.|—The ordinary rule as to the measure 
of damages in case of breach of contract to accept 
a manufactured article, applies equally in the case 
of an unmanufactured article. 

Where, therefore, in the case of an unmanu- 
factured article, thore is a market price at the date 
of breach, the profits that would have arisen from 
the contract, & the losses sustained through its 
breach, cannot be considered as elements of the 
damage.—TREDEGAR IRON & COAL Co. v. GIELGUD 
(1883), 1 Cab. & El. 27. 

Where available market.] — See Part VIII. 
Sect. 1, sub-sect. 2, C. (b), post. 

Special damages.]—See Sect. 3, sub-sect. 8, post. 

Assessment of damages—Amount due in foreign 
ait Damaces, Vol. XVII., p. 159, 

o. 600. 





(b) Where Available Market. 
See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), 5. 50 (3). 
2504. Difference between contract price & market 
price-—At date of breach.|-—-Where a person, who 
had contracted for a certain quantity of oil, to be 
delivered to him at a future day, at a certain price, 
became bkpt. before that day arrived, & obtained 





2503 i. Unmanufactured article—Not 
loss of anticipated profits.)—-ONTARIO 
LANTERN Co. vv. AMILTON BRASS 
MANUFACTURING Co. (1890), 27 A. It. 
346.—CAN. 

a. Whether agent’s commission 
allowed.}—-It appeared in an action to 
recover damages for breach of contract 
that pitf. had, through his agent, con- 
tracted to sell & deft. to purchase 
certain sheep, & that deft. had refused 
to complete the purchase. There was 
evidence that pltf. was Hable to pay the 
agent commission :—Held:; the com- 
mission payable by pitf. to his agent 
was not an item of damage recoverable 
in the case.—O’NEILL v. WHITTAKER 
(1918), 18 8S. R. N. S. W. 393 35 
N.S. W. W. N. 12.—AUS. 

b. Whether separate action lies— 
Redelivery of wheat.)—Semble : if in an 
action upon the case for not manu- 
facturing 400 bushels of wheat into 
flour, pltf. recover damages equal to 
the value of tbe wheat delivered to 
deft., he cannot bring an action for 

oods sold, for part of the wheat which 
Bad. in point of fact, been redelivered 
to pltf., such redelivery should have 
been given in evidence in mitigation of 
damages.—ANDRUS v. BURWELL (1826), 
‘lay. 382.—CAN, 

C. .}—A. wishing to procure 
a water-wheel which, with the existing 
water power, would be sufficient to 





drive the machinery in his mill, C. 
undertook to put in a “ four-foot 
Sampson turbine wheel,’? which he 
warranted would be sufficient for the 
purpose. The wheel was subsequently 
put in, but proving insufficient, A. sued 
C. for breach of the warranty & 
recovered $438 dumages. C. having 
subsequently sued A. for the price, A. 
offered to give evidence in mitigation 
of damages that the wheel was worth- 
less & of no value to him :—JZ/eld: 
such evidence was inadmissible, for 
that the facts offered in mitigation 
might have, & for all that appeared 
had, formed @ ground for the recovery 
of damages in the action on the 
warranty, & therefore could not he set 
up In this action.—CnHurcH v. ABELL 
(1877), 15. C. kk. 442.—CAN. 


d. Actual loss proved.] — SAWYER- 
MASSEY Co. v. SZLACHETKA (1912), 21 
W. LL. R. 580; 2 W. WwW. RR. 751: 5 
reg L. R. 224; 4D. LL. RR. 442,— 


©. Repudiation of contract by pur- 
chaser —Vendor y accepting repu- 
diation at later date—Time for fixing 
damages.)—When the purchaser refuses 
to complete a contract for purchase of 
oods, if the vendor, instead of accept- 
ng the repudiation, claims the balance 
of the purchase-price as if the property 
in the goods had passed to the pur- 
chaser, & ‘only at the trial of the 


action (the ct. having found that the 
property had not. pussed) amends to 
clauiin damages, the purchaser has a 
right to claiin that the date of the trial 
be taken as the time for fixing the 
damages & if at that time the markct- 
price of the goods exceeds the contract- 
price no damages are recoverable. 
CHRISTENSEN v. CHASE, [1920] 2 
W. W. R. 673.—CAN. 
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25041. Difference between contract 
price & market price— At date of 
breach.J-—-LENNON U. SCARLETT (1921), 
29C. L. R. 499.—AUS. 





2504ii1. ——- ——.]}—MOORE v. LOGAN 
(1855), 5 C. P. 294.—CAN. 
2504 iii. ——— -/-GEORGE  v, 





GLASS (1856), 14 U. C. R. 514. 

2504 iv. —,J—BRUNBKILL v. 
Malik (1856), 15 U. C. KK. 213.—CAN. 

2504 v. ——.J—BRADLEY  v. 
BameEyY & JASPERSON (1920),48 O.L. R. 
612; 57D. L. 2.673; 190. W.N. 340. 
—CAN. 

2504 vi. —.]—CANADIAN Fur 
AUCTION SALES Co., Lp. v. EDMONTON 
Hipk & Fur Co., Lrp. (Alta.), [1924] 
3D. L. R. 178.—CAN. 

2504 vii. ——- ———.]—COHEN vw. 
CASSIM NANA (1876), I. L. R. 1 Cale. 
264; 25 W. lt. 273.---IND. 


CAN. 
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his certificate :—Held: (1) he was nevertheless 
liable to an action for not accepting & paying for 
the oil, & (2) the proper measure of damages was 
the difference between the price which he had 
contracted to pay for the oil, & the market price 
at the time when the contract was broken.— 
BoorMAN v. Nasu (1829), 9 B. & U. 145; Dan. & 
Ll. 269; 71. 5.0.8. K. B. 150; 109 B. BR. 54. 


Annotations :—As to (1) Refd. Gibson v. Carruthers (1841), 
8 M. & W. 321; Johnson v. Skafte (1869), L. R. 4 Q. B. 
700. As to (2) Apld. Brown v. Muller (1872), L. Rt. 7 

Exch. 319, efd. Green v. Bicknell (1838), 8 Ad. & Jc. 

701; Ze Gales, Mx p, Harrison (1843), 1 L. T. O. S. 456; 

Fe Willis (1849), 4 Exch. 530. Generally, Mentd. Je 

Barlow, x p. Sheppard (1841), 2 Mont. D. & De. G. 431; 

Knight v. Burgess (1864), 10 L. T. 90. 


2505. -}—The difference between the 
contract price of a cargo of oil of merchantable 
quality, which certain persons had agrced to 
purchase, but had refused to accept, & the market 
price of the oil, at the time of refusal, cannot be 
proved under a fiat of bkpcy., issued against those 
persons upon an act of bkpcy. committed subse- 
quent to the refusal.— GREEN v, BICKNELI (1838), 
8 Ad. & El. 701; 83 Nev. & P. K. B. 634; 1 Will. 
Woll. & H. 504; 71. J. Q. B. 271; 112 E.R. 
1004. 

Annotations :— Distd. Re Tate, Er p. Moffatt (1841), 2 Mont. 
D. & De G.170. Consd. Woolley v. Smith (1846), 3 C. B. 
610. Distd. Re Routledge, Ha p. Bateman (1856), 8 
De G. M. & G. 263. Consd. Bottcloy v. Stainsby (1862), 
12 C. B. N.S. 477. Refd. fe Coles, Hx p. Twining (1841), 
1 Mont. D. & De G. 691; Re Gales, Hz p. Harrison ass. 
1L, T. O. S. 456; Bury vp. Allen (1845), 1 Coll. 589; 
Jobnson v. Skafte (1869), L. KR. 4 Q. B. 700. Mentd. 
fe ANOWs Exe p. Sheppard (1841), 2 Mont. D. & De G. 


2506. 
1064, ante. 











——-.|— BOSWELL v. KILBORN, No. 


2507. -|—GINNER v. KING (1890), 7 
T. L. R. 140, C. A. 
2508. Not date of repudiation.|— 








Where A. contracted for the purchase of wheat, 
‘to be delivered at Birmingham as soon as vessels 
could be obtained for the carriage thereof’; & 
subsequently, the markct having fallen, gave the 
seller notice that he would not accept it if it were 
delivered, the wheat being then on its transit to 

Birmingham. In an action against A. for not 

accepting the wheat :—Held: the proper measure 

of damages was the difference between the con- 
tract price & the market price on the day when 
the wheat was tendered to him for acceptance at 

Birmingham & refused; & not on the day when 

the notice was received by the seller.—PHILLPOTTS 

v. EVANS (1839),5 M. & W. 475; OL. J. Ex. 33; 

151 E. R. 200, 

Annotations :-—Consd. Cort » Ambergate, Nottingham & 
Boston & Kastern Junction Ky. (1851), 17 Q. B. 127. 
Refd. Ripley v. M‘Clure (1849), 4 Exch. 345; Hochster v, 
De la Tour (1853), 2 HK. & B. 678; Keid v. Woskins (1855), 
5B. & B. 729; Stray vr, Russell (1859), 28 L. J. Q. B. 279; 
Danube & Black Sea Ry. & Kustendjie Harbour Co. v. 


xenos (1861), 11. C. B. N.S. 152; Unwin v. Clark (1866), 
73B.&8. 400; Frost v. Knight (1872), L. Rk. 7 Exch. 111. 


2509. ——— - Unless repudiation treated 
as breach.|—By a contract, made on May 24, 
1895, defts. purchased from pltfs. a cargo of 
maize, to be shipped from a port in the Argentine 
Republic about July 15. The market was then 
falling, & on May 28, the buyers repudiated the 
contract, & on July 24 pltfs. brought this action 
for damages for non-acceptance of the goods. 
The prices at that time were falling continuously, 
& there was no prospect of their recovery. If 
pitfs. had resold about July 24, when they brought 














2504 viii. .}—In the case of 
a sale, if the purchaser does not perform 
his part of the contract he is Hable in 
damages to the seller, the measure of 
damages being the difference between 
the contract price & the price which 





2504 ix. 


the seller could have obtained for the 
article at the timo of the breach of 
contract.-—PRAQG NARAIN v. MUL CHAND 
(1897), I. L. R. 19 All. 535.—IND. 





Rusi & PALMER (1847), 12 I. lL. 2. 
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this action the loss on the the contract price of the 
cargo would have been £1,557, but they did not 
resell until the vessel & cargo arrived at her port 
of call on Sept. 5, when the loss was £3,807 :— 
Held: the measure of damages was the sum of 
£1,557, being the difference between the contract 
price & the market price on July 24, when pltfs. 
accepted defts.’ repudiation by bringing this 
action, as, having regard to the falling prices, 
pltfs. ought to have resold at that time, & ought 
not to have waited until the arrival of the cargo 
on Sept. 5.—Rotu & Co. v. TAYSEN, TOWNSEND 
& Co. & Grant & Co. (1895), 73 L. T. 628; 12 
T. L. R. 100; 8 Asp. M. L. C. 120; 1 Com. Cas. 
240; affd. on appeal (1896), 12 T. L. R. 211, 
C. A. 

Annotations :~—Apld. Nickoll & Knight v. Ashton, Kdridge, 


(1900) 2 Q. 13. 298. Refd. Tredegar Iron & Coal Co. v 
Hawthorn (1902), 18 T. L. R. 716. 


2510. —--— .|—If the other party 
chooses to treat the repudiation as a breach, then 
matters proceed on the footing that there has been 
a breach & the damages must be assessed as for a 
breach on that date, & he would be bound to act 
reasonably in the circumstances, that is to say, 
to take advantage of any mitigating circumstances 
there might be (CoLmINns, M.R.). 

Repudiation is of no effect unless it is acted 
upon by the other party. If acted upon by the 
other party there is what is called an anticipatory 
breach of contract, & the damages are to be 
calculated as on the date of the acceptance of the 
repudiation—as if the contract had then run out 
(Marrugw, L.J.).—IREDEGAR Iron & Coat Co., 
Lrp. v. HawrHorn Brorurrs & Co. (1902), 18 
T. L. R. 716, C. A. 

Annotation :-—Refd. Martin v. Stout, [1925] A. C. 359. 

2511. On arrival of goods.|—A. agreed 
with B. to buy, on arrival, one-third part of a 
cargo of tea, to be brought from China in a certain 
vessel being only such part as would be consigned 
to A. It was agreed that the tea should be de- 
livered at Belfast. It was also further agreed that 
in case of non-arrival, or a new agreement in 
China inconsistent with that contract, the first 
agrcement was to be of no effect. Advice of the 
arrival of the cargo was sent to B. to Belfast. B. 
before the arrival, discharged A. from liability to 
perform the agreement, but afterwards retracted 
the discharge. 

The dilference in value between one-third of the 
proceeds of the cargo & the value of one-third of 
the cargo within a convenient time after the 
arrival of the vessel at Belfast, will be the measure 
of damages (PARKE, L.).—Riptey v. M‘CLURE 
(1849), as reported in 18 L. J. Ex. 419; 14 
lL. T. O. S. 1803 on appeal, sub nom. M‘CLURE v. 
RIPLEY, 5 Exch. 140, Ex. Ch. 


Annotations :—Mentd. It. v. Jamos (1850), 4 Cox, C. C, 217; 
8S. BE. Ry. v. Brogden (1850), 3 Mac. & G. 8; Cort v. 
Ambergate, Nottingham & Boston & Kastern Junction 
Ry. (1851), 17 Q. B. 127; Hochster v. De la Tour (1853), 
2 i. & B. 6783; Smith v. M‘Guire (1858), 27 L. J. Ux. 
465; Danube & Black Sea Ry. & Kustendjie Harbour Co. 
v. Xenos (1861), 11 C. B.N. S. 152; Frost v. Knight 
(1872), L.. RR. 7 Exch. 111; Byrne v. Van Tienhoven (1880), 

4 O. P. D. 344; Taylor v. Oakes, Roncoroni (1922), 127 
. T. 267. 


2912. At reasonable time after request to 
withhold delivery.|—-By a written contract pltf. 
agreed to deliver & defts. to accept, a certain 
quantity of iron, of greater value than £10, in the 
month of June. On June 2, & again in the middle 




















34.—IR. 


gf. Contract price of stone delivered 
at railway station.|\—MONTEFIORE v. 
Los (1907), 26 N. 4 L. R,. 1317.— 


}—-O NEILL Vv. 
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Sect. 3: Sub-sect. 1.] 


of June, one of defts. saw pltf., & verbally re- 
quested him to allow the delivery of the iron to 
stand over, & pltf. verbally consented to his 
request. On Aug. 1 pltf. pressed defts. to take 
delivery, & defts., after some correspondence, 
wrote on Aug. 9 asking for further time. Pltf. 
again waited, but without result. On Oct. 20 
pltf. brought his action for non-acceptance of the 
goods in accordance with the terms of the written 
contract. It was contended by defts. that by 
reason of the arrangement to postpone delivery & 
acceptance made before any breach of the con- 
tract, pltf. could not recover upon the original 
contract, there never having been readiness & 
willingness to deliver or any tender of delivery 
on pltf.’s part under such contract; & that 
pitf. could not rely on any new or substituted 
contract to accept at a later date, such contract 
being verbal only :—Held: the true effect of 
what took place between the parties being that 
pltf. voluntarily withheld delivery at the request 
of defts., no new contract being substituted for 
the’original written contract, pltf. was entitled to 
maintain his action; & the damages must be 
estimated according to the market price of iron 
at a reasonable time after the last request of defts. 
to withhold delivery——HickmMaNn v. HAYNES 

(1875), L. R. 10 C. P. 598; 441. J.C. P. 358; 32 

J. 'T. 873; 23 W. R. 872. 

‘Annotations :—Consd. Levey v. Goldberg, [1922] 1 K. B. 
688. Refd. Pievins v. Downing (1876), 1 C. P. D. 220; 
Hartley v. Wymans, [1920] 3 K. B. 475; British & 

. Beningtons v. North Western Cachar Tea Co., (1923) 
A. C. 48. Mentd. Morrell v. Studd & Millington, [1913] 
2 Ch. 648; Morris 7. Baron, [19i 5] A. C. 1. 


SrEcT. 3.—REMEDIES OF THE BUYER. 
SuB-SECT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 


2513. Action by company not under seal.]—-By a 
contract made with a co. incorporated undcr 
Cos. Act, 1862 (c. 89), for the purpose of excavating 
& working coal mines, deft. contracted to supply 
the co. with a pumping engine & machinery for 
the use of one of the co.’s mines :—Held: as the 
engine & machinery were necessary for the pur- 
poses for which the co. was formed, the co. could 
maintain an action for the breach of such contract, 
although it was not under seal.—Soutu or Ine- 
LAND COLLIERY Co. v. WADDLE (1869), L. R. 4 
o ease 388 L. J. C. P. 338; 17 W. R. 896, 

x. Ch. 


Annotations :—Reid. Wells v. Kingston-upon-Hull Corpn. 
TEL L. R. 10 C. P. 402; Hunt v. Wimbledon L. B. 
1878), 3 C. P. D. 208. 


2514. Service out of the jurisdiction—When 
granted.|—-WANCKE v. WINGREN, No. 1431, ante. 

2515. —— -|—Leave will not be granted 
under R. 8. C., Ord. 11, r. 1 (c), to a purchaser of 
goods under a c.i.f. contract from a foreign vendor 
to serve noticc of a writ of summons on the vendor 
outside the jurisdiction in an action for breach of 
contract, where the essential breach on which 
the action is founded is the failure to ship the goods 
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at the foreign port, upon the allegation of the 
purchaser that the breach is the failure to tender 
shipping documents within the jurisdiction.— 
JOHNSON v. TAYLOR BrotHers & Co., Ltp., 
[1920] A. C. 144; 89 L. J. K. B. 227; 122 L. T. 
130; 36 T. L. R. 62; 64 Sol. Jo. 82; 25 Com. 
Cas. 69, H. L. 


Annotations :—Apld. Mosler v. Hilbery, [1925] Ch. 250. 
Refd. Aron v. omptoir Wegimont, [1921] 3 K. B. 435; 
Diamond Alkali Iixport Corpn. v. Hourgeals, [1921] 3 
kK. B. 443; Hemelryck v. ee Shipbuilding Co., {r92t) 
Sa C. ~ Re Schintz, Schintz .v. Warr, [1926] Ch. 


2516. Failure to deliver—-Right to repurchase by 
agreement—Repurchase at advantage in price— 
—Right of seller to benefit.|—A contract for the 
sale of oats by pltf. to defts., made in the form 
known as the American Grain Contract of the 
London Corn Trade Assocn., provided that “in 
case either party shall suspend payment of his 
debts... the other party shall be entitled immc- 
diately to resell or repurchase as the case may be.’’ 
Before delivery of any portion of the goods pltf. 
suspended payment & defts. repurchased. At the 
date of the repurchase the markct price was less 
than the contract price :—Held: pltf. was not 
entitled to recover from defts. the difference 
between the contract price & the market price 
at the date of the repurchase.—SIMMONDS v. 
Mirnuar & Co. (1898), 15 T. L. R. 100; 4 Com. 
Cas. 64. 

2517. Joinder of parties——Claim against selier for 
breach of condition as to packing—Claim against 
carrier for delivery in bad condition.|—Pltf. brought 
an action against deft. for the price of goods sold & 
delivered, the contract being one to deliver goods 
f.o.r. at P. Station for transmission to deft. at 
Exeter. Deft., by his defence, pleaded, first, 
that pltf. failed to deliver the goods in good con- 
dition, &, therefore, did not fulfil his contract ; 
& secondly, that if he did deliver them in good 
condition, he committed a breach of an implied 
term of his contract so to pack the goods that they 
should be reasonably fit to stand the ordinary 
risks of transit by rail. He also raised the same 
point against pltf. by way of counterclaim, & 
claimed damages. To that counterclaim he joined 
the G. W. Ry. co. as defts., & alleged against 
them that the goods having been delivered to 
them at P. Station in good condition, they, in 
breach of their duty as carriers, so treated them 
that when they arrived at their destination they 
were in bad condition, & claimed damages against 
them. He further pleaded that if the goods at 
the date of their delivery to the railway co. were 
in a good condition he claimed to recover damages 
against them, & alternatively, in the cvent of its 
being found that the goods at the date of their 
delivery to the railway co. were in bad condition, 
he claimed to recover damages against pltf. On 
an application by pltf., the judge at chambers 
refused to order that the counterclaim, in so far 
as it joined the railway co. as defts. to the counter- 
claim, should be struck out :—J/feld: the claims 
were not strictly alternative, so as to be mutually 
exclusive; but the relief claimed against the 
railway co. was sufficiently ‘‘ connected with the 





k. Action for money paid on 


g.- Failure to deliver—Right to re- 
purchase by agreement—Whether statu- 
ey or common law rights ner 
Where a contract for the sale & pur- 
chase of wheat provides that should 
the seller not make delivery on or 
before the day appointed the buyer 
reserves the right to buy a sufficient 
amount of grain to fill the contract at 
the market price, the words, “ I shall 


t 
surplusage & do not 
greater or less righ 
have at common 


ve the buyer any 

than he would 
aw & under Sale of 
Goods Ordinance, c. 39, C. O.—TAINTER 
v. MCKINNON, [1918] 1 W. W. R. 776; 
CaN: L. R. 483; 13 Alta. L. It. 54.— 


h.—— Right to repudiate.J— 
YODAILEN v, ANGEHRN & PIEL, [1914] 
qT; P. D. 254.—S. AF. 


behalf of seller—Payment for removal 
of goods fired to premises.|—WIISON v. 
MASON (1876), 38 U. C. R. 14.—CAN. 
l. Payment of freight to get 
possession of goods—-Goods sold to be 
delivered free of frog. }—GILBERT v. 





m. Fight to reference for damages— 
After prima facte evidence of breach.}— 


Part VIIJIJ.—BrEAcH oF THE CONTRACT. 


original subject of the cause or matter” within 
Jud. Act, 1873 (c. 66), s. 24 (3), to enable the 
claim against the railway co. to be joined with 
the claim against pltf—Smirit v. BUSKELL, 
BUSKELL v. Smitu & GREAT WESTERN Ry. Co., 
(1919] 2 K. B. 362; 88L. J. K. B. 985; 121 L. T. 
301; 35 T. L. R. 523; 63 Sol. Jo. 589, C. A. 

2518. Liability of seller for faulty construction 
of goods—Measure of damages—Costs of action by 
sub-vendee against purchaser.] — Pltfs. having 
undertaken the repairs of a steamship for the 
owners, employed defts., an engineering co., to 
construct a new crank shaft. Defts. agreed to do 
so, upon the terms of their not being responsible 
for failure of material or workmanship beyond the 
replacement of faulty work supplied by them. In 
an action by pltfs. against the shipowners to 
recover the price of the shaft which had been 
supplied by defts., the shipowners counterclaimed 
for damages for breach of contract in consequence 
of the shaft having broken down on a voyage. 
Pitfs., after communicating with defts., who 
thereupon repudiated all responsibility, defended 
the counterclaim. The shipowners succeeded on 
their counterclaim, the shaft being found to have 
been of faulty workmanship. In an action by 
pitis. to recover from defts. the costs of the ship- 
owners’ counterclaim, as damages resulting from 
defts.” breach of contract :—Held: the terms on 
which defts. had supplied the shaft did not relieve 
them from paying these costs; & pltifs. were 
entitled to recover the costs of the counterclaim 
except so far as they were increased by any issue 
other than the faultiness of the material or work- 
manship of the shaft.——-PrincE or WALES Dry 
Dock Co. (SWANSEA), Lip. v. FOWNES ForGE & 
ENGINEERING Co., rp. (1901), 90 L. T. 527; 9 
Asp. M. L. C. 555, C. A. 

2519. Failure of seller to perform condition—To 
provide adequate machinery—Damages.|—PItf. 
contracted with a mining co. to remove waste 
rock then lying in the waste dump at the mine 
within a period of two years, provided it did not 
exceed 50,000 tons, the co. to provide a crusher, 
& the rock so crushed to be put on rails & made 
available for sale. The crusher provided was 
capable only of crushing 3 tons per hour, & as the 
co. never did anything to put it in a condition to 
do more, the work, owing to the incapacity of the 
crusher, had to be stopped. Pltf. claimed damages ; 
—Leld: as it appeared from the written contract 
that both parties had agreed that something 
should be done, which could not effectually be 
done unless both concurred in doing it, although 
there were not express words to that effect in the 
contract, it must be construed as meaning that 
each party had agreed to do all that was necessary 
to be done on his part for the carrying out of the 
work. Defts. had failed to provide an adequate 
crusher, & had therefore failed to carry out their 
part of the contract.—KLELNERT v. ABOSSO GOLD 
MINING Co., Lrp. (1913), 58 Sol. Jo. 45, P. C. 
Annotation :— Reald. Colley v. Overseas Exporters, [1921] 


2520. Rule of Produce Brokers’ Association— 
Whether bar to exercise of common law rights.|— 


Cook v. PATTERSON (1884), 10 A. QR. 
645.—CAN. 


n. Right to recover money paid— L. i. 12 
Illegal sale.j}—-Where money is paid on a a 
account of the purchase price of an 
article sold undor a contract, made 
illegal by statute, the purchaser my 
recover, if he is not in pari delicto wit 
the vendor, & also if he is one of a 
ersons that the legislature has 
o protect by the statute in 
AUG BROTHERS & NEL- 


572; 
6.—CAN. 





3 W. 


class of 
sought 
question.— 


LERMOR v. MURDOCH (1916), 32 W. L. R. 
33 W. lL. R. 442; 9 W. 
474, 1064; 25 D. L. R. 666; 8 Sask. 


Oo. Agreement for return on 
breach of condition.J—lVARMERS ADVO- 
CATE vV. MASTER BUILDERS Co., [1917] 
W.R.1095; 38 D. LL. R. 409; 3 
Man. L. lt. 340.-——CAN. 
p. Whether right to 
payment of price—Where buyer repudi- 
ates or abandons contract before comple- 
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By two contracts made in Nov. 1918, the sellers, 
W. H. & co., sold to the buyer 3} tons of Coylonese 
essence of citronclla, c.i.f. Marseilles. The con- 
tracts contained (inter alia) provisions as follows: 
‘‘ Delivery: shipment from Ceylon beginning of 
Dec. Terms: terms of the General Produce 
Brokers’ Assocn., London.’”’ One of the terms of 
the Assocn. Rule 9 (f.) provided that ‘‘ whenever 
... the seller had failed to fulfil the terms of the 
contract the buyer shall close by invoicing back 
the produce to the seller at once, at a price & 
weight to be fixed by arbn., which price shall be 
not less than 2 per cent. & not more than 10 per 
cent. over the estimated market value of the ship- 
ment contracted for on the day on which the 
default occurs, the difference to be due in cash in 
seven days.’’ 

The sellers committed a breach of both contracts 
by failing to ship the citronella at the time agreed. 
Negotiations took place between the parties ; the 
buyer informed the sellers that he had already 
resold the citronella to buyers in France, but that 
he would be willing to extend the time for ship- 
ment if his buyers in France would consent to 
such extension. The French buyers agreed that, 
subject to their being allowed an abatement of the 
price, they would accept delivery if shipment was 
made not later than Jan. 23, 1919, & on this being 
communicated to them the sellers undertook to 
ship by that date. 

The sellers again made default. The partics 
went to arbn., the buyer claiming as special 
damages what he would have made if he had been 
able to carry out his contract of resale to his 
buyers in France, & the sellers contending that 
no special damage was recoverable, & that in any 
event a sum of money was payable to them by 
the buyer in consequence of the operation of 
Rule 9 (f.). The umpire stated a case under 
Arbitration Act, 1889 (c. 49), s. 7, & submitted 
three questions for the ct.’s opinion :—Held: 
(1) in the circumstances the buyer was entitled to 
recover the special damage claimed; (2) Rule 
9 (f.) was not an exclusive remedy & did not 
prevent the buyer from exercising his ordinary 
legal rights at common Jaw ; (3) in a case in which 
a buyer was entitled to recover special damage 
Rule 9 (f.) did not operate to give a defaulting 
seller the right to recover a sum from the buyer 
which could be set off against the sum payable as 
special damage.—fe FL. BOURGEOIS & WILSON, 
HoLGatE & Co. (1920), 25 Com. Cas. 260, 
C. A 


Annotation :—Cenerally, Consd. Lancaster v. Turner, [1924] 
2K. LB. 222. 


2521. Time for making claim.!— Dy a contract 
between sellers in London & buyers in New York 
a quantity of sodium cyanide was sold f.o.b. 
Havre, payment to be by net cash against docu- 
ments in London by confirmed irrevocable credit. 
The contract provided by condition 4: “ After 
the delivery order or any other document of title 
has been issued to the buyers, all risks are for 
account of buyers,”’ & by condition 5, ‘‘ Any claims 
in relation to weight, quality, or otherwise must 
be made in writing & delivered to the sellers 


tion.J—Whero” after a part payment 
has been made under a contract of 
sale the purchaser, before completion, 
repudiates or abandons the contract, 
he can recover such payment only 
where there is something in the con- 
tract indicating an intention that he 
98 may do 80.—DUCHZYSCZN v. BRONF- 
MAN, [1921] 1 W. W. R. 284; 56 
D. L. R. 678; 14 Sask. L. R. 59.—CAN. 

q. Where no substantial perform- 
ance by seller—Alternative remedics— 


W. R. 


recover part 
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within ten days of the date of delivery to the 
purchaser of the delivery order or other documents 
of title. Claims after such period will not be 
recognised.’”’ The goods were defective & the 
buyers made a claim more than ten days after the 
delivery of the documents to the buyers’ bankers 
in London against cash, & they contended that, 
as both parties knew that condition 5 could not 
be complied with, it had no effect :—Held : con- 
dition 5 did not refer to the original issue of the 
documents of title under condition 4 to the buyers’ 
London bankers, who for that purpose would be 
their agents, but to the handing over of the docu- 
ments for the purpose of their coming into the 
possession of the person who was to take delivery 
as the ultimate purchaser, & therefore, as a proper 
effect could be given to condition 5, & as the 
buyers’ claim was out of time under condition 5, 
even when so construed, the buyers’ claim failed.— 
TaytLor (G. F.) & Co. v. OFVERBERG (E.) & Co. 
(1923), 39 T. L. R. 687, C. A. 

2522. Two weeks from delivery of goods— 
C.if. contract—-Delivery of documents not sufficient 
to bar claim.]—A contract for the sale of goods on 
c.1.f. terms contained a clause which provided that 
“no claims shall be valid unless made in writing 
within two weeks after the goods are delivered.”’ 
The buyers made a claim undcr the contract. 
At the time when the claim was made more than 
two wecks had elapsed since delivery of the docu- 
ments, but two wecks had not elapsed since delivery 
ef the goods to the buyers from the ship. The 
sellers contended that the cla’.o was out of time :— 
Held: the delivery contemplated by the contract 
was delivery of the goods from the ship to the 
buyers, & the claim was therefore within the time 
allowed.—ScrivEN BROTHERS v. SCHMOLL Tits & 
Co. Inc. (1924), 40 T. L. R. 677. 

Liability of broker as principal--Custom incon- 
sistent with arbitration clause.|—-Sce AUENCY, Vol. 
I., p. 686, No. 2584. 

Arbitration—Award directing delivery or pay- 
ment in default.;—See ARBITRATION, Vol. IT., p. 
494, No. 1360. 

Effect of foreign judgment—For different cause 
of action.|—See Conriict or Laws, Vol. XI., p. 
468, No. 1235. 

Action by joint purchasers.|—-Sce CoNnmTRact, 
Vol. XI1., p. 25, Nos. 38, 39. 

Jurisdiction of county court.]——-Sce CouNnTy 
aia Vol. XII1., pp. 461, 462, Nos. 109, 115, 

6. 





SUL-SECT. 2.—ACTION FOR NON-DELIVERY. 
A. In General. 
See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 51 (1). 


2528. When action lies —Agreement for barter— 
Sufficiency of pleading.|—If A. & B agree to 
exchange horscs, & B. give a sum of money to A. 
to bind the bargain, A. may maintain an action 
against B. for not delivering his horse, without 
alleging any delivery of, or offer to deliver, his own 
to B., for the payment of earnest money vests 


Whether right to damages barred by 
ineffective rejection of goods.}—The fact 
that the buyer has ineffectively elected 
to reject the goods & treat the contract 
as repudiated does not debar him 
from pupee quently falling back upon 
the alternative remedy for damages,— 
POLLOCK & Co. v. MACRAR, [1922] 8. C. 


(H. L.) 192.—SCOT. 
Yr. ——-~ —-~.}+—Where there has 
been no substantial performance of a 
contract of sale, the purchaser has the 
option to cancel the contract or to 
avail hinwelf of the actio-quanti minoris. 
—CEDARMONT STORE 2. 
{1922} T. P. D. 106.—S. AF. 


SALE OF GOODS. 


the property of pltf.’s horse in B. But in such an 

action A. must allege a demand on B. for his horse ; 

stating that B. did not deliver, though often 

requested so to do, is not sufficient; & such a 

defective allegation may be taken advantage of on 

a gencral demurrer.—BacH v. OwEN (1793), 5 

Term Rep. 409; 101 EK. R. 229. 

Annotations :—Consd. Bowdell v. Parsons (1808), 10 Kast, 
359. Expld. Radford v. Smith (1838), 3 M. & W. 254. 
2524. Sale by broker—Authority of broker 

cancelled before sale note made out.|— FARMER v. 

ROBINSON (1805), 2 Camp. 339, n. 

Annotation :—Refd. Bell v. Balls, [1897] 1 Ch. 663. 

2525. Purchase by agents—-Subsequent 
revocation of authority.]—Ditis., who were brokers, 
bought goods of deft., on account of H. & by his 
authority. ‘The purchase was made in their own 
names, but the vendor was told that there was an 
unnamed principal. Pltfs. afterwards, under a 
general authority from H., contracted to sell the 
same goods, which deft. had not yet delivered. 
H., on hearing of the latter contract, told pltfs. 
that he would have nothing to do with the goods. 
either as buyer or seller ; & in this they acquiesced. 
Deft. then refused to deliver the goods, & pltfs. 
sucd him for damages sustained by them in con- 
sequence :—/eld: the renunciation of the con- 
tract by H., & pltf.’s acquiescence in it, forincd no 
objection to the right of pltfs. to recover.— 
SHORT Vv. SPACKMAN (1831), 2 B. & Ad. 962 ; 109 
HK. R. 1400. 

Annotations :—Consd. Calder v. Dobell (1871), 40 L. J.C. P. 
224. Refd. Ikawkes v. Lainb (1862), 31 L. J. Q. B. 














2526. J—Harrison v. LuKH, No. 2422, 
ante. ‘ 
2527. Sale of specific goods.)—Where in 


an action against a party for not delivering certain 
sacks of flour to arrive by a ship at a certain port, 
it appeared, from the terms of the contract, that 
a specific thing was contracted for :—Jleld:_ it 
was not enough for pltf. to show that the ship 
arrived with an equal quantity of flour on board 
to that contracted to be delivered, but he must 
show that the specific flour contracted for arrived 
in that ship.—HINCKEK v. JAMES (1846), 7 L. T. 
O. S. 65. 

2528. ——— Goods warehoused—Delivery order to 
vendee—-Refusal of warehouseman to deliver.|— 
Where goods stored in a warehouse are sold, & a 
warrant for them delivered to the vendee upon 
payment of the purchase-money, & the ware- 
houseman refuses to deliver the goods to the 
purchaser upon presentation of the warrant, an 
action lies against the vendor for the non-delivery 
of the goods.—T101L v. HINTON (1855), 4 W. kh. 
26. 

2529. How far contract to be set out.j|—(1) It 
is not necessary, in an action for non-delivery of 
goods sold, to set out more of the contract than 
relates to the breach. 

(2) Demand of delivery of the goods sold 1s 
sufficient proof of an averment that pltf. was 
ready & willing to perform his part of the contract, 
although that demand was made by his servant 
when he was not himself present to have done so, 
if required on the spot. Special assumpsit is the 
proper form of such an action.—SQuIER v. HUNT 
(1816), 8 Price, 68; 146 E. R. 198. 

2530. Necessity for readiness to receive & pay-— 


PART VIII. SECT, 3, SUB-SECT. 2.—A. 


t. When -action lies—-Action by 
grain broker—Custom of  trade.)— 
CANADIAN GRAIN Co., LTD. v. MITTEN 
ee [1922] 1 W. W. Jt. 1109; 


WEBSTER, 63 D. L. R. 438; 15 Sask. L. R. 257.— 


Part VIII.—BREAcH OF THE ConTRACT. 


Averment of—Demand of delivery—-Demand by 
servant.|—Squirr v. Hunt, No. 2529, ante. 

-|—See Part VI., Sect. 1, sub-sects. 2 & 3, 
ante. 


What constitutes delivery.|——See Part VI., Sect. 
2, sub-sect. 2, ante. 

2531. Agreements to grant lease with proviso 
for supply of goods—Whether grant of lease con- 
dition precedent to supply.|—By an agreement 
under seal between defts. & pltf., after reciting that 
pltf. had crected a factory & works on land belong- 
ing to defts. for the purpose of carrying on the 
manufacture of patent fuel, & that defts. had made 
advances to pltf. towards their crection, & had 
agreed to grant a lease of the land & buildings to 
pltf., ‘‘ & to enter into certain other arrangements 
for the supply of coal for the manufactory & 
otherwise, on the terms & conditions thereinafter 
mentioned,” it was agreed, amongst other things, 
that defts. should grant a lease of the land & 
buildings to pltf. for the term of twelve years from 
Mar. 25 then last, at a peppercorn rent, & that 
immediately on such lease being so granted, pltf. 
should mortgage the same to defts. as a security 
for their advances; that all the coal consumed 
& used by pltf. for the purpose of his manu- 
facture during the term of twelve years should be 
bought of defts., provided defts. could & should 
supply him with the quantity that should from 
time to time be required by him, or to such extent 
as the defts. could supply, & defts. should charge 
for the same a certain price, & no more; & pltf. 
should use & consume no other coal at the factory 
during the term than that which was bought & 
purchased of defts., excepting in the event of pitt. 
requiring more coal than defts. could & should 
supply hin. with: that defts. should not be com- 
pelled to supply more than 500 tons per week ; 
& that in case defts. should, from some substantial 
cause, be unable to supply small coal to the extent 
agreed upon, defts. should give to pltf. six months’ 
notice of the same, & pltf. should then be at 
liberty to obtain his supply from any other source : 
that in the lease to be granted there should be 
covenants by pitf. not to use the premises for any 
other purpose than for the manufacture of patent 
fuel; & that the agreement, to be determinable 
as aforesaid, should continue for the term of twelve 
years from the date thereof. In an action for 
breach of the implied covenant by defts. in the 
agreement to supply 500 tons of coal to pitt. 
weekly :—Held: (1) the granting of the lease by 
defts. was not a condition precedent to pltf.’s 
right to the coal; (2) the inability of defts. to 
supply the coal did not exoncrate them from lia- 
bility on the covenant, unless the six months’ 
notice had been given according to the agreement ; 
(3) the covenant of defts. was limited to the supply 
of coal for the purpose of the patent fuel manu- 
facture.——WoopD v. CoppErR MINERS’ Co. (1854), 14 
CU. B. 428; 2C. L. R. 17385; 23 L. J. C. P. 209 ; 
1 Jur. N.S. 65; 189 I. R. 176 3 on appeal (1856), 
17 C. B. 594, n., Ex. Ch. 

Annotations :—Generally, Mentd. Simm v. Kdwards (1854), 


20. L. R. 749; Bowes xv, Croll (1856), 6 Kk. & B. 255; 
Martin v. Smith (1874), L. R. 9 KHxch. 50. 








2532. Supply limited to particular purpose.| 
—Woop v. CopprR Miners’ Co., No. 2531, 
ante. 

2533. ——— Proviso terminable on notice—Neces- 


sity for notice.|—Woop v. COPPER MINERS’ Co., 
No. 2531, anle. 

2534. Statement of purpose for which goods 
required-—Necessity for.|—(l1) By an agreement 
under scal, reciting, amongst other things, that 
pltf. had erected a factory, etc., for the purpose of 
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carrying on the manufacture of patent fuel, etc., 
é& that defts. had agreed to grant a lease of the 
land, etc., to pltf., & to enter into certain other 
arrangements ‘‘for the supply of coal for the 
manufactory,’ & otherwise, on the terms therein 
mentioned, it was agreed, amongst other things, 
that all the coals consumed by pltf. for the purpose 
of his manufacture during a certain term, should 
be purchased of defts., & that defts. should not be 
compelled to supply more than 500 tons weckly. 
In an action against defts. for a breach of the 
implied contract to deliver 500 tons of coal weekly, 
the declaration averred that pltf. was at all times, 
etc., ready to receive that quantity, of which defts. 
had notice, & required defts. to deliver the same, 
& that ‘‘ he had done all things on his part, & all 
things had happened, to entitle him to have the 
said 500 tons of coals in cach week delivered to 
him,” etc. :—Held : the declaration was sufficient, 
although it contained no specific averment that 
the supply was required by pltf. for the purpose 
of the manufacture of patent fuel. 

(2) Defts. by their third plea alleged, that, 
before the accruing of the causes of action, & from 
thence hitherto, pltf. had wholly discontinued & 
abandoned the manufacture of the said fuel upon 
the terms of the agreement :—Held : a good plea, 
upon the assumption that it meant a permanent 
abandonment of the works, & not, as pltf. in his 
replication averred, a mere temporary suspension 
thereof in consequence of defts.’ failure to deliver 
the stipulated quantity of coal.— Woop v. COPPER 
Miners’ Co. (1856), 17 C. B. 561; 25 L. J. C. P. 
166; 139 E. R. 1195. 

2535. Joinder of third party—Embarrassment of 
plaintiff.|.—In an action against defts. for non- 
delivery of certain iron rods of the quality con- 
tracted for, defts. proceeded to bring in H., a 
foreigner, as a third party, under R.S. C., Ord. 16, 
r. 18, on the ground that they had contracted with 
him in respect of the iron rods so supplied & upon 
the same terms. It was not denied that the clause 
as to quality was the same as between pltf. & 
defts. on the one hand & defts. & H. on the other. 
Pitf., however, relied upon certain admissions 
made by defts. as regards the subject-matter of the 
contract, which showed that the action was, as 
between pltf. & defts., an undefended one. It 
further appeared that the case had already been 
set down for trial, & weuld be reached in a day or 
two. Upon application made by defts., under 
R.S. C., Ord. 16, r. 21, to give directions as to the 
mode of trial :—ZJ/eld: the ct. had power to con- 
sider whether the case was one in which a third 
party ought to be allowed to come in, & ought to 
refuse the application where the effect of such third 
party being introduced would be to embarrass & 
delay pltf.—ScHNEIDER v. Batr & Co. (1880), 50 
Ji J. Q. B. 389, C. A. 3 subsequent proceedings 
(1881), 8 Q. B. D. 701, C. A. 

2536. Service out of jurisdiction.|—-NATHAN v. 
SEITZ (1888), 4 T. L. BR. 570, D.C. 

Action by agent.|—See AGENcy, Vol. 1., pp. 
651, 652, Nos. 2706, 2708, 

Against whom action lies—Broker-—Custom of 
trade.|] — See AGENCY, Vol. I., p. 636, No. 
2581. 

Contracting so as to be personally 








liable.| —- See AGENcy, Vol. I., p. 637, No. 
2586, 
Jurisdiction of county court.|—See CouNTY 


Courts, Vol. XITI., p. 463, No. 128. 
Discovery.|—See Discovery, Vol. XVIIL., p. 136, 
No. 868. 
Liability of surety.] — See GUARANTEE, Vol. 
XXVI., pp. 79, 80, No. 569. 
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Sect. 3.—Remedies of the buyer: 
“B. (a).) 


Sub-sect, 2, 


B. Defences to Action. 
(a) In General. 

See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 51 (1). 

2537. Absence of binding contract.|—A. having 
proposed to sell goods to B., gave him a certain 
time at his request to determine whether he would 
buy them or not; B. within the time determined 
to buy them, & gave notice thereof to A.; yet A. 
was not liable in an action for not delivering them, 
for B. not being bound by the original contract, 
there was no consideration to bind A.—COooKE v. 
OxLby (1790), 3 Term Rep. 653; 100 BH. R. 785. 
Annotations :-—Consd. Adams v. Lindell (1818), 1 B. & Ald. 

681. Apld., Routledge v. Grant (1828), 4 

Distd. Warlow v. Harrison (185%), 1 L. T. 211. 

Stevenson v. McLean (1880), B. 

Humphries v. Carvalho (1812), 16 Kast, 45; Dickinson v. 

Dodds (1876), 2 Ch. D. 463; Bristol, Cardiff & Bwanses 

Aerated Bread Co. v. Maggs (1890), 44 Ch. D. 61 Rae- 

burn & Verel v. Burness (1895), 1 Com. Cas. 22. ° iwentd. 

fe Hoyle, Ex p. Waters (1873), 21 W. lt. 554. 

2538. ~.J—Pltfs. .» guardians of the poor of 
K., with a view to obtaining tenders for meat, etc. 
for the use of the workhouse issued an advertise- 
ment stating that they would receive tenders for 
the supply of the workhouse with meat for three 
months, from 30 to 50 stone, more or less, per week, 
describing the sort of meat; that sealed tenders 
were to be sent to the clerk of the corpn.; & that 
‘all contractors would have to sign a written con- 
tract after acceptance of the tender. Deft. wrote 
ito plitfs. to say, that he proposed to supply the 
workhouse with meat, accor ing to advertisement, 
for the ensuing three montis, at 6d. per pound. 
This tender was accepted by pltfs., & deft. 
was informed, that he was appointed butcher ; 
but, immediately afterwards, he wrote to pltf. to 
say, that he declined the appointment :—Held : 
as a written contract was to be executed, the 
acceptance of the tender did not form a binding 
contract, so as to render deft. liable for refusing 
to supply the workhouse with meat, in accord- 
ance with his tender. — KINGSTON-UPON-HULL 
GOVERNOR, ETC. OF THE POOR v. PETcH (1854), 
10 Exch. 610; 3C. L. R. 1965; 24 L. J. Ex. 23; 
19 J. P. 40; 156 H.R. 583. 

Annotation :—Refd. Leney v. Taplin (1869), 21 L. T. 204. 


2539. Alteration of deed of sale.|—Where by 
arts. under seal deft. bound himself under a 
penalty to deliver to pltf., by a certain day, 
* the whole of his mechanical pieces, as per schedule 
annexed ’’; the schedule forms part of the deed, 
which, without it, would be insensible ; & therefore 
in covenant for the breach of the contract in not 
delivering the pieces ; in which pltf., after setting 
out the arts. executed by deft., averr ed that to the 
arts, there was then & there annexed & sub- 
scribed a certain schedule of the several pieces 
of mechanism agreed to be delivered, etc.; upon 
non est factum pleaded, it is competent to deft. to 
show in his defence, that at the time of the 
execution of the arts. the schedule was not annexed, 
but that in fact it was afterwards subscribed & 
annexed by the witness to the arts., who was the 
agent of both parties, immediately after the 
execution of the arts., & after one of the parties 
had left the room ; though the pieces mentioned 
in the schedule so annexed were such as had been 
agreed upon by the parties before the execution 


Refd. 


58; 39 D. L. 


PART VIII. SECT. 8, SUB-SECT. 2.— 
- (a). dss, —CAN. 


2537 i. gee of binding contract.)— —— For 
Vv. 


OGILVIE FLouR Minis Co., Lrp. 


Morrow CEREAL Co. (1918), 41 vee L. R, 
R. 463; 130 0. W. N. 


particular 
delivery. ]— VANBUSKIRK 2. 


SALE OF GOODS. 


of the arts.—WEEKS v. MAILLARDET (1811), 14 


East, 568 ; Dae ae 719. 
‘Annotati ions :—D er v. Breen (1847), 1 ere 71. 
Refd. ne Teo v. mtute 6M. & 200 ; 


seer 
Gan yo OSB it Be Way ee aiace v. Heath 
et int v. Vint 1888), 477. L. R. 630. 
entd. S ngiend v. Downs (1840), Beav. 522; Ive 
Queensland Land & Coal Co., Davis 0. Martin, [1894] 
Ch. 181; Re Deprez, Henriques v. Deprez, [1917] 1 Ch. 


2540. .}] — Pltfs., a corpn., required & 
advertised for "ates 300 & 500 tons of granite 
spalls for workhouse purposes to be delivered by a 
particular day. Defts. sent in a tender which was 
accepted. The usual form of contract used by 
pltfs. was sent to defts. Two days later defts. 
sent back the contract signed by them, agreeing 
to deliver the quantity by the day fixed, but 
adding the words ‘‘ Weather & other cir cumstances 
permitting.’”’ Four days later pltfs. wrote to 
defts. acknowledging the receipt of the signed 
contract, but pointing out that, they, pltfs. .» had 
erased the words “ other circumstances.” On the 
same day defts. wrote to pltfs. that they had put 
the order in hand. Four days later pltfs. affixed 
their common seal to the contract. Defts. did not 
execute any part of their contract by the day 
specified, alleging that want of ships & stress of 
weather had prevented them from so doing. 
After a month’s delay pltfs. were obliged to pur- 
chase granite spalls at a higher price than that 
tendered by defts., & brought their action for 
damages for breach of the agreement :—-Held: as 
defts. had assented to the alteration in the contract 
made by pltfs., there was mutuality between the 
parties at the time the seal was affixed, & pltfs. 
were entitled to succeed in their action. —DARTFORD 
UNION GUARDIANS v. TRICKETT & Sons (1888), 59 
L. T. 754; 53 5. P. 277; affd. (1889), 5 T. L. R. 
a C. A. 

nnotation Te jp owbar v. Salford Union QGrdns. 

Anageh), 41 'T. L. 

2541. Accord eieaction -|—In an action for 
not delivering a pianoforte to pltf., according to 
the agreement of defts.’ testator to do so at pltf.’s 
return to England, the exors. pleaded that pltf. 
had bought another piano from testator, & 
accepted it in satisfaction & discharge of testator’s 
promise stated in the declaration. No specific 
evidence being given in support of the plea :— 
Held: the lapse of twenty years from the making 
a contract to be performed in a future event did 
not of itself prove the allegations in the plea, 
whether taken as a plea of accord & satisfaction of 
the original contract, or of performance of it.— 
SIBONI v. KinKMAN (1836), 1 M. & W. 4183; 2 
Gale, 51,53; Tyr. & Gr. 777; 51. J. Ex. 212 5 150 
EK. R. 4973 subsequent proceedings, sub nom. 
KIRKMAN v. SIBONI (1838), 4 M. & W. 339, Ex. Ch. 
Annotations :—Mentd. Coopor v. Slade ois 6 H. L. Cas. 

746; Cross v. Williams (1862), 6 L. T. 

2542. ———.]—To a declaration upon a contract 
for the delivery of 600 loads of timber at Dantzig, 
deft. pleaded, that, after the accruing of the causes 
of action, & before suit, it was agreed between 
pitfs. & deft., that deft. should deliver to pltf. in 
London certain other timber, & that such other 
timber should be accepted & received by pltfs. 
in full satisfaction & discharge of all causes of 
action upon the contract in the declaration 
mentioned; that deft., in part performance of 
such agreement, delivered to pltfs., & they 
accepted & received of him, 143 loads, on the terms 





(1850), 12 N. B. R. (1 Han.) 25.— 
CAN 
2541 i. Accord & pisaer Pract Serre 
form of v. ROBERTSON (1878), 25 C. 
GREEN CAN. 


Part VIII.—BREACH OF THE CONTRACT. 


aforesaid, in full satisfaction & discharge of the 
causes of action in the declaration mentioned, so 
far as they related to 143 loads of timber in the 
contract mentioned ; & that deft., within a reason- 
able time, tendered plaintiffs the residue of the 
timber to complete the contract :—Held: the plea 
was neither good as a plea of accord & satisfaction, 
for want of an averment of satisfaction ; nor as a 
plea of performance, there being no averment, 
express or implied, that the substituted agreement 
was accepted in satisfaction.—GABRIEL v. DRESSER 
(1855), 15 C. B. 622; 30.1. R. 415; 241. 75.0. P. 
eae 24 L. T. O. S. 272; 3 W. R. 236; 139 E. fh. 
Annotations :—Mentd. Blagrave v. Bristol Waterworks Co. 

(1856), 1 H. & N. 369; Chappell v. Davidson (1856), 18 

C. B. 194; Traherne v. Gardner (1857), 8 E. & B. 161; 

Goldsmid v. Hampton (1858), 4 Jur. N. 8. 1108. 

2543. Performance.]|—SIBONI v. KIRKMAN, No. 
2541, ante. 

2544, 
ante. 

_ 2545, Extension of time of delivery.]|—Declara- 
tion, in assumpsit, stated that pltf. agreed to buy, 
& deft. to sell, a cargo to be delivered ‘“‘ on the 20th 
to the 22nd instant,” to be paid for by acceptance 
three months from delivery; & that afterwards, 
before the 22nd, pltf., at request of deft. gave time 
for the delivery to the 24th; breach, that deft., 
though requested, on 24th, to deliver, had not, on 
24th or any other time, delivered ; special damage 
by rise of price between the agreement & breach. 
Plea, that the giving of time was part of a contract 
for the sale of goods at the price of above £10; & 
that there was no part acceptance, or earnest, or 
note or memorandum in writing. Replication, 
that the giving of time was not part of the contract, 
etc. It appeared that there was a written contract, 
as stated in the declaration, for the delivery ‘‘ on 
the 20th to the 22nd’; but, the 22nd falling on 
Sunday, pltf., at deft.’s request, verbally agreed to 
enlarge the time to the 23rd or 24th. The price 
fluctuated between the time of the agreement & 
the 24th, being highcr on the last day. It was 
understood that the enlargement of time would 
postpone the delivery of the three months’ accept- 
ance :— Held: on these facts deft. under Stat. 
Frauds, s. 17, was entitled to the verdict, the 
enlargement of time having materially varied the 
contract, substituting for it a new contract on a 
similar consideration, & not being merely a dis- 
pensation from performance on a particular day.— 
STEAD v. DAWBER (1839), 10 Ad. & El. 57; 2 
Per. & Dav. 447; 9L. J. Q. B.101; 113 H.R. 22. 
Annotations :—-Apld. Marshall v. Lynn (1840), 6 M. & W. 109. 

Distd. Ogle v. Vane (1867), L. kk. 2 Q. B. 275. Comnsd. 
Hickman v. Haynes (1875), L. R. 10 C. P. 598; Morris 
v. Baron, [1918] A. C. 1; Britlsh & Beningtons v. N. W. 
Cachar Tea Co., {1923] A. C. 48. Refd. Martindale v. 
Smith (1841), 1 Q. B. 389; Moore v. Campbell (1854), 
10 Exch. 323; Noble v. Ward (1867), L. R. ¥ lexch. fsb 
Pyers v. Rosedale & Ferryhill Iron Co, (1874), 29 L. T. 
751 ; Plevins v. Downing (1876), 1 C. P. D. 220 ; Williams 
v. Moss Empires, [1915] 3 K. B. 242. Mentd. Coldham v. 
Showler (1846), 3 C. B. 312; Hmmet v. Dewhurst (1851), 
3 Mac. & G. 587. 
2546. Absence of request to deliver.|—-JONES v. 
GIBBONS, No. 1613, ante. 
2547. .|—In Sept. 1913, defts. by their 
representative contracted to sell to pltfs. 50 dozen 
red Welsh roller skins at 27s. per dozen “ delivery 





.|—-GABRIEL v. DRESSER, No. 2542, 








2545 i. Hatension of time of delivery.) 
— MOLson v. BRADBURN (1866), 25 
U. Cc. h. 457.—CAN. 


2546 i. Absence of request to deliver. }— b 
LOCKIE v. Reip & Co., Lrn., [1916] 
St. R. Qd. 10.—AUS. 


2546 ii. ———.]—ANDERSON v. VAN- 
SITTART (1849), 5 U. C. R. 335.—CAN. 


2546 iii. 





152.—CAN 


-}—MASSEY-ITARRIS Co. 
ee (1907), 3 Kk. L. R. 193 


P Within 
TINANT v. RIPERT, [1921] 3 W. W. R. 


c. Refusal by buyer to accent 
Offer to reconsider refusal.}—In an 
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as required.’ Between the middle of Nov. 1913, 
& the end of Sept. 1914, defts. delivered 20 dozen 
skins at the request of pltfs. in 4 lots of 5 dozen 
each, but no further deliveries took place nor were 
any requested by pltfs., their manager having 
forgotten the existence of the contract. In 
June, 1915, defts.’ representative left their employ, 
& in July, 1915, pltfs. gave him a personal order for 
& accepted delivery of 50 dozen skins of the same 
kind & at the same price as that specified in the 
contract with defts. Between June, 1915, & 
Apr. 1916, another representative of defts. called 
upon pltfs. for orders, but was told there was 
nothing for him. In Nov. 1915, defts. by letter 
offered pltfs. 20 to 30 dozen skins similar to those 
previously supplied to them & at the same price, 
but pltfs. replicd that they had bought some time 
ago their requirements for the next year. In 
July, 1917, pltfs. requested the delivery of the 
remaining 30 dozen skins under the contract, but 
defts. refused to deliver them, alleging that the 
contract was no longer in existence. Pltfs. having 
brought an action in the county ct. to recover 
damages for defts.’ breach of contract in refusing 
to deliver the remaining skins, the county ct. judge 
held that plifs. had abandoned the contract, but 
whether he was right or wrong on that point that 
they behaved in such a way that defts. reasonably 
believed that pltfs. considered the contract was 
at an end, & gave judgment for defts. :—Held: 
(1) an inordinate delay on the part of both sides 
having taken place it was not necessary, in order 
to put an end to the contract, for defts. to give 
notice to pltfs. that if they did not request further 
deliveries defts. would cancel the contract, & there 
was evidence upon which the county ct. judge 
could find that the contract had been abandoned ; 
(2) upon the facts the count ct. judge was justified 
in finding that pltfs. were estopped from denying 
that the contract had come to an end.-—PEARL 
Mint Co. v. Ivy TANNERY Co., [1919] 1 K. B. 
78; 88 7. J. K.B. 1384; 120 L. T. 28; 24 Com. 
Cas. 169, D.C. 

Annotation :— Refd. IWartley v. Hymans, [1920] 3 K. B. 475. 


2548. Part of goods wrongfully taken by pur- 
chaser—Trespass.|—'T'o a declaration on a contract 
for the sale of growing trees, alleging for breach, 
that, although deft. had permitted pltf. to fell & 
carry away certain of the trees, he refused to permit 
him to fell & carry away the residue, deft. pleaded, 
that, after the promise & before breach plté. 
fraudulently felled & carried away trees which 
were not sold to him, excceding in number & value 
the residue which trees so fraudulently felled & 
carried away were taken by pltf. in fraudulent 
substitution of the trees purchased by him as in 
the declaration mentioned; that pltf. kept the 
trees so fraudulently felled & carried away by him ; 
& that therefore deft. refused to permit him to fell 
& carry away the residue of the trees contracted 
for:—IHeld: the plea was bad, inasmuch as it 
showed not a rescission or abandonment of the 
contract by pltf., but a mere act of trespass, or 
wrongful act, for which deft. might have a remedy. 
—LEWIS v. CLIFTON (1854), 14 C. B. 2453; 2 
C. L. R. 1350 3 23 L. J. C. P. 68 3 22 1. T. O.S. 
259; 18 Jur. 291; 2 W. R. 230; 139 EK. R. 101. 
Annotation :—Mentd. Wilkin v. Reed (1854), 15 C. B. 192. 


action by the purchaser for return of 
— the deposit & for damages for non- 
delivery of the sheep:—wHeld: a 
refusal by the purchaser to accept 
some of the sheep which he should have 
accepted, which refusal the jury found 
the purchaser was willing to reconsider, 
did not entitle the vendor to refuse to 
deliver the sheep which the purchaser 


time _ limited.}— 
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2549. Abandonment of purpose for which goods 
required.|—-Woop v. CoprpER MINERS Co., No. 2531, 
a 


nte. 

2550. Mistake of agent—Contract repudiated 
before delivery.]|—-Commission agents, having a 
chattel to sell at a fixed price, & their salesman 
having by mistake agrecd to sell it at one-third 
of that price, & the mistake having been explained, 
& the contract repudiated, before the chattel was 
delivered :—-Held : the purchaser could not sue to 
enforce its delivery.—ISAAC v. BOULNOIS (1863), 11 
W. R. 341. 

2551. Sale of unascertained goods—Failure of 
manufacturer to deliver to seller.|—-By a contract 
in writing the sellers sold to the buyers ‘‘ 200 tons 
5 per cent. more or less,’ of Australasian beef 
tallow of two specified brands, 1919 make, ship- 
ment to be made from Australia during the months 
between May & Aug. The contract provided 
that should the shipment be delayed by strikes or 
other case of force majeure the time of shipment 
should be extended by one month. Should the 
delay exceed one month buyers should have the 
option of cancelling the contract forthwith or of 
accepting the goods for shipment as soon as possible, 
but should shipment not be possible within twelve 
months from the date of shipment originally 
stipulated contract to be void. The sellers, 
although they contracted as principals, were the 
agents of the Q. M. E. co. which manufactured 
tallow of the brands specified at two works in 
Australia. The Q. M. E. co. did not in fact manu- 
facture tallow in 1919 at cone of their works, 
although they could have done so & could have 
produced tallow of the brand manufactured at 
those works. They produced during 1919 only 
161 tons of beef tallow of the other specified brand 
at their other works, but production of tallow at 
those works was prevented by a strike of employees 
between June 23 & Sept. 8 which resulted in a 
complete cessation of operations. The buyers 
elected to extend the time for delivery, but no 
delivery was made, although the Q. M. E. co. 
offered to deliver the 161 tons when shipment was 
possible. The buyers claimed in an arbitration to 
recover damages for the non-delivery of 39 tons, 
namely, the difterence between 161 tons & 200 
tons :—Held: (1) inasmuch as the contract was 
for the sale of unascertained goods & not of specific 
goods an implied term could not be read into the 
contract exonerating the sellers from liability if 
the co. who manufactured the goods did not for 
any reason manufacture them, & there was in 
consequence no frustration or cancellation of the 
contract ; (2) as the contract was for the sale of 
“* 200 tons, 5 per cent. more or less,’’ of tallow the 
sellers could comply with their obligation under 
the contract by delivering 5 per cent. less than 200 
tons, namely, 190 tons, & therefore the sellers 
could only be held liable in damages for not 
delivering up to 190 tons.— Re THORNETY & FEHR 
& YUILuLs, Lrp., [1921] 1 K. B. 219; sub nom. 
THORNETT & FEHR v. YUILLS, Lrp., 90 L. J. K. B. 


was willing to accept.—FRANCIS v. 
LYON (1907), 4 C. L. KR. 1023.—AUS. 


d. J BERTSON v. HAYES 
(1857), 15 U. C. It. 293.—CAN. 

_ ®& Sale to artnership — Dissolu- 
lion of partnership before delivery. }— 
Defts. contracted to deliver lumber to 
a firm of three partners. Before de- 
livery the firm was dissolved, & defts. 
refused to carry out their contract. 
In an action brought in the individual 
names of the three partners for damages 


———.]—Ro 


for non-delivery :—-Held : the dissolu- 
tion of the firm was no justification in 
law for defts.’ refusal to carry out their 
contract. — McCRANEY  v. 
RL 19 O. R. 470; 18 A. RR. 217.— 
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2558 i. What amounts to ie i 
—Illegality of performance—Embargo. | 
—MOYNEUR, Lip. v. DOMINION SUGAR 


SALE OF GOODS. 


361; 124 L. T. 218; 37 T. L. BR. 31; 26 Com. 


Cas. 59, D. C. 

Annotation :—As to 1) Dbtd. Re Badische Co., Re Bayer 
Co., Re Griesheim Hlektron, Re Kalle, Re Berlin Aniline 
Co., Re Meister Lucius & Bruning, [1921] 2 Ch. 331. 


2552. Conduct of buyers.|—-RosE & FRANK Co. 
v. CROMPTON (J. R.) & BROTHERS, Lrp., No, 2390, 
ante. 

Impossibility of performance.|—See Sub-sect. 2, 
B. (6), post. 

Delivery by instalments—Right to repudiate.|— 
See Part VI., Sect. 2, sub-sect. 9, C., ante. 

Right of stoppage in transitu.]|—See Part VII., 
Sect. 4, ante. 

Right of unpaid seller to withhold delivery.]— 
See Part VII., Sect. 7, ante. ; 

Resale by unpaid seller.|—See Part VII., Sect. &, 
ante. 


(6) Impossibility of Performance. 


See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 51 (1), &, 
generally, CONTRACT, Vol. XII., pp. 308 ef seq. 

2553. What amounts to impossibility—Mlegality 
of performance— Embargo.!|—-BOUCHER v. LAWSON 
(1735), Cunn. 144; Tee temp. Hard. 85: 94 E.R. 
11163; subsequent proceedings (1736), Jee temp. 
Hard. 194. 

Annotations :—Refd. Newberry v. Colvin (1830), 1 Cr. & J. 
192; Ashinall v. Wood (1857), 3 Jur. N. S. 232. Mentd. 
Yates v. Hall (1785), 1 Term Rep. 73 ; Jackson v. Blanche 
(Owners), [1908] A. C. 126. 

2554. .|—Rice was shipped at 
Rangoon on defts.’ steamship for Galatz under bills 
of lading which contained the exception “ restraint 
of princes.” On June 18, the ship being then at 
Beyrout, defts. were informed by a govt. official at 
Galatz that the importation of rice from Rangoon 
was prohibited by law, & that the discharge would 
not be permitted. The law did not, in fact, pro- 
hibit the importation of rice. On June 23, by 
order of defts. & contrary to the wish of pltfs., the 
indorsees of the bills of lading, the ship proceeded 
to London, where the rice was sold at a loss :-— 
Held: defts. were not justified in treating the con- 
tract as being, on June 23, impossible of per- 
formance, & were therefore liable in damages for 
non-delivery of the rice.—BRUNNER v. WEBSTER & 
BARRACLOUGH (1900), 16 T. LR. 217 5 5 Com. Cas. 
167. 

2555. ~~ —----.] —Defts. failed (inter alia) 
to deliver for export an instalment of about 10 tons 
of aniline oil during Dec. & Jan. 1914,1915. Tor 
practically the whole of these months there was an 
absolute prohibition of the export of aniline oil 
by Order in Council :—Held: there was no 
obligation on defts., the sellers, the contract being 
f.o.b., to use their best endeavours to procure a 
licence for export, & they were not liable for the 
non-delivery of the 10 tons.—BRANDT (LI. O.) & 
Co. v. Morris (LI. N.) & Co., Lrp., [1917] 2 IK. B. 
784; 871L. J. K. B. 101; 1171. T. 196, C. A. 


Annotations -—Expld. Brightman v. Tate, (1919) 1 K. B. 
463. Mentd. Rederi Akt. Transatlantic v. Drughorn, 
Sofas a BL. 3914; Ariadne 8.8. Co. v. McKelvie, [1922] 
1K. B. 418. 




















.|—See Contract, Vol. XII., pp. 392 - 
395, Nos. 3202-3213. 


Co., LTp. (1921), 20 O. W. N. 120; 
58 D. L. a 132.—CAN. 

2553 ii. -,]-—ScuMIpT 
v. WILSON & CANTIAM, TD, yas 4 47 
O. L. It. 194; 18 O. W. N. 15.—CAN. 








McCoon 


f. Restriction on im- 
port in form stipuluted—-Import of 
pp medicine not permitted in 

k.}--McCARTER, BURR Co., LTD. v. 
HARRIS (Alta.), [1922] 3 W. W. R. 929 ; 
70 D. L. Rk. 420.—CAN, 

g. — —— Trading with enemy. 








sibility 
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2556. - Failure of supply—Contract to supply 
timber for repairs.]—Pltf. declared against defts. 
for not delivering, for the repairs of certain pre- 
mises, sufficient timber growing thereon, accord- 
ing to their covenant. Defts. pleaded, that there 
was not timber growing on the premises sufficient 
& proper for the repairs :—Held : the plea, though 
informal for not stating that there was not timber 
sufficient for the repairs or any part thereof, was 
good, except on special demurrer.—SNELL v. 
SNELL (1825), 4B. & C. 741; 7 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 
249; 41L.J.0.S. K. B. 44; 107 BE. BR. 12386. 
Annotation :—Refd. Smith v. Jennings (1840), 4 Jur. 1160. 

2557. Goods requisitioned by govern- 
ment.|—Deft. entered into a contract for the sale 
to pltfs. of 50 tons of Blairgowrie raspberries. 
Deft. was the agent of K. & H., & both parties 
expected that the raspberries would be K. & LI.’s 
raspberries. K. & H. had sold a quantity of 
raspberries to buyers on behalf of the govt., as 
well as to private buyers. As the crop was not 
sufficient to satisfy all the orders which kK. & LI. 
had received, the Army Council served upon 
kK. & H. a requisition, requiring them to place at 
the disposal of the Army Council 363 tons of 
raspberries, & to deliver the same to such persons 
& in such quantities as the Director of Army 
Contracts might direct. K. & If. delivered to 
the Govt. all the raspberries that were gathered 
subsequently, & pltfs. only obtained 9 tons under 
their contract. In an action by pltfs. for breach 
of contract :—VHeld: (1) deft. was liable as a 
contracting party, although both parties intended 
that the raspberries should be K. & H.’s rasp- 
berries ; (2) the requisition served upon K. & II. 
was a valid requisition under the regulation 2b. 
of the Defence of the Realm Regulations Con- 
solidated, as being a notice of intention to take 
possession of the raspberries when gathered 3; an 
exercise of the powers of the Army Council under 
the regulation for the purpose of procuring a neces- 
sary supply for the use of the troops was an 
exercise of their powers for the purpose of securing 
the public safety or the defence of the realm; & 
therefore deft. was protected by Defence of the 
licalm (Amendment) No. 2 Act, 1915 (c. 387), 
s. 1 (2), against liability in respect of the non- 
fulfilment of the contract, as far as it was due 
to the interference of the Army Council & he was 
only liable in respect of the balance.—-Lipron, 
Jirp. v. Forp, [1917] 2 K. B. 647; 861. J K. 5B. 
1241; 116 L. T. 682; 383 T. L. R. 459; 15 
L. G. BR. 699. 


Annotations :—.As to (2) Consd. Brightinan v. Tate (1919), 
35 T. Le. R. 2093; Hudson’s Bay Co. v. Maclay (1920), 
36 T. L. 1.469. Apld. Gurney v. Houghton (1920), 123 
L. 1. 706. Refd. Shutler v. Kolfe (1920), 36 T. L. R. 828. 


———.|-——See CONTRACT, pp. 381, 882, 396. 
398, Nos. 3149-3152, 3216, 3226. 

2558. Express proviso relating to impossi- 
bility.|—-By agreement in writing defts. sold to 
pltfs. 250 bales of Manila hemp, shipnicnt to be 
made from a port or ports in the Philippine Islands 
sailer or sailers between May 1 & July 81, 1898 ; 

















—Where a contract for the sale & 
delivery of foreign geods is made 
between a British vendor & a British 
pa &, during the continuance, 
he country where the goods are manu- 
factured becomes eneiny territory by 
hostile occupation, trading with persons 
in which is forbidden to British sub- 
jects by the laws of the realm, the 
vendor, if he has not the goods in his 
possession, may legally refuse to deliver 
on the ground that to obtain the 
specified goods is not then legally to 
liga aerate Y BROTHERS, LTD. ». 
HAW & Co., [1917] 2 1. KR. 367.—IR. 


2557 i. —~-- 


OCKERBY & Co. 
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Failure 
Goods requisitioned by government. \— 
(1916), 22 G. L. Rt. 420.—AUS, 

2557 ii. —~-- ---— 
v. CRESPIN (1917), 
34 N.S. W. W.N. 194.—-AUS, 

h. —-— —-~-,}— LESSON vv. NORTH 
& CaNnpLe Ca. 
J, Rk. 8 C. L. 309.—IR. 
Express proviso relating 
impossibility. |—GENEST v. LEGER 
(1921), 67 D. L. RK. 494.—CAN. 

‘War or other ex- 
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he agreement contained a clause that if the 
xoods did not arrive from loss of vessel or other 
unavoidable cause the contract was to be void. 
In consequence of the Spanish American war it 
was in a business sense impossible for defts. to 
ship hemp by sailer between the specified dates, 
but in Sept. they shipped hemp, which would 
otherwise have satisfied the contract, by steamer, 
& on Oct. 27 declared it against the contract ; 
pltfs. refused to accept this declaration, & returned 
it to defts., who, on Nov. 4, wrote that it was the 
only declaration that they were in a position to 
make :—Held: (1) the stipulations as to ship- 
ment by sailer or sailers between the specified 
dates were conditions precedent & the declara- 
tion was bad; it was not an implied condition 
of the contract that it should be possible to ship 
by sailer between these dates; defts. were not 
protected by the express condition as to non- 
arrival of the goods, the non-arrival not having 
been occasioned by any unavoidable cause within 
the meaning of the contract; (2) the damages 
were to be ascertained by reference to the market 
price on Nov. 4, the day on which defts. finally 
notified their inability to make a declaration in 
accordance with the contract. 

The difference between the contract price & 
the market price on Nov. 4, is the measure of 
damages (LORD RUSSELL, C..J.).—ASHMORE & 
Son v. Cox (C. 8.) & Co., [1899] 1 Q. B. 436; 68 
L. J. Q. B. 72; 15 T. i. R. 55; 4 Com. Cas. 48. 
dnnotations :—As to (1) Apld. Blackburn Bobbin Co. v. 

Allen, [1918] 2 K. B. 467; Sargant v. Paterson (1923), 

129L.1T.471. Refd. Nickoll & Knight v. Ashton, Edridge, 

[1900] 2 Q. B. 208. 

2559. —-~- JA contract for the supply 
of bunker coal by a coaling co. to shippers was 
made in Dec. 1914, after the commencement. of 
war, in a pre-war form of contract, which provided 
for the cancellation of the contract, by the sup- 
plicrs in case either Great) Britain or France 
became engaged in war with any other Power. 
A slip, however, was attached to the contract, 
which provided that, ‘“‘ notwithstanding the war 
clauses in the attached contract... depots, 
will supply during the present hostilities .. . & 
should circumstances arise to further interfere 
in any manner with the supply, shipment, car- 
riage, or delivery of coals, this contract is subject 
to cancellation by the supplicrs ”’ :—Held: the 
difficulty of obtaining vessels owing to the shortage 
of ships, & the rise of freights, which was evidence 
of such shortage, were an “interference” within 
the meaning of the slip, & the supplicrs were 
entitled to cancel the contract --SCHEEPVAART 
MAATSCHAPPIJ GYrSEN v. Norra AFRICAN COAL- 
ING Co. (1916), 85 lL. J. K. B. 1386; 114 L. T. 
7553; 18 Asp. M. I. C. 339. 

Annotation :—Reftd. Tennants, Lancashire v. Wilson (1917), 

23 Cun, Cas. 41. 

2560. Whether contract void or void- 
able.J}—Defts. agreed by a contract of Mar. 6, 
1913, to build a steamer for pltfs. By clause 9: 
“The steamer, unless the construction thereof 

















ceptional cause ?—Difficulty only in 
performance no defence.}—A contract 
for the supply of a manufactured 
article contained this clause, ‘*‘ In the 
event of work being interrupted by 
. . . war or other exceptional cause, the 
sellers shall not be bound to | make 
delivery ut the time specified.” The 
sellers declined to supply the full 
amount required, &, in defence to an 
action for damages, pleaded this 
clause & averred the difficulty in 
obtaining supplies of raw materials 
owing to the war :—IHeld: the clause 
did not excuse performance of the 


of supply— 


TD. v MURDOCK 





.}--GELLING 
23 C. L. Le 4433 


(1874), 
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shall be delayed by fire, strike, or lock out, or any 

other unpreventable cause ... shall be com- 

pleted ready for trial by Oct. 30, 1914.” 

By agreement the date of completion was sub- 
sequently extended to Jan. 30, 1915. By 
clause 12: ‘‘In case the builders become bkpt. 
or insolvent or fail or be unable to deliver the 
steamer within eight months from the date agreed 
by this contract, thereupon the contract shall 
become void, & all moneys paid by the purchasers 
shall be repaid to.them with interest at 5 per 
cent. . .. except only in the cvent of France 
becoming engaged in a Huropean war, when the 
above limit of eight months shall be extended 
equal to the duration of the war, but in no case 
to exceed eighteen months in all.”’ 

The builders contended that in the events 
which had happened the clauses became opcrative 
on July 30, 1916, & the contract then became 
void. The purchasers claimed the ship or damages 
for non-delivery, & contended (inter alia) that 
the builders were not entitled to say the contract 
was void, but that it was only voidable at the pur- 
chaser’s option :—Held: clause 12 became opera- 
tive on July 30, 1916, & as the inability to perform 
the contract was not due to any default of defts., 
the contract was void except for the repayment 
of the money already paid by pltfs., & was not 
merely avoidable at their option._-NEW ZEALAND 
SHIPPING Co. v. Socié1% DES ATELIERS ET CIIAN- 
TIERS DE FRANCE, [1919] A.C. 1; 87 L. J. K. B. 
746; 118 L. T. 731; 34 T. L. R. 400; 62 Sol. 
Jo.519; 14 Asp. M.L.C.241, WW. L. 3; affg. S. 0. 
sub nom. Re NEw ZEALAND SHIPPING Co. & 
SocIETE DES ATELIERS Er CHANTIERS DE F'RANCE, 
[1917] 2 K. B. 717, C. A. 

Annotutions :—Refd. /te Suarez, Suarez v. Suarez, [1918] 
1 Ch. 1763; Lebeaupin v. Crispin, (1920] 2 K. RB. 714; 
Quesnel] Forks Gold Mining Co. v. Ward, [1920] A. CG. 222. 
Mentd. Re Meyrick’s Scttlmt., Meyrick v. Meyrick, [1921] 
1 Ch. 311; Cohen v, Sellar, [1926] 1 K. B. 536. 

2561. ** Unforeseen contingencies 
excepted ’’—-Source of contingencies not specified.| 
—<A. contract provided for the delivery of goods 
‘unforeseen contingencies excepted.”’ No parti- 
cular source from which they were to come was 
stipulated. Unforeseen political complications 
prevented the supply of the goods from the source 
contemnplated by the sellers, but it was not shown 
that the goods could not have been procured 
from other sources :—Held: the above clause 
did not protect the sellers from liability to deliver 
the goods.—WILLS (GEORGE) & Sons, Lrp. v. 
CUNNINGHAM (R. 8.) Son & Co., [1924] 2 K. B. 











220; 93 L. J. K. B. 1008; 131 L. T. 400; 40 
T. L. R. 108. 
2562. Performance not naturally impossible 


—Fundamental basis of contract not disturbed.|—- 
By a contract dated Aug. 16, 1922, the sellers 
sold to the purchasers about 1,000 boxes of Smyrna 
sultanas at 60s. a cwt. c.i.f. London to be shipped 
from Smyrna by steamer to London during 
Sept. 1922. Smyrna at the date of the contract 


contract, in respect that, although the 
war caused an increase in the price 
of raw materials & some delay in their 
delivery, it had not rendered the 
obtaining of them impossible.—BLAck- 
LOCK & MACARTHUR, LTD. v. KIRK, 
[1919] 8. C. 57; 656 So L. R. 84; 
[1918] 28. L. T. 267.—SCOT. 

Pe oe Performance not naturally 
im possible.}—HURNANDRAI FULOCHAND 
v. Paacnia BUDHAEN (1922), I. L. R. 
47 Bom, 344.—IND. 


m. Cause beyond 


control. }-—-SAMUEL 
O. L. R. 561; 


n e 
—Where a 











reasonable 


aaa & CHrRomME Co., LTp. (1920), 


19 O. W. N. 328.—CAN. 


Unforeseen circumstances. ] 
person has contracted to 
deliver goods, which arc not part of 
his own stock in trade, & are known 
not to be, & has taken due care in 
placing his order for these goods with 
& manufacturer, he will not be respon- 
sible for any delay in the delive 
may be caused by unforeseen circum- oO. 


SALE oF Goops. 


was in the occupation of the Greeks. On Sept. 9, 
1922, it was taken by Turkish forces & shipment 
became impossible, with the result that the sellers 
did. not ship any of the goods. The buyers claimed 
damages & the dispute went before arbitrators, 
who stated a case for the opinion of the ct. under 
Arbitration Act, 1889 (c. 49), s. 7. 

The sellers said that they were excused from 

erformance on the grounds that the contract 
ecnine illegal when the port of shipment came 
under Turkish control, as a state of war at that 
time existed between England & Turkey; & that 
a state of circumstances had arisen which made 
the contract impossible of performance & that 
differed totally from the conditions with reference 
to which the contract was made :—Held: (1) 
mere impossibility of performance did not dis- 
charge a party where performance was _ not 
naturally impossible, unless such a state of affairs 
had arisen as displaced the fundamental basis 
of the contract. In the absence of any strike, 
war or force majeure clause, the buyers were 
entitied to damages for failure of the sellers to 
deliver; (2) as the point of illegality had not 
been taken at the hearing before the arbitrators, 
& was not raised in the case stated, it could not 
be taken afterwards.—SARrGAanr (W. J.) & Sons 
v. PATERSON (IdRIc) & Co. (1923), 129 L. YT. 471 ; 
39 T. L. R. 378. 

—-— Inability to perform contract at profit.|—-- 
See CONTRACT, Vol. XI1I., p. 405, Nos. 3264-3271. 
.|—Sec, further, Contract, Vol. XII., pp. 
395-399, Nos. 3214-8228. 





C. Measure of Damages. 
(a) In General. 


See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 51 (2) &, 
generally, DAMAGES, Vol. XVII., pp. 78 et seq. 

2563. Whether actual loss sustained.|—The 
measure of damages is the damage sustained by 
pltf. in consequence of the breach of contract. 

Defts., by their agents, contracted with plti., 
& bought & sold notes were exchanged. The 
note was as follows :—‘‘ Bought for account of 
Levin & Adler, of William Bird & co. 200 tons 
Calder, No. 1, pig iron, at 45s. per ton, free on 
board at Glasgow. Cash at fourteen days against 
Dixon's delivery order or bill of lading, at buyer’s 
option.” Pltf. within the fourteen days, accepted 
one of Dixon’s orders, & paid the money: the 
order was as follows—‘‘ I hereby undertake to 
deliver free on board here (at Glasgow), when 
required, 200 tons No. 1 pig iron, to the party 
lodging this document with me. For W. Dixon 
—John Campbell.”? Dixon offered other iron, 
but refused Calder :—Held: as the order was not 
inconsistent with the contract, & might have 
produced Calder iron, pltf. was justified in accept- 
ing it, but upon its failing to produce it, he was not 
bound by such acceptance, but might repudiate 
it & suc the defts. for the non-delivery of Calder 
iron, without presentment of the order.—LEVIN 
v. Brrp (1850), 16 L. T. O. S. 324, N. P. 


stances, such as strikes, or sickness 
among workmen.—TAYLORS v. MAc- 
LELLANS ean 19 R. (Ct. of Sess.) 10; 
29 Sc. L. R. 23.—SCOT. 


PART VIII. saat 2 SUB-SECT. 2.— 
» (a). 


v BriacKk LAKE 
58 D. L. R. 270; 


2563i. Whether actual loss sustained. ] 
—AUSTRALIAN SMELTING Co., LTD. v. 
BRITISH BROKEN HILL PROPRIETARY 
Co., LTp. (1896), 22 V. L. R. 190.— 
that AUS. 
Nominal damages.]—WEB- 





Part VIJ].—Breacu or THE ConrTRACT. 


2564. -.|—Britiso & Inpia Steam NAvIGA- 
TION Co. v. DE Matros, DE Matros v. BRITISH & 
Inp1a STEAM NAVIGATION Co., No. 1557, ante. 

2565. -—— Nominal damages—Acceptance of 
re ee v. PERRY, No. 2850, 
ante, 

2566. No available market.|—-Deft. in 
Jan., 1872, agrced to furnish pltfs. with 666 sets 
of wheels & axles according to tracings, 100 of 
which were to be delivered at stated intervals 
in the months of Feb., Mar., & Apr., free on board 
at Hull; guarantee three years & three months 
from time of shipments. Pltfs. were under a 
contract with a Russian railway co. to deliver 
them 1,000 waggons, 500 on May 1, 1872, & 500 
on May 31, 1873; & they were bound to pay 
two roubles per waggon for cach day’s delay in 
delivery. In the course of the negotiations 
between pltfs. & deft., deft. was informed of this 
contract, but neither the precise day for the 
delivery nor the amount of the penalties was 
mentioned. Delay occurred in the delivery of 
the 100 sets of wheels; & pltfs., in consequence, 
had to pay certain penalties, but the Russian co. 
consented to take one rouble a day, amounting 
in the whole to £100. Pltfs., having brought an 
action against deft. for the delay, sought to 
recover as damages the £100 :—Held: pltfs. were 
not entitled as damages, as matter of right, to 
the amount of penallies; but the jury might 
reasonably have assessed the damages at that 
amount. 

Tt is, no doubt, quite settled that, on a contract 
to supply goods of a particular sort, which at the 
time of the breach can be obtained in the market, 
the measure of damages is the difference between 
the contract price & the market price at the 
time of the breach. Where, from the nature of 
the article, there is no market in which it can be 
obtained, this rule is not applicable (BLACK- 
BURN, J.).—HLBINGER ACT. v. ARMSTRONG (1874), 
LR. 9 Q. B. 4783; 483. J. Q. B. 211; 30 L. 7. 
871; 38 J. P. 7743 23 W. R. 127. 


Annotations :-—Consd. Hinde v. Liddell (1875), L. R. 10 Q. B. 
265; Jiydraulic linzineering Co. v. Metlafie (1878), 4 











Q. B. D. 670. Apld. Grébert-Borgnis v. Nugent (1885), 
15 Q. B.D. 85. 
2567. ——— .|—Deft. contracted to supply 





to pltf. 2,000 pieces of grey shirtings, to be 
delivered on Oct. 20 certain, at so much per piece, 
deft. being informed that they were for shipment. 
Shortly before Oct. 20, deft. informed pltf. that 
he would be unable to complete his contract by 
the time specified, on which pltf. endeavoured to 
get the shirtings clsewhere, but, there being no 
market in Kngland for it, that kind of shirtings 
could only be procured by a previous order to 
manufacture it. Plitf., therefore, in order to ship 
according to his contract with his sub-vendce, 
procured 2,000 pieces of other shirtings of a some- 
what superior quality, at an increase of price, 
which the sub-vendee accepted, but paid no 
advance in price to pltf. Pitf. sought to recover 
against deft. for the breach of his contract, the 
difference between what he paid for the sub- 
stituted shirtings & deft.’s contract price. It 
Co. v. 


STER & CRAMOND Iron Co. 


ade 2 ht. (Ct. of Sess.) 752; 12 Se. 
a Lt. 496,.—SCOT. 


p. Market value below 
contract price.}—-BRENNER v. CON- 
SUMERS METAL Co. (1918), 41 O. Tu. R. 








5384; 13 O. W. N. 333; 41 DL. KK. 
339.—-CAN. 
2566i. —— No available market.j— 


On the failure of deft. to deliver a 
second-hand separator which it had sold 


2566 ii. ——— 
to pltf. he was unable to find another 


VURJIWANDAS wv. 


of the same capacity & quality, & 
bought a larger one from another co. 
In an action for damages for non- 
delivery :—2/eld : since pltf. could not 
buy on the market an article similar to 
that which he had bought froin deft., 
the measure of damages was the loss he 
had accually suffered through deft.’s 
default.—CaswkELi v. MATHEW Moony 
& Sons Co., (1926] 1 W. W. LR. 113; 
20 Sask. L. R. 252.—-CAN. 


.]|-— JUGMOHANDAS 
NUSSERWANJI JE- 
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was admitted at the trial that the shirtings that 
pitf. bought were the nearest in price & quality 
that could be got by Oct. 20; & the jury returned 
a verdict for the amount claimed :—Held: there 
being no market for the article contracted for, the 
measure of damages was the value of it at the 
time of breach; & pltf. having donc the best 
thing he could, was entitled to recover the differ- 
ence in the price.—HINDE v. LIDDELL (1875), 
L. R. 10 Q. B. 265; 44L. 3. Q. 2B. 105; 32 L. 7. 
449; 23 W. R. 650. 

Annotations :—Refd. Blackburn Bobbin Co. v. Allen, [1918] 


1K. B. 540; Montevideo Gas & Drydock Co. uv. Clan Line 
Steamers (1921), 37 T. L. KR. 544. 


-—— Goods resold.|—See No. 2575, post. 

2568. ——— Goods resold—Loss of anticipated 
profits by sub-vendee.|—-PETERSON v. AYRE, No. 
2695, post. 

25869. .|—Defts. contracted with 
pitf. to deliver goods to him of a particular shape 
& description at certain prices & by instalments 
at different times. When the contract was made 
defts. knew that, except as to price, it corresponded 
with & was substantially the same as a contract 
which pltf. had entered into with a French cus- 
tomer of his, & that it was made in order to enable 
pltf. to fulfil such last-mentioned contract. Defts. 
broke their contract, & there being no market 
for goods of the description contracted for, pltf.’s 
customer recovered damages against him in the 
French ct. to the amount of £28. In an action 
against defts. for their breach of contract :— 
Held: pltf. was not only entitled to recover as 
damages the amount of profit he would have made 
bad he been able to fulfil his contract with his 
customer, but also dainages in respect of his 
liability to such customer, & in estimating such 
last-mentioned damages the £28 which the French 
ct. had given might be treated as not an unreason- 
able one at which such damages might be assessed. 
—GREBERT-BORGNIS v. NUGENT (1885), 15 Q. B. D. 
85; 544L.3.Q. B. 5115; 1 7T. I. R. 484, C. A. 
Annotations :—Apld. Levi v. S. I. Ky. (1886), 2 T. L. ™. 

8t7. Consd. Hammond v. Bussey (1887), 20 Q. B.D. 79. 

Apld. Vickers v. Church Iuxtension Assoen, (1888), 4 

TL. R. 674. Consd. Ive Fl. Bourgeois & Wilson, Holgate 

(1920), 25 Com. Cas. 260.  Apld. Patrick 7. Russo-Lritish 

Grain Export. Co., [1927] 2 K. B. 535. Reid. ste Hall & 

Pim (1927), 137 L. T. 585. 

2570. Measure of damages unaffected.] 
—(1) Pltfs. chartered defts.’ ship for carriage of 
a cargo of cotton seed from Alexandria to the 
United Kingdom. The charterparty provided 
that the master was io sign bill of lading at any 
rate of freight & as customary at port of lading 
without prejudice to the stipulation of the charter- 
party. There was also a cesscr of liability clause. 
A. cargo was shipped under the charterparty at 
Alexandria by an on account of the charterers, 
& a bill of lading was given containing an excep- 
tion, which was not in the charterparty, protecting 
the shipowners from liability for damage arising 
from any act, neglect, or default of the pilot, 
master. or mariners. The cargo was lost by the 
negligence of the master. In an action for non- 
delivery of the cargo the jury found that there 
was no special custom at Alexandria with regard 




















HANGIR KHAMBATTA (1902), I. L. R. 26 
Bom. 744.—IND. 

2566 iii, ——- ——.J—M'NEILL wv. 
RicHaRpDs, [1899] 1 I. Rh. 79.—I#. 

q. Eéstimated losa 
directly & naturally resulting.|—In an 
action by pltfs. claiming damages for 
short delivery :—lield: while the 
resort to market value is one of the 
commonest it is not a conclusive test 
in determining the amount of damages, 
but is merely an aid, & in the absence 
of evidence of market value, pitts. wero 


————ene 
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to the form of bill of lading in use there :—Held : 
whether such finding were right or wrong, the 
terms of the charterparty did not authorise the 
giving of a bill of lading containing the before 
mentioned exception &, even if they did, in the 
absence of express provision to the contrary, as 
between the shipowners & the charterers only, 
the charterparty could be regarded as constituting 
the contract; & the bill of lading must be looked 
on asamere receipt for the goods ; & consequently 
defts. were liable for the non-delivery of the 
cargo. 

(2) Plitfs. having sold the cargo ‘to arrive,’ 
at a price less than the market value of the goods 
at the port of discharge at the time when the 
cargo should have arrived :—Held: in estimating 
the damages such market value must be looked 
to, & not the price at which pltfs. had sold the 
cargo. 

(3) The charterparty provided that sufficient 
cash for ship’s disbursements should be advanced, 
if required, to the captain by the charterers on 
account of freight subject to insurance only. 
Pitfs. having advanced sums for ship’s disburse- 
ments on account of freight as provided for in 
the charterparty :—Held: in estimating the 
damages for non-delivery of the cargo, only the 
unpaid freight must be deducted from the market 
value of the goods, not the advanced freight as 
well.—RODOCANACHI v. MILBURN (1886), 18 
Q. B. D. 67; 56 L. J. Q. B. 202; 56 L. T. 594 ; 
35 W. R. 241; 38 T. L. R. 115; 6 Asp. M. L. C. 
100, C. A. 

Annotations :—-As to (1) Consd. M el-Tryvan Ship Co. v. 
Kruger, [1907] 1 K. B. 809; Slater v. Hoyle & Smith, 
[11920] 2 K. B. 11. Refd. Temperley S.S. Co. v. Smyth, 
11905] 2K. B. 79L. 48 to (2) Consd. The Leitrim, (1902] 
P. 256; Wertheim ». Chicoutiini Pulp Co., [1911] A. G. 
301. Folld. Williams v Agius, {1914] A. CG. 510. Apld, 
Jamal v. Moolla Dawood, [1916] 1 A. C. 175. Distd. 
Watts, Watts v. Mitsui, [1917] A. C. 227. Apld. Sheik 
Mohammad Habib Ullah v. Bird (1921), 37 T. L. R. 405. 
Refd. Montevideo Gas & Drydock Co. v. Clan Line Steainers 
(1921), 37 T. L. R. 544. As to (3) Consd. Dufourcet v. 
Bishop (1886),18 Q. B.D. 373. Generally, Refd. Lobeaupin 
® Crispin, [1920] 2 kK. B. 714; Taylor v. Bank of Athens, 
Pinnock v. Bank of Athens (1922), 91 L. J. K. B. 776; Le 
Hall & Pim (1927), 187 L. T. 585. 

2971. -.]—-The rule that the 
damages to which a purchascr is entitled for non- 
delivery of goods is the difference between the 
contract price & the market price at the time 
when they ought to have been delivered is not 
affected by the fact that before the date of delivery 
the purchaser had resold the goods for less than 
the market price. 

Delay [in delivery] might have prejudiced him ; 
but the amount of prejudice was no longer a 
matter of speculation, it had been put to the test 
by the goods being actually sold; & he was 
rightly, as I think, only held cntitled to recover 
the difference between the market price at the 
date of due delivery & the price he actually got. 
But when there is no delivery of the goods the 
position is quite a different one. The buyer 
never gets them, & he is entitled to be put in the 
position in which he would have stood if he had 
got them at the due date. That position is the 


SALE OF GOODS. 


position of a man who has goods at the market 
price of the day, & barring special circumstances, 
the defaulting seller is neither mulct in damages 
for the extra profit which the buyer would have 
got owing to a forward resale at over the market 
price, nor can he take benefit of the fact that the 
buyer has made a forward resale at under the 
market price (LORD DUNEDIN).—WILLIAMS 
BroruEers v. Ep. T. Aarus, Lrp., [1914] A. C. 


510; 83 L. J. K. B. 715; 110 I. T. 865; 30 
T. L. R. 851; 58 Sol. Jo. 877; 19 Com. Cas. 
200, H. L. 


Annotations :—Consd. Weir v. Dobell, [1916] 1 K. B._718. 
Apld. Slater v. Hoyle & Smith, [1920] 2 K. B. 11. Refd; 
Jamal v. Moolla Dawood, [1916] 1 A. C. 175; Lebeaupin 
v. Crispin, [1920] 2 K. B. 714; Montevideo Gas & Drydock 
Co. v. Clan Line Steamers (1921), 37 T. L. R. 544; Sheik 
Mohammad Habib Ullah v. Bird (1921), 37 T. L. R. 405; 
Taylor v. Bank of Athens, Pinnock v. Bank of Athens 
(1922), 91 L. J. K. B. 776. 


2572. -|—MoOHAMMAD ILIABIB 
ULLAH (SHEIK) v. Brrp & Co., No. 1585, ante. 
Compare No. 2588, post. 


























2573. Damages paid to sub-pur- 
chase.|—GREBERT-BORGNIS v. NUGENT, No. 2569, 
ante. 

2574. Resale price evidence of value.| 


—In an action for damages for non-delivery of 
goods, where the same class of goods is not obtain- 
able in the market, at the place of delivery, the 
price on a sub-sale by a purchaser, is evidence 
of the value of the goods, & the amount by which 
such price on sub-sale exceeds the contract price 
may be recovered as damages, although the seller 
at the time of the contract had no notice of the 
sub-sale.—-STROUD v. AUSTIN & Co. (1883), Cab. 
& El. 119. : 

2575. —— No available market.]——The 
buyers, merchants, bought Russian wheat of a 
certain description for delivery on a named date, 
& before that date resold the wheat to a third 
party at a profit. The sellers failed to deliver. 
On that date & subsequently there was no market 
for Russian wheat of the said description. At the 
time of sale the sellers knew that the buyers were 
buying for resale :—JZeld : the buyers were entitled 
as dainages to the difference between the contract 
price & the resale price.—PATRICK v. RuUSssO- 
BRITISH GRAIN Export Co., [1927] 2 K. LB. 535 ; 
137 L. T. 815; 438 T. L. RR. 724. 

2576. —-—- Purchase of substituted goods— 
Value of substituted goods.|-—A. contracted with 
L. to repair a steam threshing machine, under- 
taking to get it ready for harvesting time. <A. 
new fire-box being needed, C. engaged to make one 
for A. "in about a fortnight’ but failed in the 
performance of his contract, & A., who had paid 
C. for the article, was obliged to get one made 
elsewhere, at an additional cost; but this he 
did not do in time to enable him to perform his 
contract with B., although there was ample time 
for him to have done so after C. had broken his 
contract ; whereupon B. sued A. who paid him 
£20 to settle the action :—Held: A. was entitled 
to recover from C. the sum he had paid for the 
fire-box, & the extra cost incurred in getting 
another; but the compensation paid by A. to 
B. was not such a damage as might fairly & 





entitled to recover the estimated loss 
directly & naturally resulting in the 
ordinary course of events from scllers 
breach of contract.-—-BOCHNER  v. 


2574 i, —-—~ Goods resold—Resale price 
evidence of value.}-—-FRANCIS v. LYON 
(1907), 4 C. L. R. 1023.—AUS. 


r. Purchase of substituted 
goods.|—Action on a contract to deliver 
cordwood, required for the purpose of 





burning brick. [ltf. proposed to prove 
that during the delay occasioned by 


deft.’s neglect to deliver, the price of 
brieks fell considerably, & he claimed to 
recover for this loss:—fHTeld: such 


evidence was rightly rejected; & the 
measure of damages was only the 
difference between the price specified 
in the contract & that actually paid for 
the wood procured by pltf. elsewhere, 
together with compensation for his 
trouble.—FEEHAN v. HALLINAN (1855), 


13 U. C. R. 440.—CAN. 

a. -—-- Loss of profits— Within 
contemplation of parties.}—DOYLE v., 
A al 11 N. 8S. W. S.C. R. 


b. Fulfilment of sub- 
sale by other goods in stock immaterial.) 
—MUHAMMAD HABIB-ULLAH v. BIRD & 
Co. (1921), I. L. RR. 43 All. 257.—IND. 


Cc. ———-_-———.} -SYKES »v. GERK, 
{1920} 1 W. W. R. 741.—CAN., 








Part VIII.—BREACH OF THE CONTRACT. 


reasonably be considered either as arising naturally 

from C.’s breach of contract, on such as might 

reasonably be supposed to have been in the con- 
templation of the parties, at the time they made 
the contract as the probable result of the breach 

of it.—PORTMAN ». MIDDLETON (1858), 4 C. B. 

N.S. 322; 27 L. J. 0. P. 231; 4 Jur. N.S. 689 ; 

6 W.R. 598; 140 I. R. 1108 3 sub nom. PoRTMAN 

ov. Nicion, 31 I. T. 0. 8S. 152. 

Annotations :—Refd. Dingle v. Hare (1859), 7 C. B. N. S. 
145; Geev. L. & Y. Ky. (1860), 6 H. & N, 211; Wilson 
vl. & Y. Ry. (1861), 3 L. 1. 859. 

2577. Difference between contract 
price & price of substituted goods.|—IIINDE v. 
LIDDELL, No. 2567, ante. 

2578. Purchaser prevented from executing 
orders—-Thereby enabled to execute more profit- 
able orders.]—A litigant should not be refused a 
reasonable opportunity of stating facts which on 
the face of them are possibly relevant mercly 
because the judge at the trial thinks that he will 
probably not succeed in establishing his case. 
Therefore in an action for damages for breach of 
a contract to deliver raw material, whereby 
pitfs. were prevented from executing orders 
which they had obtained, evidence is admissible 
to show that pltfs. were in consequence cnabled 
to execute other orders, whereby they made 
profits which might be taken into consideration 
in reduction of the damages which they had 
sustained by deft.’s breach of contract.—HILn. 
& SONS v. SHOWELL (EDWIN) & Sons, Lrp. (1918), 
87 L. J. K. B. 1106; 119 L. T. 6513; 62 Sol. Jo. 


715, H. L. 
Where delivery delayed.|—See Sub- 

sect. 2, ©. (b), post. 

——— Where available market.|---Scee Sub-sect, 2 
C. (ce), post. : 

2579. Where price prepaid.|—In assumpsit for 
a breach of contract, in not delivering a quantity 
of linseed pursuant to a contract of sale, it appeared 
in evidence, that pltfs., pursuant to contract, had 
paid part of the purchase-money to the vendor 
in advance; that deft., atl the time when the 
linseed ought to have been delivered, had given 
notice of his inability to perform the contract, 
but the money was not returned until after the 
action was commenced, when the amount was paid 
into ct., with interest up to the time it was so paid 
in, as a condition for a commission to examine 
witnesses abroad, & was only obtained out of ct. 
by pltfs. a short time before the trial :—Held: 
in estimating the damages, pltfs. were not entitled 
to take the price of linseed at the time of the 
trial as a criterion; & pltfs. not having proved 
that they had sustained any special damage from 
the non-delivery of the seed, & the non-return 
of the money, the repayment of the money 
advanced, with simple interest upon it, & payment 
of the difference between the contract price & 
the price of the linseed at: the time when it ought 
to have been delivered, was that to which pltfs. 
were entitled; & the jury having found accord- 
ingly, the verdict was right.—SrarTrue v. Cor- 
TAZZI (1835), 2 Cr. M. & RR. 165; 5 Tyr. 697; 
41L. J. Ex. 218. 
Annotations :—Apld. Phillpots v. Evans (1839), 5 M. & W. 

474. Refd. Hochster v. De La Tour (1853), 2 KEK. & 


B. 
678; Krost v. Knight (1870), L. R. 5 Exch. 322. Mentd. 
Evans v. Hutton (1842), 12 L. J.C. P. 17. 


2580. .|—The measure of damages for the 


























; No right to consequential 
damages.)—In an action of damages for 
breach of bargain, pursner is only 
entitled to the loss occasioned by non- 
delivery of the article purchased, & not 
to tbe consequential dainage arising 
from the non-delivery huving been the 


382.--SCOT. 


cause of voiding or preventing a sale 
of other property previously belonging 
tu pursuer.— DUNLOP (SCOUGAL’S TRUS- 
TEE) U. oe (1815), 18 Fac. Coll. 


2579 i. Where price prepuid.|—Where 
the buyer of goods which the seller has 
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non-delivery of goods, paid for at the time of 

purchase, is, the difference between that price & 

the highest price the goods have attained up to 

the time of trial—ELLIoT v. Huaues (1863), 3 

FF. & F. 387, N. P. 

2581. Compensation paid to third party—Arising 
out of non-delivery.|—PoORTMAN v. MIDDLETON, 
No. 2576, ante. 

2582. Damages fixed by contract.|] — Deft. 
entered into the following contract :—Sold to 
pltf. 5,000 tons of iron rails at £11 5s. per ton, 
delivered f.o.b., Newport, the delivery to com- 
mence by Jan. 15, & to be completed by May 15. 
In the event of defts. exceeding the time of delivery 
they shall pay by way of fine 7s. 6d. per ton per 
week. In the event of ships not being ready 
within fourteen days, notice being given, then 
payment to be made against wharf warrants for 
each 500 tons stacked & being to buyer’s order. 
Defts. made default in the delivery of the iron, 
which was delivered during the months of May, 
June, July, August, & completed in Sept. :— 
Held: the fine to be paid for delay in delivery 
ought to be calculated from the time at which 
the contract was to be completed, viz., May 15. 
—BERGHEIM v. BLAENAVON IRON & STEEr, Co., 
Lrp., (1875) L. R. 10 Q. B. 319; 44 L. J. Q. B. 
92; 32 L. T. 4513 23 W. R. 618. 

2583. .|—-The Spanish Govt. contracted 
with applts. for the building of four torpedo boats, 
delivery to be within periods varying from six 
& a half months to seven & three-quarter months 
from the date of the contracts. The contracts 
provided that ‘‘ The penalty for later delivery 
shall be at the rate of £500 per week for each 
vesse].”? The vessels having been delivered many 
months after the stipulated period & the price 
paid, the Spanish Govt. claimed from applts. 
payment of £500 for cach week of late delivery : 
—Held: (1) the sum of £500 a week was to be 
regarded as liquidated damages & not as a penalty, 
& the Spanish Govt. were entitled to recover ; 
(2) payment in full of the price of the vessels 
without reservation was no waiver of the claim 
for damages for delay in delivery.—CLYDEBANK 
ISINGINEERING & SITIPBUILDING Co. v. CASTONEDA 
Don Jose Ramos Yzqurerno, [1905] A. C. 6; 
4L5.02P.1; 91 L. T. 666; 21 T. L. R. 58, 
if. I. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Apld. Diestal v. Stevenson, [1906] 
2K. B. 345; Webster pv. Bosanquet, [1912] A. C. 394. 
Consd. Dunlop Pneumatic Tyre Co. v. New Garage & 
Motor Co., [1915] A. C. 79. efd. Public Works Coinrs. 
v. Hills, [1906] A. ©. 368; Kilmer v. British Columbla 
Orchard Lands, [1913] A. C. 319; Admiralty Comrs. v. 
S.8. Chekiang, [1926] A. CU. 637. 

2584. .|--Defts., coal exporters at New- 
castle, entered into a contract with pltf. for the 
sale & delivery to him in Germany of a quantity 
of coal, of which part was to be screened & part 
small coal, at certain prices per ton c.if. The 
contract, which was drawn up by defts., contained 
the following clause: ‘‘ Penalty for non-execution 
of this contract by cither party 1s. per ton on the 
portion unexecuted, & the amount of proved 
loss, if any, on freight actually arranged by us.’’ 
Jn an action to recover damages for non-delivery 
of the coal, pltf. claimed that the ls. per ton 
mentioned in the contract was a penalty & might 
be disregarded, & that he was entitled to recover 
the difference between the contract price & the 








agreed to deliver has paid for them at 
the time of the sale, the measure of 
damages to which he is entitled for 
non-delivery is the value of the goods 
at the date of the trial.—PEEBLES v. 
PFEIFER, [1918] 2 W. W. R. 877; 11 
Sask. L. R. 249.—CAN. 
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Sect. 3.—Remedies of the buyer: Sub-sect. 2, C. (a) 
& (b).] 

market price in Germany, which difference was 
much in excess of 1s. per ton :—Held: notwith- 
standing that the parties had called the 1s. per 
ton a penalty & that the loss caused to pltf. by 
the non-delivery might be different in the case 
ot the screened coal & of the small coal & that the 
difference between the contract & market prices 
was easily ascertainable, the 1s. per ton was to be 
treated as liquidated damages.—DIESTAL v. 
STEVENSON, [1906] 2 K. B. 345; 75 L. J. K. B. 
797; 96 L. T. 10; 22 T. L. R. 673; 12 Com. 
Cas. 1. 

2585. .|—A contract for the sale of Japanese 
peas to be shipped from abroad contained a clause 
providing that disputes should be referred to 
arbn.; it also contained a clause, numbered 8 
in the contract, providing that if the sellers made 
default in shipping or declaring shipment the con- 
tract should be closed by invoicing back the 
goods at such price, whether higher or lower than 
the contract price, as the London Corn Trade 
Assocn. should determine; that the Assocn. 
should if requested by cither party declare the 
closing price; that this price should be accepted 
as final by all parties, & that settlement should 
be made on the basis of that price by net cash not 
later than a certain date. The sellers failed to 
ship or tender any goods under the contract. 
They then applied to the Assocn. to declare a 
closing price & gave notice to the buyers that 
they were doing so. The market price had fallen 
since the date of the contract. The Assocn. 
declared a closing price at which if the goods 
were invoiced back to the sellers a balance would 
be found in their favour. The sellers claimed this 
balance; the buyers refused to pay it, & the 
dispute was referred to arbitrators, who awarded, 
subject to a special case, that the buyers should 
pay the balance to the sellers :—Held: (1) 
clause 8 applied, notwithstanding that the sellers 
were the party in default, & that they were entitled 
to the balance in their favour after the goods had 
been invoiced back to them by the buyers at the 
closing price properly declared by the Assocn. ; 
(2) the closing price should be fixed with reference 
to the date on which the buyers received notice 
of the sellers’ inability to perform their contract. 


Qu.: whether the clause would apply if the 
sellers’ default were voluntary, or if the parties 





25871. Effect of provision for margin.] 
—In estimnating the damages for breach 
of contract, no allowance should bo 
made in favour of defts. on account of 
the use of the words “about” & 
“ approx mae ”» & the damages should 
be based on the actual deficiencies.— 
SUSMAN v. BAKER (1919), 44 O. L. R. 


dent, J—MONTREAL WATERPROOF CLOTH- 
ING Co. v. FLORENCE (Ont.) (1922), 
70 D. L. R. 370.—CAN, 


h. Difference between contract price 
& price after lapse of reasonable time 
for delivery.) — RAMIJI 
RANGAYYA CHETTI (1863), 1 Mad. 168. 


SALE OF Goops. 


were merely gambling in differences.— LANCASTER 
v. TURNER (J. F.) & Co., Lrp., [1924] 2 K. B. 
222; 93 L. J. K. B. 1024; 181 L. T. 525; 29 
Com. Cas. 207, C. A. 

.|—See, generally, DAMAGES, Vol. XVII., 
pp. 136 ef seq. 

2586. Non-delivery & delayed delivery dis- 
tinguished.}-WiLLIAMS BROTHERS v. Ep. T. 
Aatus, Ltp., No. 2571, ante. 

2587. Effect of provision for margin.]—Re 
THORNETT & Frur & Yuriuts, Lrp., No. 2551, 
ante. 

Proof in bankruptcy.|—-See BANKRUPTCY, Vol. 
IV., pp. 256-258, Nos. 2440-2446. 





(b) Delay in Delivery. 

See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 51 (2). 

2588. General rule—Difference between market 
price at date of due & actual delivery.|—In the 
case of late delivery the measure of damages in 
order to indemnify the purchaser is the difference 
between the market price at the respective dates 
of due & actual delivery of the goods purchascd ; 
but if the purchaser has resold them at a price 
in excess of that prevailing at the date of delivery 
he must in estimating his damages give credit 
therefor. In an action for damages for breach of 
contract dated Mar. 13, 1900, to deliver 3,000 tons 
of moist wood pulp between Sept. 1 & Nov. 1 of 
that year applt. claimed to recover 27s. 6d. a ton, 
the difference between 70s., the market price at 
the port of delivery on the duc date, & 42s. 6d., 
the market price at the same place on the date of 
actual delivery ; but it appeared that he had sold 
the goods at 65s. a ton, involving a loss to him 
of only 5s. a ton:—JWcld: he was entitled to 
recover only 5s. a ton. As the ct. below had on 
the evidence decreed that amount on 2,000 tons 
only, their lordships increased the amount by 
£250 in respect of the remaining 1,000 tons, 
together with a further amount as subsequently 
agreed between the  parties—WERTIEIM  v. 
CxuicoutTimt Pup Co., [1911] A. ©. 301; 80 L. J. 
P. C. 913; 104 L. T. 2265 16 Com. Cas. 297, P. C. 


Annotations :—-Distd. Williams v. Agius, [1914] A. C. 510; 
Slater v. Hoyle & Smith, [1920) 2 K. B. 11. Apld. 
Taylor v. Bank of Athens, Pinnock v. Same (1922), 91 
L. J. K. B. 776. Refd. British Westinghouse Klectric & 
Manufacturing Co. v. Underground Electric Ry. of London, 
aa A. C. 673; Till v. Showell (1918), 87 L. J. K. B. 
1106. 


2589. Loss of profits.|—In an action for the 
non-delivery of a ship at the time contracted for, 


(1926), I. L. R. 8 Lah. 198.—IND. 

m. No market  available.}—Sub- 
stantial damages may be recovered for 
non-delivery of chattels, even where no 
market price can be proved.— WILLIS v, 
MARSHALL & COPELAND (1882), 1 


MADAUJI Uv. NL ZL. R. 28 (S. C.).—N.Z. 


39.—CAN., —IND. 


6. Damages based on mini- 
mum.}—CURSETJI JEHANGIR  KHAM- 
BATTA Vv. CROWDER (1894), 1. L. KR. 18 
Bom. 299.—-IND. 

f. Purchase for resale — Purpose 
known to vendor—Difference between 
contract price & price to sub-purchaser.) 
—Pltf. having contracted with S. to 
furnish railway ties, of which defts. had 
notice, defts. agreed to furnish pltf. 
with a certain quantity of ties. In 
an action for breach of such sub- 
contract :—Held;: the measure of 
damages was the difference in value 
upon each tie between what pitf. was 
to pay defts. & to receive from S.— 
WATROUS v. BATES (1856), 5 C. P. 366. 
——-CAN. 

ge. Duty of purchaser to mitigate 
loss—Whether bound to buy against 
seller— Before failure of delivery evi- 





k. —— No time — specificd or 
pais a8 Ld tet an action by a vendee 
against a vendor for non-performance 
of a contract to deliver goods which 
specifies no time for delivery, tho 
measure of damages is the difference 
between the contract price & that 
which goods of a like description bore 
on the lapse of a reasonable time for 
delivery.—MANSUK Dass v. RANGAYYA 
CHETTI (1863), 1 Mad. 162.—IND. 


l. Where time for delivery ezx- 
tended.}--Where time for delivery is 
extended :—Held: the damagos for 
non-delivery should be calculated with 
reference to tho last date, if any, to 
which tho contract was extended, or, 
to the date on which the contract was 
finall broken, namely, by deft.’s 
repudiation.—KipaR Natu’ BEHARI 
LAL v. SHIMBHU NATH-NANDU Mat 


PART VIII. peer nS SUB-SECT. 2.— 


2588 i. General rule—Difference be- 
tween market price at date of due 
d& actual delivery.jJ—MACAULEY  v. 
HORGAN, [1925] 2 I. R. 1.—IR. 

2588 ii. .]}—In the case of 
late delivery of goods the measure of 
damages is the difference between the 
market price at the respective dates 
of due & actual delivery of the goods 
pee irrespective of the profit 
he purchaser might have made if the 
goods had been delivered duly. If the 

urchaser has resold the goods he must 
n estimating his damages give credit 
therefor.—TWEESPRUIT DAVIES, LTD. 
: ane [1914] C. P. D. 995.— 








2589 i. Losa of profits. }--LEONARD & 
Sons v. KREMER (1912), 20 W. L. RR. 


Part VIIJ.—Breacu or THE ContTRACT. 


the jury gave as damages the difference between 
the profits she would have earned if delivered at 
that time, when freights were high, & the profits 
she did earn when delivered seven months later, 
when freights were low. That being the measure 
of damages agreed to at the trial, the ct. refused 
to disturb the verdict. 

Semble : as in the case of a breach of a contract 
to pay money, the intercst of the money is the 
measure of damages, so in the case of a breach 
of a contract to deliver a chattel, the measure of 
damages should be the average profit made by 
the use of such a chattel.—FLETCHER v. TAYLEUR 
(1855), 17 C. B. 21; 253. J.C. P. 65; 26 L. T. 
O. 8S. 60; 139 E. R. 973. 


Annotations :—Consd. Gee v. L. & Y. Ry. (1860), 30 L. J. Ex 
11. Expld. Duckworth v. Ewart (1863), 33 L. J. Ex. 24. 
Distd. Sapwell v. Bass, [1910] 2 K. B. 486. Apld. Credito 
Italiano v. Swiss Bankverein (1916), 114 L. 'T. 776. Refd. 
Wilson v. L. & Y. Ry. (1861), 9 CG. B. N.S. 632; Wilson 
». Newport Dock Co. (1866), 14 L. 'T. 230: British Columbia 
Saw Mill Co. v. Nottleship (1868), L. R. 3 C. P. 499; 
Gracie Owners ». Argentino Owners, Tho Argentino (1889), 
611. es Mentd. Hobbs v. L. & S. W. Ry. (1875), 32 


L. T. 25 

2990. -.]|—Deft. contracted to sell to pltfs. 
75 tons of caustic soda,—a commodity not 
ordinarily procurable in the market,—at a given 
price, to be delivered on the rails at Liverpool for 
Hull, 25 tons in June, 25 tons in July, & 25 tons 
in Aug. ; but he failed to deliver any until Sept. 16, 
between which day & Oct. 26 he delivered 26 
tons in all. At the time of entering into the con- 
tract, deft. was aware that pltfs. were buying the 
soda for a forcign correspondent, but did not know 
until the end of Aug. that it was destined for St. 
Petersburg. Pltfs. had in fact contracted to sell 
the soda to A., a merchant at St. Petersburg, at 
an advanced price; & A. had contracted to sell 
it to B., a soap manufacturer at that place, for 
a still further advance. In consequence of the 
late delivery of the 26 tons, pltfs. were compelled 
to pay a higher rate of freight & insurance. This 
amounted to £40 17s. For their failure to deliver 
the remainder to A., they were called upon to pay 
& actually paid £159, which A. claimed as the 
contpensation he had been obliged to pay to B. 
for the failure to perform his sub-contract with 
him. In an action by pltfs. to recover from deft. 
damages for the breach of his contract with them, 
it was conceded that they were entitled to recover 
the difference between the price, on the 49 tons 
undelivered, at which he had sold the caustic 
soda to them, & the price at which they had con- 
tracted to sell it to A.,—in other words, the loss 
of profit on the resale :—Held: they were aiso 
entitled to recover the £40 17s. the excess of freight 
& insurance, which was the necessary result of 
defts.’ breach of contract; but deft. was not 
chargeable with the £159 which pltfs. had paid 
to A. to compensate B. for the loss of his bargain, 
—-this being too remote a damage.—BornigEs v. 
L{uTcHINSON (1865), 18 C. B. N. S. 445; 5 New 
Rep. 281; 34 L. J. C. P. 169; 11 L. T. 771; 11 
Jur. N.S. 267; 13 W. R. 386; 114 BE. R. 518. 
Annotations :—Consd. Williams v. Reynolds (1865), 6 B. & S. 

495. Apld. Elbinger Act. v. Armstrong (1874), L. R. 9 

Q. 13. 473; Hinde v. Liddell (1875), L. R. 10 Q. B. 265 


Distd. Thol v. Henderson (1881), 8 Q. B. D. 457. Expld. 
Grébert-Borgnis v. Nugent (1885), 15 Q. B. D. 85. Distd. 
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Kasler & Cohen v. Slavouski (1927), 96 lL. J. K. B. 850. 

Refd. Davies v. Ingram (1867), 17 L. I. 33; Horne v. 

Mid. Ry. (1872), L. R. 7 C. P. 583; Striéms Bruks Akt. 

v. Hutchison, [1905] A. C. 515. 

2591. - Goods required for special purpose— 
Not known to seller.|—Where on the sale of a 
chattel, the buyer intends it for a special purpose, 
but the seller supposes it is for another & more 
obvious purpose, the buyer can recover, as damages 
for the non-delivery according to the contract, 
the loss of profit which might have been made 
from the purpose supposed by the seller, provided 
the buyer has actually sustained damages to that 
er a greater amount. Defts. agreed to sell & 
deliver to pltfs. within a certain time the hull of 
a floating boom derrick ; but they did not deliver 
it till six months after the specified time. [ltfs., 
who were large coal merchants in the port of 
London, purchased the hull in order to place in 
it, as they in fact did, large hydraulic cranes & 
machinery for the purpose of transhipping their 
coals direct from colliers into barges. The hull 
was the first vessel of the kind ever built, & pltf.’s 
special purpose was entirely novel, & was unknown 
to defts. Defts. believed that pltfs. were pur- 
chasing the hull for the purpose of using her as a 
coal store. If pltfs. had been prevented using the 
hull for their special purpose, they would either 
have sold her to be used in the hulk trade, as a 
coal store, or, if unable to do so, would have used. 
her themselves as a store, & this was the most 
obvious use to which such a vessel was capable 
of being applied by persons in the coal trade ; 
but the hulk trade is a distinct branch of the coal 
trade, & was no part of pltfs.’ business. Had the 
hull been purchased for this purpose, the delay 
in the delivery would have occasioned loss to the 
amount of £420. Pltfs. actually suffered damage 
to a much larger amount from not having the hull 
ready for their special purpose at the time fixed 
for the delivery :—Held: pltfs. were entitled to 
the £420 as the damages which defts. must be taken 
to have contemplated would result from the non- 
performance of their contract.—Conry v. ‘THAMES 
IrRonNwWorRKS Co. (1868), L. R. 3 Q. B. 1813 37 
L. J. Q. B. 68; 17 L. T. 495 5 16 W. It. 456. 
Annotations :—Folld. Re Trent & Wumber Co., Hr p 

Cambrian Steam Packet Co. (1868), I. KR. 6 Kq. 396. 

Consd. Elbinger Akt. v. Armstrong (1874), L. R. 9 Q. B. 

473; Bostock v. Nicholson, [1904] 1 K. B. 725; Payzu 

v. Saunders, {1919] 2 K. B. 581. Apld. Montevideo Gas 

& Drydock Co. v. Clan Line Steamers (1921), 37 T. L. R. 

544. Refd. British Colttiubla Saw Mill Co. v. Nettleship 

(1868), L. R. 3 C. BP. 499. 

2592. -|}—HYDRAULIC ENGINEERING Co. v. 
McHAFFIE£, No. 1616, ante. 

2593. -|—STEAM HERRING FLEET, LTD. v. 
Ricnarns (S.) & Co., Lrp. (1901), 17 T. L. Wk. 731. 

2594. Increased freight & insurance.] —Lor- 
RIES v. HUTCHINSON, No. 2590, ante. 

2595. Penalties payable to third party-—Arising 
out of delay.|—-ELBINGER ACT. v. ARMSTRONG, No. 
2066, ante. 

2596. Useless expenditure—-Manufacture of other 
goods.| —- HYDRAULIC INGINEERING Co. v, 
McHaFrFriz, No. 1616, ante. 

2597. Compensation paid—Loss of bargain by 
sub-purchasers.|—Borries v. Horcuinson, No. 
2590, ante. 











Car required for hire 








147; 4 Alta. L. R. 152; 1 W. W. RR. oO. -——— .J—ANTONIOU 8. q. J 

ee Se TL? WL pit of elt eee re 
Lh. Eo) « da Ete a EAYS v. SHE sARAGK, ‘ Pa, 66 Fe 

see os wit ne bors 17'B. Gee CAN. [19201 Sw. W. R 8007 64 D. LT 

20; § "R.615.—CAN.—i—*” Pp. ———- ~—— Goods bought _ for ae . . : 

Se ee aa resale.J—CENTAUR CYCLE Co. v. HILL r. Useless expenditure — Hmploy- 





Goods required for special 1903), 22C.L.T. 253; 21C. L. '.121, 


ment of workman while waiting for 


n. 
purpose—Purpose known to seller.j— 09, 10. W. R. 229, 377, 401, 639 ; goods.) — STEWART v. STONEWALL 
CORBETT v. TAYLOR (1879), 5 V. L. R. 20. W. R. 1025; 3 0. W.R. 255, : GRAVEL, Lrp. (Man.), [1919] 1 
(Law) 455.—AUS. 70. L. R. 110, 411.—CAN. W. W. R. 344.—CAN, 
x xX 
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Sect. a - -Remedies of the buyer: Sub-sect. 2, C. (b) 
(- 
2598. Loss of wages.]—-STEAM HERRING 


FLEET, LTD. v. RicHARDS (S.) & Co., Lrp. (1901), 
17 T. L. R. 731. 

2599. Effect of purchaser reselling goods.|/— 
WERTHEIM v. CHICOUTIMI PULP Co., No. 2588, 
ante. 

(c) Where Available Market. 
See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 51 (3). 


2600. ‘‘ Available market ’’—Existence a ques- 
tion of fact.|—MARSHALL & Co. v. NICOLL & SON 
(1919), 56 Sc. L. R. 615, H. L. 

2601. Application to goods made to speci- 
fication—Not bought & sold in open market.}|— 
MARSHALL & Co. v. NIcoLL & Son (1919), 56 Sc. 
L. R. 615, H. L. 

2602. Difference between contract price & market 
price—At date of breach.|—In assumpsit for not 
delivering goods upon a given day, the true measure 
of damages is the difference between the contract 
price & that which goods of a similar quality & 
description bore, on or about the day when the 
goods ought to have been delivered.—GAINSFORD 
v. CARROLL (1824), 2 B. & C. 6243 4 Dow. & Ry. 
K.B.161; 2L.J.0.S. K. B. 112; 107 E. R. 516. 
Annomsion :—Consd. Shaw v. Holland (1846), 15 M. & W. 


2603. -i—Where a contract to deliver 
goods at a certain price is broken, the proper 
measure of damages in general is the difference 
between the contract price & the markct price of 
such goods at the time when the contract is broken 
(TINDAL, C.J.).—BARROW «. ARNAUD (1846), 














Q. B. 604; 6L. T. O. S. 453; 10 Jur. 819; 115 
E. R. 1004, Ex. Ch. 
2604. ——.|—Deft. contracted with pltfs. 


to sell them 500 tons of iron, to be delivered in 


SALE OF GOODS. 


action on the contract, claiming the entire value of 
the iron not delivered :—Held: they could recover 
only the difference, if any, between the contract 
price of the iron, & the market price at the time 
of the breach of contract to deliver; & the giving 
of the bills made no difference in this respect, as 
they had been dishonoured before action brought. 
—VALPY v. OAKELEY (1851), 16 Q. B. 941; 20 
L. J. Q. B. 380; 17 L. T. O. 8S. 124; 16 Jur. 38 ; : 
117 E. R. 1142. Be 


Annotations :—Apld. Griffiths v. Perry (1859), 1 
680. Refd. He KMdwards, rp. Chalmers (1873), 8 ch App. 











289; are County Natural Gas & Fuel Co. v. Carroll, 

[1911] A. C. 105. 

2605. —— .|—PETERSON v. AYRE, No. 2695, 
post. 

2606. |—Deft. sold a quantity of 


naphtha to pltf£. at 2s. 2d. a gallon by sample; on 
the faith of this contract pltf. next day resold the 
naphtha, by sample, to H. at 2s. 6d. a gallon. 
Deft. failed to deliver the naphtha according to his 
agreement. The market price of naphtha rose 
to 5s. 9d. a gallon, so that pltf. was unable to per- 
form his sub-contract with H. except at a greatly 
increased price. On a writ of inquiry to assess 
damages, the jury found a verdict for pltf. for £437 
10s., being the full difference between 2s. 2d. & 
5s. 9d. a gallon. On a motion to reduce damages : 
—Held: the damages were rightly assessed, & the 
proper measure of damage is the difference between 
the contract: price & the market price at the time of 
the breach. 

It is clear that, when a contract of this descrip- 
tion is broken, the purchaser is entitled to the 
difference between the contract price & the market 
price at or about the time when the contract ought 
to have been performed (WILDE, B.).—JOSLING v. 
IRVINE (1861), 6 H. & N. 512; 30 L. J. Ex. 78; 


4. T. 251, 
Annotations -—Consd. The St. Cloud (1863), Brown. & Lush. 


parcels at stated times, & paid for by bills at three 4. Apl 
months each, which were accordingly accepted by 
The times for delivery of 


pltfs. & handed to deft. 


2607. 





the iron elapsed while the bills were current. Both 
bils were dishonoured; & pltfs. afterwards 
became bkpt. Part of the iron was never 
delivered. The assignees of pltfs. bought a special broken 
2599 i. Effect of purchaser reselling Co. v. PORT Hoop RICHMOND Ry. 
goods.|—RUBENS v. MARAIS (1920), S. R. 514.— 


41 N. L. R. 119.—S. AF. 


t. Interest until date of payment.] 
—The measure of damages for delay in 
delivery is the amount of intcrest at the 
legal rate upon the value of the goods 
until the date of judgment. age 
TON v. LIUDSON’S Bay Co. (1884), 1 
B.C. R., pt. 2, 1, 176.—CAN. 

a. Liffect of extension of time.]— 
When after the seller of goods has 
failed to deliver them at the agreed 
time the buyer has agreed to an 
extension of time for delivery, if the 
seller fails to perform the now agree- 
ment the buyer is entitled to recover 
damages computed in the ordinary 
way.—MUHAMMAD HABID ULLAH v. 
BIRD & Co. (1921), L. Lt. 48 Ind. App. 
175.—IND. 


PART VIII. abe 3, SUB-SECT. 2.— 


2602i. Difference between contract 
price & market pre et date of breach.) 
—GODARD v. EDERICTON Boom Co. 
(1869), 1 Han. 544.—CAN. 

2602 ti. ——- ———.}—Wrat v. Rvt- 
LEDGE (1878), 1 P. & B. 674.—CAN. 

2602 iii. -/+—JOHNSTON v. 
ne (Man.) (1905), 1 W. L. R. 565.— 


2602 iv ——.}--W & Co. v. 
MonLER (B. C.) ©.) (1908), 7 W. ait R. 627. 


2602 v. 








——.]—PEOPLE’S CoaL 


CoaL Co. (1909), 43 N. 
CAN. 


2602 vi. ——~ —---.]—THOMPSON v. 
WILSON (1911), 18 W. L. I. 606.—CAN. 


2602 vii. ——- ———.]—SHIELDS_ v. 
LANDRETH (Sask.), [1919] 1 W. W. Qt. 
763; 45 D. L. R. 330.—CAN. 

2602 viii. .J—In a suit for 
the non-delivery of goods agreed to be 
sold by deft. to pltf. in a case where no 
money has passed, the measure of 
damuges is in gencral the difference, if 
any, between the agreed price & the 
market value on the day when the goods 
ought to have been’ delivered.— 
SHARMAN v. GOUR SHAH BANGALLY 
(1863), aga 542,—IND. 


2602 i ——-.}~—SIMSON__ v. 
RB (1886), IL. R. 9 Mad. 359. 











260 ~}--SHAW v. BILL 
(bea i. ba 8 Mad. 38.-—IND. 

2602 xi. .}—-MACKERTICH Vv. 
NoOBO COOMAR RAy (1903), I. L. R. 30 
Cale. 477: 7 C. W. N. 431.—IND. 


2602 xii. ——The measure of 
damages in an action for non-delivery 
is the difference between the acunace 
rate & the market rate at the expiry 
of the period agreed upon as the time 
for delivery in the contract.—MutTT- 
HAYA MANIAGARAN v. LEKKU REDDIAR 
(1914), I. L. R. 37 Mad. 412.—-IND. 


2602 xiii. -J—Where the 
breach of contract isin respect of goods 
to be delivered at a future date, the 


Oe nae’ 























d. Brown v. Muller (1872), L. RR. 





(PoLLOocK, CU.B.).—BRADY v. 


7 Wxch. 319. 
.|—The buyer of ed under a 


general contract for the sale of them, which is 
without reference to a particular time of delivery, 
is entitled to damages with reference to the market 
price of the goods at the time the contract was 


OASTLER 


ordinary rule applies that the measure of 
dumages is the difference between the 
contract rate & the market rate at the 
date of the breach, & the date of broach 
must be considered to be the date 
when the seller ought to have tendered 
goods according to the contract & 
failed to do s0.—RAMCHANDRA RAM: 
VALLABH UV. VASANJI SONS & Co. (1920), 
I. L. R. 45 Bom. 129.—IND. 


2602 xiv. ——.J—MARSHALL & 
Co. v. NICOLL & Son, [1919] S. C. 244; 





56 Se. L. R. 178; [1920] 1 8. L. T. 79. 
-——SCOT. 
2602 xv. ——- —-——.]——-Van Ks 4 


BrYERS’ TRUSTEES & BOSMAN (1884), 
3S. C. re AF. 

2692 aid 
DISLER, T1918] ©. P. D. 8305. —S§, MAF. 


2602 xvii. .}~—Where a con- 
tract for the sale of goods of a market- 
able nature is repudiated by either seller 
or purchaser, the damages are the 
difference between the contract price & 
the market price on the da wan fulfil- 
ment of the contract, or the day of 
repudiation, whichever occurs last, a 
little latitude being presumably allowed 
to enable the party injured to buy or 
sell similar goods on the market, as the 
case may be.—AMOD BayaT v. Do- 
HERTY (1919), 40 N. L. HR. 44.—S. AF. 


2602 xvill, ——— ———.]—-JOUBERT 
BROTHERS v. ABRAHAMSON, [1920] 
Cc. P. D. all AF. 


2602 x ——.}—KAPLAN 2. 
Gece, [1920] C. P. D. ,618.—S, AF. 


eee ———,, ]-W vd) 











Part VIII.—BREACH oF THE CONTRACT. 


(1864),3 H. & C. 112; 33 L. J. Bx. 300; 11 L. T. 
681; 11 Jur. N.S. 22, 
Annotations :—Reld. Oglo v. Vane (1868), L. R. 3 Q. B. 272. 

Mentd. Chinnock v. ly (1864), 5 New Lep. 183. 

2608. |—On Apr. 1, pltf. & defts., 
who were cotton brokers at Liverpool, entered into 
a contract, by which defts. agreed to sell to pltf. 
500 piculs China cotton, at 163d. per lb., to be 
delivered in Aug., guaranteed fair. On May 25, 
pltf. made a contract to sell to M. & A. the same 
quantity & quality of cotton at 193d. per Ib., to be 
delivered in Aug. It is the practice at Liverpool 
for purchasers of cotton to resell before the time 
for delivery. Defts. had not fulfilled their con- 
tract on the last day of Aug., on which day the 
price of cotton was 18}d. In an action for breach 
of contract whereby pltf. was incapacitated from 
performing his contract with M. & A. :—Held: 
the measure of damages was the difference between 
the contract. price & the market price on the last 
day for delivery, & pltf. was not entitled to recover 
damages for the loss of profit from that: contract.— 
WILLIAMS v. REYNOLDS (1865), 6 B. & S. 495; 6 
New Rep. 293; 34 L. J. Q. B. 221; 12 L. T. 729; 
11 Jur. N.S. 973; 13 W. R. 940; 122 I. R. 1278. 
Annotations :—Consd. Patrick v. Russo-British Grain Export 

Co., [1927] 2 K. B. 535. Refd. Stroms Bruks Akt. v. 


Hutchison (1905), 74 L. J. P. C. 1303: Williams v. Aguis, 
fers) A.C. 510; Slater v. Hoyle & Smith, [1920] 2 K. B. 











2609. _ ~)|-—ELBINGER <Acr. v. ARM- 
STRONG, No. 2566, ante. 
2610. -|—-WI1LTIAMS BROTHERS  v, 








iin. T. Acrus, Ltp., No. 2571, ante. 

2611. ——— -|—By a contract made in 
Bombay on Oct. 11, 1917, applts. bought from 
resp. 1,200 tons of stcam coal, to be delivered by 
instalments of 200 tons monthly to a depot in 
Bombay which applts. used, it being provided that 
an indent was to be furnished by the buyers, & 
that the coal was to be delivered from stock. 
The supply of coal in India was subject to Govt. 
regulations which provided that railway waggons 
were to be supplied only on indents signed by 
the actual consumers & certified. The buyers 
furnished a certified indent for the coal signed by 
an ice factory, & providing for the coal being 
unloaded at. B. railway station. The sellers having 
failed to deliver part of the coal contracted for, 
the buyers sued them for damages. The appellate 
ct. dismissed the suit on the ground that the buyers 
had not proved that they had suffered any loss by 
reason of the undelivered coal not reaching the 
indentors. There was a market for coal at B. at 
the time of the breach :—/eld : the contract could 
not be treated as one for the delivery of coal for 
the purpose only of supplying the indentor, & 
the buyers were entitled to recovet the difference 
between the market price & the contract price 
when the breach occurred.—KESHAVLAL BROTHERS 
& Co. v. DIWANCHAND & Co. (1923), L. R. 50 Ind. 
App. 142, P. C. 

2612. ~——.]|—In Nov. 1925, applts., P., 
defts. in the action, sold to resps. H., an unascer- 
tained cargo of Australian wheat. Without waiting 
to receive the cargo, H. resold it to other buyers 
upon the same terms except as to price, & further 
sub-sales followed in a scries of string contracts. 
In Jan. 1926, P. appropriated a_ particular 
cargo to the contract, & thereupon all the contracts 
on the string became contracts for the sale of that 
particular cargo. In the events which happened 
P. refused to deliver the cargo to H. admitting 
that for his own purposes he had deliberately 
broken the contract. H. claimed damages, & 
the dispute was referred to arbn. H. con- 
tended that he was entitled to the profit which he 
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would have made on the resale by him, & also to 
all damages which he might be called upon to pay 
by reason of his inability to deliver to his sub- 
buyers. The arbitrators awarded, subject to the 
opinion of the ct. on a special casc, that II. 
could recover only the difference between the 
price which he had contracted to pay to P. 
& the market price at the date of the breach. On 
argument of the special case the judge decided 
in favour of H.’s contention, holding on the facts 
that at the time when the contract was made it 
must have been in the contemplation of the parties 
that the cargo would be resold :—Held: the 
material date for ascertaining what was in the 
contemplation of the parties was the date when the 
contract was made & not the date when the cargo 
was appropriated to the contract, & on the find- 
ings of the arbitrators there was no material to 
support the decision of the judge that a resale was 
within the contemplation of the parties at the date 
of the contract, & therefore the damages payable 
by P. must be limited to the difference between 
the price which H. was to pay under the con- 
tract & the market price at the date of the breach. 
—ILIAuLL (R. & H.), Lrp. v. Pim (W. H.) JUNIOR & 
Co., Lrp. (1927), 82 Com. Cas. 144; sub nom. Re 
Lian. (R. & H.), Lrp. & Pim (W. H.) JUNIOR & Co., 
137 L. T. 585, C. A. 

Annotation :—Consd. Patrick v. Russo-British Grain Export 

Co., [1927] 2 K. B. 535. 

2613. Not date of repudiation.|-—- 
If a vendor has time until a given day to deliver 
goods, & on a prior day, when the prices are low, 
he refuses to proceed with the contract, after which 
the price rises, the purchaser, not rescinding, is 
entitled to recover the difference between the con- 
tract price & the higher price which the goods bear 
on the last day appointed for the fulfilment of the 
contract.—L&IGIT v. PATERSON (1818), 8 Taunt. 
540; 2 Moore, C. P. 588; 129 E.R. 498. 
Annotations :—Folld. Phillpots v. Evans (1839), 5 M. & W. 

474. Consd. Startup v. Macdonald (1841), 2 Man. & G. 

395. Refd. Hochster v. De La Tour (1853), 2 E. & B. 678; 

Loder v. Kekule (1857), 3 C. B. N.S. 128; Danube, etc. 

Ry. vw. Xenos (1861), 11 C. B. N.S. 1523; Frost v. Knight 

(1870), L. R. 5 Wxch, 322. 

2614. —-—- ——~ Unless repudiation accepted 
as breach.]-~ ASHMORE & SON v. Cox (C. 8.) & Co., 
No. 2558, ante. 

2615. —-— -.—~ —-—.]—TREDEGAR IRON 
& Coan Co., Livp. v. HAWTHORN BROTHERS & Co., 
No. 2510, ante. 

2616. Anticipatory breach.|—(1) By 
Sale af Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), 8. 51 (3), ‘* Where 
there is an available market for the goods... 
the measure of damages,’”’ for non-delivery, “ is 
prima facie to be ascertained by the difference 
between the contract price & the market or current 
price of the goods at the time or times when they 
ought to have been delivered, or, if no time was 
fixed, then at the time of the refusal to deliver ’’ :— 
Weld: where the time for delivery is fixed by 
reference to the happening of an event, it is fixed 
within the meaning of the sect. 

(2) Where there is an anticipatory breach by a 
seller of a contract to deliver at a fixed date goods 
for which there is a market, the truc rule as to the 
measure of damages is that the buyer, without 
buying against the seller, may bring his action 
at once, but if he does so his damages must be 
assessed with reference to the market price of the 
goods at the time when they ought to have been 
delivered under the contract. If the action comes 
on for trial before the contractual date for delivery 
has arrived, the ct. must arrive at that price as 
best it can. To this rule there is one exception 
for the benefit of the defaulting seller, namely, 


x x 2 
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Sect. 3.—Remedies of the buyer: Sub-sect. 2, C. (c)3 
sub-sect. 8.] 


that if he can show that the buyer acted unreason- 
ably in not buying against him, the date to be 
taken is the date at which the buyer ought to have 
gone into the market to mitigate damages. — 
CHRINO v. Nickoutt & KNIGHT, [1920] 1 
K. B. 6938; 89 L. J. K. B. 906; 122 L. T. 545; 36 


T. L. R. 143 ; 25 Com. Cas. 103. 
Annotation :—As to (1) Refd. Millett v. Van Hoek, [1921] 








2617. —— -|—MILLETT v. VAN HEEK 
& Co., No. 1588, ante. 
2618. Action heard before time for 








delivery.|—Deft. in Apr. agreed to sell & pltfs. to 

buy 3,000 tons of coal, at 8s. 6d. per ton, ‘‘ to be 

taken during the months of May, June, July, & 

Aug.’’ No coal having been taken by pitfs. in 

May, deft. wrote on May 31 desiring pltfs. to con- 

sider the contract cancelled. Pltfs. did not assent 

to this; but on June 11, deft. definitely refused 
to deliver any coal, & on July 3, pltfs. brought an 
action for this breach. At the trial, which took 
place on Aug. 13, pltfs. proved that the price of 
coal had risen during the whole period since the 
beginning of May, & was still rising. No evidence 
was given to show whether pltfs. could have gone 
into the market & obtained a new contract for 
coals :—J/eld : in the absence of evidence on the 
part of deft., pltfs. could have obtained a new 
contract on such terms as to mitigate their loss, 
the true measure of damages was the sum of the 
differences between the contract price & the 
market price at the several periods for delivery, 
notwithstanding that the last period had not 
elapsed when the action was brought, or when the 

cause was tried.—ROPER v. JOHNSON (1873), L. R. 

8 C. P. 167; 42 L. J.C. P. 65; 28 L. T. 296; 21 

W. R. 384. 

Annotations :—Distd. Dunkirk Colliery Co. v. Lever (1879), 
41 L. T. 633 ; on 8s Brow Iron Co. v. Birchgrove Steel 
Co. (1889), L. R. 50; Roth v. Taysen, Townsend 
ee) : Coin: “Oa 306. Consd. Michael v. Hart, [1902] 

K. 482. Apid. Melachrino v. Nickoll & Knight, 

(1920) q ‘K. B. 693. Refd. Tyers v. Rosedale & Ferryhill 

Iron Co. (1875), I. R. 10 Exch. 195; Johnstone v. Milling 

1886), 16 Q. B. D. 460; ee South African Trust & 

inance Co., Ex p. Husch (1896), 74 L. ‘Tl. 769. Mentd. 

Bergheim v. Blaenavon Iron & Steel Co. ( ign 44L. J. 

Q. LB. 92; Sapwell v. Bass (1910), 102 L. T. 811 

2619. — MELACHRINO v. 
NickoL, & KwniGcnt, No. 2616, ante. 

2620. Instalment deliveries. |—-Pltf. 
bought of deft. 500 tons of iron, to be delivered in 
about equal proportions in Sept., Oct., & Nov. 
1871. In Aug. 1871, deft. gave notice to pltf. that 
he did not intend to deliver any iron. In Dec. 
pitf. commenced an action for non-delivery, & 
claimed as damages the difference on Nov. 30 
between the contract & market prices of the iron : 
—RHeld: the proper measure of damages was the 
sum of the differences between the contract & 
market prices of one-third of 500 tons on Sept. 30, 

















Oct. 31, & Nov. 30, respectively.—Brown v. 
MULLER (1872), L. R. 7 Exch. 319; 41 L. J. Ex. 
214; 27 L. T. 272; 21 W. R. 18. Pa om 


Annotations :—Apld. Roper v. Johnson (1873), L.~R. 8 
2620i, ——-—-— Instalment deliveries. ] 2 


8. L. T. 134.—SCOT. 





SALE OF GOODS. 


Cc. P. 167. Consd. Dunkirk Hall Colliery Co. v. Lever 
au 41 L. T. 633; Roth». ppt hrges owusend & Grant 
(189 73 iL T, 628, ‘ ai TK, B ee 37 
Ch. 541; Michael v. Hart, 1902 4 


Melachrino ». Nickoll & Knight, {1920} \ K. oe 


2621. ——.|—A Sey ene of iron 
contracted, in May, 1871, to sell to a co. 150 tons 
of iron at a specified price per ton, delivery to be 
20 tons per month. ‘The deliveries were not duly 
made under the contract. In Jan. 1872, the 
vendor filed a petition for liquidation by arrange- 
ment. At that time a considerable quantity 
of iron remained to be delivered, & the market 
price of iron had risen very much. It appeared 
that in some cases the co. had bought iron in the 
markct to supply the deficiency in the monthly 
deliveries. It did not appear that any actual 
request had been made by the vendor for the post- 
ponement of the deliveries :—Held: the co. could 
srove in the liquidation only for the differences 

etween the contract price of the iron & the 
market prices of the days when the respective 
deficient deliveries were made.—Re Voss, Fa p. 
LLANSAMLET TIN PLATE Co. (1873), L. R. 16 Eq. 
155. 





2622. —— -——.]—RopER v. JOHNSON, 
No. 2618, ante. 

2623. -.| — BARNINGHAM  v. 
Smitu, No. 1764, ante. 

2624. Time for delivery extended at 








seller’s request.|—By bought & sold notes signed 
by brokers acting both for pltf. & deft., the last 
of which was dated Apr. 25, pltf. bought of deft. 
500 tons of iron, the delivery to extend over three 
months. None of the iron was delivered by 
July 25. <A correspondence ensued between the 
brokers & deft.’s agent until Feb. following, from 
which a jury might properly come to the conclusion 
that pltf. waited for the delivery of the iron at the 
request of deft.; he then went into the market 
& bought, the price of iron being higher than at 
the end of July :—Held: as pltf. had not bound 
himself to wait, there was no alteration of the con- 
tract within Stat. Irauds, & therefore in an 
action for breach of contract he might recover from 
deft. the difference between the contract price of 
the iron & the market price in Feb.—OGLE v. 
VANE (HARL) (1868), L. R. 3 Q. B. 272; 9B. &S. 


182; 37 L. J. Q. B. 77; 16 W. R. 463, Ex. 

Ch. 

Anaclah oe :—Consd. Tyers v. Mosedale . lt Ae Tron 
Co. (187 L. R. 8 Exch. 305. Distd. Jte Voss, Her p. 


Llnneetalet Tin Plate Co. eae R. 16 tea. 155. 
Hickman v. Haynes (1875), L. R. 10 C. P. 598; 
burn Bobbin Co. v. Allen (1918), 87 L. J. K. B. 
Refd. British Columbia Saw-Mill Co. v. Nettleship (1868), 
L R. 3 C. P. en Pie Ae Brow Iron Co. v. Birchgrove 
Steel Co. (1889), 6 T. L ik 503 pei. London & Globe 
eer pd (1897), 1 4T.L.R 5; Brandt v. aa We 
[1917) 2 K. 1. 784; Morris v. Paes (1918] A. 1; 
Hartlicy v. Hymans, (1920) 3 K. B. 475; Levey wv. Gola: 
berg, (1922) 1 K. B. 688; De a & Beningtons v. N. W. 
Cachar Tea Co., [1923] A. C. 48. 


2625. Failure to deliver documents 
under c.if. contract.]—-SHARPE (C.) & Co. v. 
Nosawa & Co., No. 18058, ante. 

2626. Duty of buyer to mitigate loss.]— 
By a contract made in Oct. 1899, defts. sold to 


Apid. 
Blick 














4 Sask. L. I. 166.—CAN. 


—COOVERJEE BHOJA v. RAJENDRA 2624 i, —— Time for delivery Dy) Bee eee Tay 

Nae ee (1909), I. L. R. 36 extended at seller’s request.|—Deft. v. SEWBUx (1878), 4 ©. L. R. 106. IND. 
alc. 617.—I agreed to deliver to pltf. one thousand 
9820 fi. ae bushels of flax in Nov. 1909. The flax 2624 iii. ——- —— ——.]— RAYMOND 


. +-BILASIRAM 
THAKURDAS v. GUBBAY (1916), IL. R. 
43 Calc. 305.—IND. 


2620 iii. —— ——.)]-—-HAJEE 
IsmarL & SONS v. WILSON & Co. (1918), 
J. L. R. 41 Mad. 709.—IND. 


2620 iv. .}—I RE 
& SON v. MERRYTON CoaL Co. (1894), 21 
R, (Ct. of Sess.) 989; 31 Sc. L. R. 34 


delivery until Jan 





sued for dam 
contract :—He 











was not delivered in November ; 
deft.’s request pltf. postpones o time of 


flax was not then delivered, & fais pltf. 
es for breach of the 


to damages based on the market price 
of flax on Jan. 15, 
SCHAFFER (1911), 18 W. L. 


& Co. v. FRIEDLANDER BROTHERS, LTD. 
(1905), 25 N. Z L. R. 371.—N.Z. 


b. Time extended iy 
mutual arrangement.}—DONALD (A, By 
LTp. v. CoRRY & Co., [1916] N. 

L. R. 228.—N.Z. 


2626 i. ——- ———~ Duty of bu er to 
mitigate loss.}—SANSCHAGRIN v. ECHO 


&, at 
The 





pltf. was entitled 


191 Seria gar Vv. 
R. 671; 


Part VIII.—-BREACH OF THE CONTRACT. 


pitis. a cargo of cotton seed, to be shipped at 
certain Egyptian ports during the month of Jan. 
1900, per Orlando, & to be delivered to pltfs. in 
the United Kingdom. The contract provided 
that, ‘‘ In case of prohibition of export, blockade, 
or hostilities, preventing shipment, this contract 
or any unfulfilled part thereof is to be cancelled.”’ 
In Dec. 1899, the Orlando was, without default 
on the part of defts. stranded, & was so much 
damaged as to render it impossible for her to arrive 
at the ports of loading before the end of Jan. ; 
& on Dec. 20 notice of that fact was given to pltfs. 
Upon receipt of that notice pltfs. might have 
bought in the market another cargo of cotton 
seed in substitution for that sold to them by defts., 
but they declined to do so. The market was rising, 
& by the end of Jan. the market price had risen 
considerably above the point at which it stood at 
the time when pltfs. had notice of the stranding. 
Pltfs. sued defts. for breach of their contract 
claiming as damages the difference between the 
contract price & the market price at the end of 
Jan. :—Held: the contract must be read as sub- 
ject to an implied condition that, in the event of 
the ship not arriving at the ports of loading within 
the stipulated time in a fit state to reccive the 
cargo, the contract should be treated as at an 
end; the implication of that condition was not 
excluded by the clause expressly providing for 
the cancellation of the contract in the specified 
events; & defts. were not liable. Semble: if 
pltfs. had been entitled to recover, inasmuch as 
they were under the circumstances bound to 
endeavour to mitigate the loss, the measure of their 
damages would have been the difference between 
the contract price & the market price at the date 
when they had notice of the stranding, & no more. 
—-NICKOLL & KNIGHT v. ASHTON, EDRIDGE & Co., 
[1900] 2 Q. B. 298; 69 L. J. Q. B. 640; 82 L. T. 
761; 16 T. L. R. 370; 9 Asp. M. L. C. 943 5 
oe Cas. 252; on appeal, [1901] 2 K. B. 126, 


Annotations :—Refd. Tredegar Iron & Coal Co. v. Hawthorn 
(1902), 18 T. L. 1.716. Mentd. Blakeley v. Muller, Hobson 
v. Pattenden (1903), 88 L. ‘IT. 90; Krell v. Henry, [1903] 
2K. BH. 740; Chandler v. Webster (1904), 73 la J. K. B. 
401; Dunford v. Cia Anonima Maritima Union (1911), 
104 L. T. 811; Sevillo & United Kingdom Carrying Co. v. 
Mann (1915), 32 T. L. R. 192; Re Shipton, Anderson & 
Harrison, [1915] 3 K. B. 676; WHorlock v. Beal, [1916] 
1 A. C. 486; Leiston Gas Co. v. Leiston-cum-Sizewell 
U. D. C., [1916] 2 K. B. 428; Tamplin S.S. Co. v. Anglo- 
Moxican Petroleum Products Co., [1916] 1 K. B. 485; 
Metropolitan Water Board vv. Dick, Kerr, [1917] 2 
nf B fun eee Bobbin Co. v. Allen (1918), 87 L. J. 

e e de 


2627. Payzu, Lrp. v. 
SAUNDERS, No. 1765, ante. 
2628. -.] —- MELACHRINO v. 


NIcKoLL & KniGgutT, No. 2616, ante. 

2629. Loss of profit on sub-sale.| 
REYNOLDS, No. 2608, ante. 

2630. What is ‘‘ fixed time ’’ for delivery.]— 
ce v. NickoLL & KNIGHT, No. 2616, 
ante. 

2631. ——.|—MILLETT v. VAN UEEK & Co., No. 
1588, ante. 

2632. No available market—-Whether right to 
damages destroyed.|—-MARSHALL & Co. v. NICOLL 
& SON (1919), 56 Sc. L. R. 615, H. L. 


WILLIAMS v. 





FLtour Mrtzs Co., LTp., [1921] 3 
W. W. R. 133.—CAN. 

2626 ii. —— ——.]— FLEMING 
& GILKISON wv. GRIGG (1896), 14 


N. LZ. L. R. 499.—-N.Z. 
2626 iii. ——~-.]—-The 











between the contract price & the 
market prico at the several periods of 
delivery, in the absence of evidence 
that the purchaser could have gone on 
the market & obtained another similar 
contract on such terms as would have -—N.Z. 
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SuB-SECT. 3.—SPECIFIC PERFORMANCE AND 
SPECIFIC DELIVERY. 


See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), s. 52; 
R. S. C., Ord. 48; &, generally, SpEciFic PER- 
FORMANCE. 

2683. General rule.]|—In general this ct. will not 
entertain a bill for a specific performance of con- 
tracts for chattels, or which relate to merchandise, 
but leave it to law, where the remedy is much 
more expeditious; but, in the present case, 
the agreement not being final, but to be made com- 
plete by subsequent acts, a bill to carry it into 
execution will be allowed.—BvuUxXTON v, LISTER 
(1746), 3 Atk. 383; 26 BE. R. 1020, L. C. 

Annotations :—Consd. Adderley v. Dixon (1824), 1 Sim. & St- 
607; Pollard v. Clayton (1855), 1 K. & J. 463. Apld- 
Eastern Counties Ry. v. Hawkes (1855), 5 H. L. Cas. 331; 
Jones v. Tankerville, [1909] 2 Ch. 440. Refd. Woollam v. 
Hearn (1802), 7 Ves. 211; Wall v. Stubbs (1815), 1 Madd. 
79; Martin v. Mitchell (1820), 2 Jac. & W. 413; Pooley 
v. Budd (1851), 14 Beav. 34; New Brunswick & Canada 
lty. & Land Co. v. Muggeridge (1859), 7 W. lt. 369 ; Turner 
v. Green, [1895] 2 Ch. 205. 

2634. .|—Cts. of equity will not lend their 
assistance to enforce the specific performance of 
ordinary contracts for the sale & purchase of 
chattels, unless there be something very special in 
the nature of the contract.—POOLEY v. BupbppD 
(1851), 14 Beav. 34; 51 HE. KR. 200. 

Annotation :—Refd. Gunn v. Boleckow, Vaughan (1875), 10 
Ch. App. 491. 

2635. Discretion of court.|—-The power vested 
in the ct. to order the delivery up of a particular 
chattel is discretionary (SWINFEN HWapy, M.R.).— 
WHITELEY v. HILT, [1918] 2 K. B. 808; 87 L. J. 
K. B. 1058; 119 L. T. 682; 34 T. L. R. 5923; 62 
Sol. Jo. 717, C. A. 

Annotations :—Apld. Cohen v. Roche, [1927] 1 K. B. 169. 
Refd. Nelson Murdoch v. Wood (1922), 126 L. 'T. 745. 


2636. Sale by auctioneer.|—Deft., an 
auctioneer, circulated a printed catalogue on the 
front page of which it was stated that he, therein 
described by name, would sell on a specified date 
certain lots of furniture ; the other pages set forth 
the lots to be sold. At the sale deft. had before 
him an auctioneer’s book consisting of large sheets 
of paper, cach of which had pasted upon it a leaf 
from the printed catalogue & on each side of the 
leaf a space for notes. Deft.’s name was nowhere 
written by him in this book. One of the lots, 
comprising certain chairs of no unusual value, 
which were the property of deft. himself, was 
knocked down to pltf. for £60. Deft. then wrote 
in his book against that lot the price at which it 
had been sold & the name of pltf. as purchaser. 
To an action by pltf. against deft. for delivery up 
of the chairs & alternatively damages for alleged 
breach of contract, deft. pleaded that Sale of Goods 
Act, 1898 (c. 71), s. 4, had not been complied with : 
—Held: (1) there was within the sect. a note or 
memorandum in writing of the contract duly 
signed by deft. & otherwise sufficient, & an enforce- 
able contract between the partics. 

(2) Ihe case was not one in which the ct. ought, 
in the exercise of its discretionary power, to order 
specific performance of the contract & delivery 
up of the chairs, but the judgment should be 
limited to damages for breach of contract.— 
CoHEN v. RocHE, [1927] 1 K. B. 169; 95 L. J. 








of purchase.}-——R. v. ANDERSON (1909), 
12 W. L. R. 167.—CAN. 

d. ——— -——— Market value at place 
of delivery.}—DALGETY & Co., LTD. 
v. LATTER (1902), 21 N. Z. L. R. 604. 


measure of damages on breach by the 
seller of a contract of sale of goods to 
be delivered in futuro is the difference 


mitigated his loss.—COoTTON v. ARNOLD 
& Co., (1907), 3 Buch. A. C. 162.—S. AF. 


c. ——- —— Market value at place 


2629 i. Loss of profit on sub-sale.j-— 
Yrast v. Knigut & WaTson (Alta.), 
[1919]) 2 W. Ww. R. 467.—CAN. 
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Sect. 3.—Remedies of the buyer: Sub-sects. 8 & 4.] 


K. B. 945; 1386 L. T. 219; 42 T. L. R. 674; 70 
Sol. Jo. 942. 

2637. Performance by instalments.]|—TAyLoR 
v. NEVILLE (prior to 1746), cited in 3 Atk. at p. 
384; 26 BH. R. 1021. 


Annotations :—Consd. Buxton v. Lister (1746), 3 Atk. 383, 
Apld. Adderley v. Dixon (1824), 1 Sim. & St. 607. Dbtd. 
Pollard v. Clayton (1855), 1 K. & J. 462. Refd. Fothergill 
v. Rowland (1873), 43 L. J. Ch. 252. 


2638. Agreement to be made complete by sub- 
sequent acts.|—BUXTON v. ListrerR, No. 2633, ante. 
2639. Sale of specific goods.|—TayLor  v. 
NEVILLE (prior to 1746), cited in 3 Atk. at p. 384 ; 
26 EB. R. 1021. 
Annotations :—Consd. Buxton v. Lister (1746), 3 Atk. 383. 
Apld. Adderley v, Dixon (1824), 1 Sim. & St. 607. Dbtd. 


Pollard v. Clayton (1855), 1 K. & J. 462. Refd. Fothergill 
v. Rowland (1873), 43 L. J. Ch. 252. ss 


2640. .|—Specific performance of a contract 
for the sale of a barge, stores, etc., decreed in 
equity upon a claim.—CLARINGBOULD v. CURTIS 
(1852), 21 L. J. Ch. 541. 

A tation :— . Behnke v, B 
nee Hon +” Retd ehnke v. Bede Shipping Co., [1927] 


2641. ———.|—-If there has been an engagement 
to appropriate to a certain individual a particular 
cargo or a particular part of a larger cargo, as for 
example “ 100 quarters of wheat out of 500 quarters 
which I have now scent,’ in either of these cases 
equity will interfere to enforce performance of 
the engagement.—HOARE v. DRESSER (185), 7 
H. L. Cas. 290; 28 L. J. Ch. G11; 33 L. T. 0. 8S. 
63; 5 Jur. N. 8. 371; 7 W. R. 374; 11 E.R. 
116, H. L.3; revsg. S. C. sub nom. DRESSER v. 
HOARE, 26 L. J. Ch. 51, C. A, 

Annotation :—Consd. Ite Wait, [1927] 1 Ch. 606. 

2642. .|—A contract for the sale of goods, 
as, for example, of 500 chests of tea, is not a con- 
tract which would be specifically performed, 
because it does not relate to any chests of tea in 
particular ; but a contract to sell 500 chests of 
the particular kind of tea which is now in my 
warehouse in Gloucester, is a contract relating to 
specific property, & which would be specifically 
performed (LORD WEsTBURY, C.).—HUoLROYD v. 
MARSHALL (1862), 10 H. L. Cas. 191; 833 1. J. Ch. 
193; 7L. T. 172; 9 Jur. N.S. 2138; 11 W. R. 
171; 11 HEH. R. 999, HW. 1. 

Annotations :-—Consd. Belding v. Read (1865), 3 H. & C. 
955. Apld. Leatham v. Amor (1878), 47 L. J. Q. B. 58). 
Consd. Cloments v. Matthews (1883), 11 Q. B. D. 808. 
Dbtd. 2te Wait, [1927] 1 Ch. 606. Refd. Re Marine Mansion 
Co. (1867), L. R. 4 Eq. 601; Fothergill v. Rowland (1873), 
43 L. J. Ch. 252; Re D’Epineuil (2), Tadman v. D’Epineuil 
(1882), 20 Ch. D. 758; Joseph v. Lyons (1884), 15 Q. B. D. 

80; Reeves v. Barlow (1884), 12 Q. B. D. 4386: Re 

Clarke, Coombe v. Carter (1887), 36 Ch. D. 348; Hilton 

v. Tucker (1888), 57 L. J. Ch. 973; Tailby v. Official 

Receiver (1888), 13 App. Cas. 523; Morris v. Delobbel- 

Flipo, [1892] 2 Ch. 342; #e Lind, Industrials Finance 

Syndicate v. Lind, [1915] 2 Ch. 345. Mentd. Reeve v. 

Whitmore, Martin v. Whitmore (1863), 4 De G. J. & Sm. 

3; fe Barker, Hr e rok! (1864), 5 New Rep. 22; Dean 

v. pyenes (1864), 3 Moo, P. C. C. N. S. 92; Langton v. 
ng (1865), 18 C. B. N. S. 315; Brown v. Bateman 
(1867), L. R. 2 C. P. 272; Tebb v. Hodgo (1869), 38 L. J. 
C. P. 217; Trotter v. Watson (1869), 1 Hop. & Colt. 216; 

hompson v. Cohen (1872), L. R. 7 Q. B. 5273; Be 

Cook, Hr p. Izard (1874), 30 L. T. 7; Anon., [1875] 

W.N. 203; Greenbirt v. Smee (1876), 35 L. 'T. 168; Ive 

Bamford, ras Games (1879), 12 Ch. D. 314; Baghott v. 

Norman (1880), 41 li. T. 787; Lazarus v. Andrade (1880), 

5C. P. D. 318 ; Collyer v. Isaacs (1881), 19 Ch. D. 342: Ite 

Jones, Ex p. Nichols (1883), 22 Ch. D. 782; Walker v. 

Bradford Old Bank (1884), 12 Q. B. D. 511 ; Harding v. 

Harding (1886), 17 Q. B. D. 442; Itoss v. Army & Navy 











PART VIII, SECT. 3, SUB-SECT. 3. 


2639 i. Sale of apecific goods.|—In 
Scotland the breach of a contract for 
the sale of a agit subject gives the 

arty aggrieved the legal right to sue 
or implement, & although he may elect 
to do so he cannot be compelled to 





6. 
abatement for de 
BURGES v. 


resort to the alternative of an action for 
damages unless implement is shown to 
be impossible.—StrEewaRT v. KENNEDY 
(1890), 15 App. Cas. 75.—SCOT. 


Specific performance with 
WILLIAMS 


SALE OF GooDs. 


Hotel Co. (1886), 34 Ch. D .43 ; Thomas v. Kelly (1888), 

13 App. Cas. 506; Re Turcan (1888), 58 L. J. Ch. 101; Me 

Pyle Works (1890), 44 Ch. D. 534; Re Standard Manu- 

facturing Co. (1891), 60 L. J. Ch. 292; Church v. Sage, 

Froy, Claimant (1892), 67 L. T. 800; Administrator- 

Gencral of Jamaica v. Lascelles, De Mercado, Re Rees’ 

Bankruptcy, {1894] A. C. 135; Re Dallas, [1904] 2 Ch. 

385; He Reis, Ex ri Cone (1904), 91 L. T. 592; Ward, 

Lock v. Long, [1906] 2 Ch. 550; National Provincial & 

Union Bank of England v. Charnley, [1924] 1 K. B. 431; 

Performing Right Soc. v. London Theatre of Varieties, 

[1924] A. C. 1. 

2643. ——-- Property in goods not passed— 
Growing timber.|—Jamrs JONES & Sons, LTD. v. 
TANKERVILLE (HARL), No. 2657, post. 

2644, — Wheat not appropriated.|— 
‘* Ascertained goods ”’ in Sale of Goods Act, 1893 
(c. 71), 8s. 52, mean goods identified in accordance 
with the agreement after the time a contract of 
sale is made (ATKIN, L.J.). 

By ac.i.f. contract of Nov. 20, 1925, W. bought 
1,000 tons of a special wheat ex Challenger, 
expected to load in Dec. at Oregon. By a c.i.f. 
contract of Nov. 21, W. sold 500 tons of this parcel 
to sub-purchasers. The wheat was shipped in 
bulk at Oregon on Dec. 21, & a bill of lading for 
the 1,000 tons forwarded to W., who received it 
on Jan. 4, 1926. The purchase-money was due 
on Feh. 6, i.e. thirty-three days alter sight, & on 
Feb. 5, although the sub-purchasers had never 
received any bill of lading, warrant, delivery 
order or any document of title representing the 
goods, & the 500 tons were never appropriated, 
they gave W. their cheque for their 500 tons less 
the half freight payable at destination. W. 
having paid this cheque to his bank & hypothecated 
the 1,000 tons bill of lading became bkpt. before 
the ship arrived. The trustee having redeemed 
this bill of lading claimed to retain the entire 1,000 
tons leaving the sub-purchasers their remedy in 
damages :-—Teld : (1) the 500 tons were not specific 
or ascertained goods in respect of which specific 
performance of the contract of sale would be 
ordered as the remedy of the sub-purchasers under 
Sale of Goods Act, 1898 (c. 71), s. 525; (2) there 
never was any such appropriation or identification 
of, or any such obligation to deliver, a particular 
500 tons, as to effect an equitable assignment 
giving the sub-purchasers a beneficial interest 
therein or a lien in respect. thereof.—He Walt, 
[1927] 1 Ch. 6063; 71 Sol. Jo. 565 sub nom. Le 
Walt, TRUSTEE v. UUMPORIES & BOBBETT, 96 
L. J. Ch. 179; 136 Tl. T. 5523 sub nom. Re Watt, 
Ex p. CoLuins, 43 'T. L. R. 150, C. A. 

2645. ---—-- Ship.|-—A ship comes within the 
description of ‘“ goods” in Sale of Goods Act, 
1893 (c. 71), since by sect. 62 (1) “ * goods’ 
include all chattels personal other than things in 
action & money.” Under sect. 52 of the Act the 
ct. may direct specific performance of the sale of 
a ship.—BENNKE v. BEDE SurprIna Co., LTp., 
[1927] 1K. B. 649; 96L. J. K. B. 325; 186 L. T. 
667; 43 T. L. R.1703 71 Sol. Jo. 1053; 32 Com. 
Cas. 184; 17 Asp. M. L. C. 222. 

2646. Sale of unascertained goods.|—HoLRoypD 
v. MARSHALL, No. 2642, ante. 

2647. .|—Tuames Sack & Bag Co., Lip. v. 
KNOWLES & Co., Lrp., No. 1053, ante. 

2648. Effect of delay.j|-——-In contracts relating 
1o commodities fluctuating from day to day in 
market price, the ct. expects persons to be un- 
usually vigilant & active in asserting their right 











Cc. L. R. 504.—-AUS. 

2648 i. Hffect of delay.) —Craia & Co, 
v. LIAMILTON (1823), 2 Sh. (Ct. of Sess.) 
347.—SCOT. 

2648 ii. A seller who is in 
mora in delivering the article sold 
may be sued by the purchaser for 





in quantity. |— 
(1912), 15 


Part VIIJ.—BREAcCH OF THE CONTRACT, 


to specific performance, which it is inequitable 
to grant after such an interval, & when the parties 
may be no longer in the same position. 
_ Bill by a co. for smelting & manufacturing 
Iron, against proprietors of coal mines adjoining 
their works, for specific performance of an agree- 
ment to sell to the co., at a fixed price per ton, 
all of certain beds of coal, estimated to contain 
from 120,000 to 150,000 tons, to be raised & 
delivered by defts. at the rate of 500 tons per week, 
& the co. to drain the beds; & for an injunction 
to restrain defts. from selling any part to other 
persons. The bill averred, that the coal was very 
conveniently situate with reference to the co.’s 
iron works, which adjoined thereto; & that the 
co. had the power, by means of their engines & 
pits, to drain the beds, & had occasion for a large 
quantity of coal of that particular description. 
Demurrer allowed, mainly on ground of laches, 
the co. having neglected to file their bill until 
eleven months after they discovered that defts. 
had ceased to deliver the coal, & were referred 
by defts. to their solrs.—PoOLLARD v. CLAYTON 
(1855), 1 K. & J. 462; 251. T. 0.8.50; 1 Jur. 
N.S. 342; 3 W. RR. 349; 69 I. R. 540. 
Annotation :—Mentd. Abinger v. Ashton (1873), L. R. 17 

Iq. 358. 

2649. Vicinity & convenience of situation.|— 
POLLARD v. CLAYTON, No. 2648, ante. 

2650. Damages difficult to estimate.|—-POLLARD 
v. CLAYTON, No. 2648, ante. 

2651. Damages inadequate remedy.]|—FALCKE 
v. GRAY, No. 2658, post. 

2652. .|—COHEN v. RocHE, No. 26386, ante. 

2653. Parties not on equal footing—Purchaser 
taking advantage of ignorance of vendor.|-—A ct. 
of equity will entertain a bill for specific per- 
formance of a contract for sale of a valuable 
chattel where adequate compensation cannot be 
obtained at law ; but in a case where it was proved 
that the price was greatly inadequate, & the pur- 
chaser knew it to be so, the ct., under the cir- 
cumstances, refused to decree specific performance, 
& disinissed the bill, although it would not have 
given relief to a vendor seeking to set aside the 
contract.—FALCKE v. GRAY (1859), 4 Drew. 
651; 209 L. J. Ch. 28; 33 L. T. O. S. 297; 5 Jur. 
N.S. 645; 7 W.R. 535; 62 H.R. 250. 
Annotation :—Apld. Macdonald v. Kyles, [1921] 1 Ch. 631. 

2654. Contract containing negative stipulation. | 
—A contract for the sale of chattels to pltf. con- 
tained an express negative stipulation not to sell 
to any other manufacturer. The ct. granted an 
injunction to restrain the breach of the negative 
stipulation, although the contract was one of 
which specific performance would not have been 
granted.—DONNELL v. BENNETT (1883), 22 Ch. J). 
835; 52 L. J. Ch. 414; 48 L. T. 68; 47 J. iP. 
342; 31 W. R. 316. 
Annotations :-—Consd. Davis v. Foreman, [1894] 3 Ch. 654; 














specific performance of the contract 
of sale, & also for damages sustained by 
him by reason of such delay.—KAISER 
BROTHERS v. WESLEYAN CHURCH 
(1901), 12 C. 'T. R. 107.—S. AF. 

2648 iii. J—-EISELE v. AURET, 
[1904] T. H. 156.—S. AF. 

2648 iv. .}) — RHOPESIA COLD 
STORAGE, ETC. Co. v. BEIRA COLD 


k. Where 








refused on 


MOND (1854), 4 Gr. 657.— CAN. 


h. -——— ——.J-—FARWELL v 
BRIDGE (1858), 6 Gr. 634. 


mutual mistake — Goods 
not in place or possession believed to be.) 
~-Specific performance of a contract 
for the sale of certain machinery was 
the ground of mutual 
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Grimston v. Cunningham, [1894] 1 Q. B. 125. Apld. 
Metropolitan Electric Supply Co. v. Ginder, [1901] 2 Ch. 
799. Mentd. Powell v. Hemsley (1909), 78 L. J. Ch. 741. 


SuB-SECT. 4.-—-INJUNCTION. 


See, generally, INJUNCTION, Vol. XXVIII., pp. 
361 et seq. 

2655. Whether granted—Where specific per- 
formance would not be decreed.|—The ct. will not 
interfere by injunction to restrain the breach of 
a contract for the sale & delivery of chattels which 
it could not specifically perform. Accordingly 
where the lessee of a colliery contracted to raise 
& deliver to pltfs. all the get of coals in the colliery 
at a fixed price for five years, & subsequently 
agreed for the sale of the colliery, to other parties : 
—-Held: the ct. had no jurisdiction to grant an 
injunction to restrain the breach of contract.— 
FOTHERGILL v. ROWLAND (1873), I. R. 17 Eq. 
182; 43 L. J. Ch. 252; 29 L. T. 414; 38 J. P. 
244; 22 W. Rh. 42. 

Annotations :—Consd. Donnell] v. Bennett (1883), 22 Ch. D. 
835. Apld. Davis v. Foreman (1894), 8 I. 725. Consd. 
Keith, Prowse v, National Telephone Co., [1894] 2 Ch. 
147; Ie Wait, [1927] 1 Ch. 606. Refd. Metropolitan 
Electric Supply Co. v. Ginder, [1901) 2 Ch. 799. entd. 


Tailby v. Official Receiver (1888), 13 App. Cas. 523 ; Whit- 
wood Chemical Co. v. Hardman (1891), 64 lL. T. 716. 


2656. Contract containing negative 
stipulation.]- -DONNELLv. BENNETT, No. 2654, ante. 

2657. Damages inadequate remedy.|—-By 
contracts contained in letters deft. sold to pltfs. 
certain growing timber on his estates, pltfs. being 
entitled to enter on the estates with their ser- 
vants to fell the timber, to erect saw mills for the 
purpose of cutting it up, & to remove the timber 
when so cut up. Considerable sums were paid 
by pltfs. to deft. under these contracts & pltfs. 
erected saw mills, bothies for their workmen, & 
other erections on the estates, & they removed a 
considerable part of the timber. Deft. then pur- 
ported to repudiate the contracts, & forcibly, by 
his servants & agents, prevented pltfs. from enter- 
ing on the estates to cut the timber, pulled down 
the saw mills & bothies erected by pltfs., & carried 
away parts of the machinery. In an action by 
pltfs. for an injunction to restrain deft. from pre- 
venting the due execution of the contracts, & for 
damages :—Teld: (1) in such a case damages 
only would not be an adequate remedy for what 
pltfs. had suffered, & they were entitled to an 
injunction as well as damages. Qu.: whether 
a contract for the sale of timber to be cut by the 
purchaser docs not confer an interest at law if 
such a nature as to make the licence to enter 
ab anitio an irrevocable licence. 

(2) As soon as the purchaser has severed the 
timber, the legal property in the severed trees 
vests in him (PARKER, J.).—J AMES JONES & SONS, 
Lrp,. v. TANKERVILLE (MARL), [1909] 2 Ch. 440 ; 








~J—FULLER ve. RIcH- 1. Agreement to repurchase—Delay 
in demanding repurchase while narket 
WaL- Trising.}—-Mirsur & Co. v. BROWN 

CAN. (1919), 27 B. C. RR. 502,—CAN. 





m. Goods disposed of to hond file 
purchasrr.}—Specific performance of 
a contract of purchase & salo will not 
be granted where the subject-matter 


STORAGE. LYp. (IN LIQUIDATION) (1905), 
2 Buch. A. C. 253.—S. AF. 


f. Sale of goods to be manufactured 


—Where capable of identification d& of 


peculiar vulue to grurchaser.}——The ct. 
will decree specific performance of a 
contract for the manufacture & sale 
of saw logs, where they are capable 
of being identified & possess a peculiar 
value for the purchaser.—STEVENSON 


nustake, where both parties had acted 
in good faith & believed the machinery 
to be at a certain place, whereas, the 
fact was that it had been wrongfully 
seized by a third party & taken away, 
& pltf.. although claiming that the 
title therein had passed to him, refused 
to take any steps tu recover the same. 
— HAMILTON vw. SMYTHE (1913), 24 
O. W. hk. 809; 4 0. W. N, 15723 13 
b. L. R. 55.—CAN, 


has been disposed of to a bonfi fide 
purchaser. —SHAKINOVSKY v. LAWSON 
(1904), T. S. 326.—S. AF. 


n. Joinder of alternative clatm— 
Cancellation & damages.|—1n an action 
on a contract of sale for specific per- 
formance it is competent for the 
plaintiff to claim in the alternative 
cancellation & damages for breavh.-— 
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ie J. Ch. 674; 101 L. T. 202; 25 T. L. R. 


Annotations :—As to (1) Refd. Waimiha Sawmilling Co. v. 
Waione Timber Co., [1926] A. C. 101. 4s to (2) Refd. 
Kursell », Timber Operators & Contractors, [1927] 1 
K. B. 298. Generally, Refd. Thames Sack & Bag Co. v. 
Knowles 42918), 88 7. J. K. B. 585; Cohen v. Roche, 
[1927) 1 K. B. 169. Mentd. Hurst v. Picture Theatres, 

[1915] 1 K. B.1; Joel v. International Circus & Christmas 

Fair (1920), 124 L. T. 459 ; Re Wait, [1927] 1 Ch. 606. 


2658. Damages awarded in addition.|—JamEs 
JONES & Sons, Lrp. v. TANKERVILLE (EARL), No. 
2657, ante. , 


SuUB-SECT. 5.—ACTION IN TORT. 

See, generally, TROVER. 

2659. Basis of claim—-Right of property-—No 
right of possession.]|—JAmES v. PRiIcE (1773), Lofft, 
219; 98 E. R. 619. 

2660. After appropriation of goods.] 
LANGTON v. IliaGins, No. 1128, ante. 

2661. .| —- ARONSON v. MOLOGA 
HOLZINDUSTRIE A/G LENINGRAD, No. 2687, post. 

2662. Right of possession—& right of 
property.|—-MILGATE v. KEBBLE, No. 2367, ante. 

2663 Whether affected by default 
in payments AND Se v. SMITH, No. 2053, 
an 





























2664. —— —— 9S _ ——.]—CHINERY  v. 
VIALL, No. 2672, post. 
2665. Seller’s lien determined by 


conversion.|—Pltf. agreed to }uy of deft. a stack 
of hay for £86, to be paid for as taken away, 
& to be removed by May 31. Part of the hay 
was removed & paid for by pltf. before May 31, 
& in Aug. the remainder was cut up & used by 
deft. :—Held: as deft.’s lien on the hay was 
determined by the act of conversion, pltf. was 
entitled to the possession of the hay, & might 
maintain an action of trover.—GURR v, CUTHBERT 
(1843), 12 L. J. Ex. 309. 

2666. ——.|—-JOHNSON v. LANCA- 
SHIRE & YORKSHIRE Ry. Co. & WIGAN WAGGON 
Co., Ltp., No, 2674, post. 

2667. Secret repurchase by _ seller—Bill not 
obtainable from purchaser—Action by purchaser’s 
assignees.|—A. sold goods to B. to be paid for by 
a bill at two months, & not being able to obtain 
it from B. & doubting his solvency, A. employed 
his broker to repurchase them in his own name, 
which was done, although at a great loss. B. 
afterwards became bkpt., without knowing that 
the goods had been repurchased by the broker on 
account of A. In an action of trover, brought 
by the assignees of B. against A. for the goods: 
—Held: they were not entitled to recover, as the 
transaction was not fraudulent on the part of A. 
—HAarris v. LUNELL (1819), 1 Brod. & Bing. 
390; 4 Moore, C. P. 10. 
ae :—Refd. Lackington v. Combes (1839), 8 Scott, 


2668. Goods subject to lien—Creditor’s lien— 
Knowledge of & assent to by purchaser—Trover 
against creditor.|—A person who buys a chattel, 
upon which creditors have a lien by express 
agreement with the vendor, in ignorance of such 
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26611. Basis of claim—Right of pro- 
perty.}—O’ROURKE v. LEE (1859), 
18 U. Cc: it 609.—CAN. 


oO. of possession.] — 


RS Vv. wo ANLE .) e ° v 





266.—CAN. 


p. Conversion of goods—Right of 
purchaser to join seller as third party.) 
—In an action for the conversion of 
goods, deft. may bring in the person 
who sold him the goods as a third 
party.—CONFEDERATION LIFE ASSOON. 
LABATT (No. 2) (1898), 18 P. R. 


SALE OF GOODS. 


agreement, but after the purchase assents to it, 
is bound by his assent; & though he has paid 
the purchase-money to the vendor, he cannot 
maintain trover for the chattel against a creditor, 
who detains it for his lien.—NoRRIS v. WILLIAMS 





(1833), 1 Cr. & M. 842; 2 L. J. Ex. 257; 149 
E. R. 639. 
2669. Wrongful removal by third party— 


Purchaser’s right of action after lien satisfled.|— 
LORD v. PricE, No. 2050, ante. 

2670. Seller estopped from denying purchaser’s 
title.|—-In trover for goods, deft. pleaded that the 
assignees of M., a bkpt., were interested in the 


‘goods as tenants in common with pltf., & that 


defts., by the leave & licence of the assignees con- 
verted, etc. Replication, that the assignecs were 
not so interested; & issue thereon. Deft. had 
sold the goods to pltf. as the sole purchaser, & 
had ordered the warehouseman, in whose hands 
they were, to weigh them over, which had been 
done, & the goods transferred into pltf.’s name 
in the warehousemen’s books. Afterwards the 
assignees of M. gave notice of their claim to deft., 
& he ordered the warehousemen to detain the 
goods, which were still in their hands :—Held: 
as between deft. & pltf., the sale & transfer were 
conclusive of the latter being sole proprietor ; 
&, therefore, the alleged title of the assignees, 
supposing evidence of it to have been receivable 
under the special plea upon which pltf. had 
tendered issue, would not have been an available 
defence.—K1IERAN v. SANDARS (1837), 6 Ad. & 
Hl. 515; 1 Nev. & P. K. B. 625; Will. Woll. 
& Dav. 267; 6L. J. K. B. 145; 112 E.R. 197. 

2671. Defence to action—Stoppage in transitu or 
lien.|—Semble : stoppage in transitu, licn & similar 
defence may be specially pleaded in trover, along 
with not possessed.—HYRE v. SCOVELL (1847), 9 
L. T. O. S. 843 subsequent proceedings (1818), 5 
C. B.:701. 

2672. Measure of damages—Resale by seller 
before delivery—Difference between contract price 
& market value.|—Pltf. agreed to buy of deft. a 
quantity of sheep, at a fixed price each, to be paid 
for on delivery, & to be taken away in a fortnight. 
Pitf. then took away 5 of the number, & paid for 
the 5. Before the expiration of the fortnight 
deft. sold the remainder to another person. In 
an action against deft. for breach of contract, the 
declaration containing also acount in trover :-—- 
Held: the proper measure of damage to be re- 
covered was not the full value of the sheep, but 
only the difference between the price pltf. agreed 
to give for them, & their fair market value during 
the time he was entitled to them. 

Where there has been no default on the part 
of the vendee, if the vendor is guilty of an act 
of conversion of the goods sold, the vendee is 
entitled to maintain an action against him for 
that conversion, & he has such a right of property 
& possession as is necessary to entitle a party to 
maintain such action (BRAMWELL, B.).—CHINERY 
v. VIALL (1860), 5 H. & N. 288; 29 L. J. Ex. 180 ; 
2L. T. 466; & W. R. 629. 


Annotations :—Apld. Johnson v. Stcar (1863), 15 C. B. N.S. 
330. Consd. Attack vo. Bramwell (1863), 3 B. & 8S. 520 ; 
Johnson v. L. & Y. Ry. & Mls rs Wagon Co. (1878), 3 
C. P. D. 499. Distd. Mulliner v. Florence (1878), . B.D. 
484. A ld. Hiort Uv. Ll. & N. W. Ry. (1879), 4 UX. ). 188. 
Consd. Armstrong v. Allan (1892), 67 L. T. 417. Apld. 
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q. Mistake — Delivery of wrong 
article. }—A. entered B.’s store for 
block salt for cattle. B. said he had 
only loose salt & produced an 80 lb. 
sack, which ha been reviously 
opened, & drew A.’s attention to the 
fact that the salt was dirty. <A. said 
it was all right & took the sack away. 


Part VIIJ.—BREAcH OF THE CONTRACT. 


Belsize Motor Supply Co. v. Cox, [1 

Refd. Donald v. Suckling (1866), L. he 

v. Payne, Douthwaite (1885), 53 L. T. 932: London Joint 

Stock Bank v, British Amsterdam Maritime Agency 

Wot, ; 104 L. ‘Il’. 143 ; Cohen v. Roche, [1927] 1 K. B. 169. 
entd. Toms v. Wilson (1863), 4 B. & S. 455. 


2673. Buyer unable to deliver to sub-seller— 
Price of resale.|—-PItf. purchased champagne lying 
at defts.’ wharf at 14s. per dozen, & resold it at 
24s. to the captain of a ship about to leave Eng- 
land. Defts. refused to deliver the wine & pltf. 
was, unable to fulfil his contract, champagne of 
a similar quality not being procurable in thc 
market. Defts. had no knowledge of the sale, 
or of the purpose for which pltf. required delivery 
of the champagne. In an action for the conver- 
sion :—Held: pltf. was entitled, as damages, to 
the price at which he had sold the champagne. 
—FRANCE v. GAUDET (1871), L. R. 6 Q. B. 199; 
40 L. J. Q. B. 121; 19 W. R. 622. 

Annotations :—Distd. Horne v. Mid. Ry. (1873), L. IR. 8 

C.P.131; Johnson v, Hook (1883), 31 W. R. 812. Mentd. 


The Star of India (1876), 1 P. D. 466; Attenborough v. 
London & St. Katherine Docks Co. (1878), 26 W. LR. 583. 


2674. Action against stranger—Full value 
of goods—-Without deduction of price.|—Dltfs., 
being under contract to sell waggons, employed 
lL. to make them according to sample at a certain 
price. L. then employed deft. waggon co. to make 
them according to sample at a lower price. The 
co. afterwards proposed to receive payinent direct 
from pltfs., who consented & were authorised by 
I. to pay them. Some waggons were delivered 
by the waggon co. to deft. railway co. to the order 
of pltfs. LPltfs. sent a complaint to the waggon 
co. that the waggons were unequal to sample, but 
did not reject them; & they informed L., & also 
the waggon co., that they would dispose of the 
waggons at the best price obtainable, & hold I. 
responsible for loss. L. rejected the waggons. 
Plitis. gave notice to the railway co. not to deliver 
the waggons without their order, but the railway 
co. nevertheless delivered them to the waggon 
co., who refused to give them up. In an action 
against both cos. for conversion :---Held: (1) the 
property in the goods & the right to possession 
of them having passed to pltfs., both defts. were 
liable; (2) the arrangement for the advantage 
of the waggon co., that they should receive direct 
payment from pltfs., had not created any relation- 
ship between them which would prevent the 
application of the ordinary rule as to the measure 
of damages in trover against mere strangers ; 
& pltfs. were, therefore, entitled to recover the full 
value of the goods at the time of the conversion, 
without deduction of the price.—JOHNSON  v. 
JANCASIURE & YORKSHIRE Ry. Co. & WIGAN 
WaaGaon Co., Lip. (1878), 3 CG. PP. D. 499; 39 
I. T. 448 3 27 W. RR. 459. 


Annotation :—Generally, Refd. Royal Mail S.S. Co. »v. 
Macintyre (1911), 16 Com. Cas. 231. 


2675. Sale induced by fraud—Resale by 
buyer.|—L. ordered deft. to buy for him rupce 
paper; deft. sold rupee paper of his own to L., 
whilst he fraudulently led li. to believe that it 
belonged to third persons. The value of rupee 
paper afterwards became considerably less, but 
L. held for many months what deft. had sold to 
him, & ultimately resold it at a loss of £43,000 ; 
—Held: the measure of damages was not the 
amount of the loss ultimately sustained by L., 


914] 1 K. B. 244. 
1Q. B. 585; Rew 











He gave the contents, found afterwards 
to be nitrate of soda, to the cattle who 
died. Inanaction against B.:—ZIleld : 
although neither a question of warranty 
express or implied, nor negligence arose, 
in the circumstances defts. must be 
held responsible for the loss resulting 
from their mistake in giving the wrong 


Partial failure 


article to pltfs.—CaRLIN & STRICKLAND 
v. McAUSLAND & SPENCE (1921), 70 
D.L. R. 769; 30 B.C. R. 351.—CAN. 
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but the difference between the price which he 
paid for the rupee paper & the price which he 
would have received if he had resold it in the 
market forthwith after purchasing it.—WADDELL 
v. BLOCKEY (1879), 4 Q. B. D. 678; 48 L. J. Q. B. 
517; 41 L. T. 458; 27 W. BR. 931, C. A. 

Annotation :—Mentd. Cavendish-Bentinck v. Fenn (1887), 

57 L. T. 773. 
See, generally, DAMAGES, Vol. XVII., pp. 130 





et seq. 


SUB-SECT. 6.—BREACH OF CONDITIONS AND 
WARRANTIES. 
Sce Part III., Sect. 19, anfe. 


SUB-SECT. 7.—FAILURE OF CONSIDERATION. 
See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), 8. 543 &, 
gencrally, CONTRACT, Vol. XII., pp. 224 et seq. 
2676. Right to recover money paid—Partial 
failure of consideration -— Mutual mistake.] — 
Where deft. received from his principal abroad a 
bar of silver, & took it to pltfs., who melted it, 
& sent a piece to an assayer to be assayed at deft.’s 
expense, & paid a price for the bar to deft., as for 
the number of ounces of silver which by the 
assay it was calculated to contain, which number 
was afterwards discovered to exceed the true 
number :—Held: pltfs. might, after having 
offered to return the bar, have moncy had & 
received against deft. for the price thus paid to 
him under a mistake, although deft. had for- 
warded his account to his principal, & in it had 
placed the price received to the credit of his 
principal.—Cox v. PRENTICE (1815), 3 M. & 5. 
344; 105 E.R. G41. 
Annotations :—Distd. Devaux v. Connolly (1849), 8 C. B. 
. Refd. Bradbury v. Anderton (1831), 1 Cr. M. & XR. 
486; M‘Carthy v. Colvin (1839), 9 Ad. & El. 607; Aiken t. 
Short (1856), 1 H. & N. 210; Continental Caoutchouc & 
Gutta Percha Co. v. Kleinwort (1901), 90 lL. T. 4745 


Baylis v. London (Bp.), {1913} 1 Ch. 127. _Mentd. Holland 
v. Kussell (1861), 1 B. & 8.424; Pollard v. Bank of Knyland 


(1871), L. R. 6 Q. B. 623; Beevor v. Marler (1898), 14 
T. L. lt. 289. 
2677. .|-—Pltfs., merchants in London, 








ordered of deft., a merchant at Singapore, two 
parcels, of 25 tons & 150 tons respectively, of 
terra japonica, ‘ provided it can be laid down 
here, all charges included, at 18s. per cwt.”’ 
Deft. sent to pltfs. invoices & bills of lading 
representing that two parcels, respective of those 
weights, had been shipped to their order, &, at 
the saine time, drew bills upon them for the price, 
which pltis., upon the faith of the representation 
contained in the invoices & bills of lading, accepted, 
& duly paid. Upon the arrival of the goods In 
London, the net weight, exclusive of packages, 
which consisted of baskets & leaves, proved to 
be 24 tons & 1322 tons only. [ltfs. took the 
goods, & sold them; & now brought money had 
& received to recover back the sum overpaid, as 
upon a partial failure of consideration. Upon a 
special case, stating it to be the custom at Singa- 
pore to purchase terra japonica by gross weight 
as packed, & in London to sell it net :—Held: 








pltfs. were entitled to recover.—DEVAUX Uv. 
GEORGIAN Bay LUMBER Co. OF 
ONTARIO v ‘THOMPSON (1874), 35 
U. C. R. 64.—CAN. 
r. For ascertained & 
liquidated mound Soo. v. 
2677i. Right to recover money paid— Bistor (1887), 14 a: R. 7.— 
of  constderation.]— t. —— Total failure of considera- 


682 


Sect. 3.—Remedies of the buyer: Sub-sects. 7 & 8.] 


CONOLLY (1849), 8 C. B. 640; 19 L. J. C. P. 71; 
14 L. T. O. S. 546; 187 B. R. 658. 
Annotation + Bett. Behrend v. Produce Brokers Co., [1920] 


2678. ——- ——-.]—BrEuHrreNnp & Co. v. PRO- 
DUCE BRroxeErs Co., No. 1897, ante. 

2679. Total failure of consideration— 
Breach of warranty—Rescission by purchaser.]— 
In an action for the breach of a warranty of a horse, 
pitf. failed to prove a warranty at the time of 
sale, but it appeared that he had returned the 
horse to deft., who stated that he would keep it 
without prejudice, but he afterwards used it & 
offered to sell it to a third person :—Held: by so 
doing, he rescinded the original contract of sale ; 
&, the jury having found a verdict for pltf., for 
the sum paid for the horse, the ct. refused to 
disturb it.—LONG v. PRESTON (1828), 2 Moo. 
& P. 262; 71. J.0.8. C. P. 14. 








2680. —— —— ——.|— HEAD v. TATTER- 
SALL, No. 1256, ante. 
2681. Breach of implied condition as 








to title.|—There is no implied warranty of title 

from the mere contract of sale itself, & a vendor 

is not liable for a bad title unless there be fraud 
on his part, or an express warranty, or what is 
equivalent thereto by declarations or conduct. 

Such warranty may be raised by the usage of 

. trade, or by the nature of the trade carried on by 

the seller. Where articles are bought in a shop 

professedly carried on for the sale of goods, the 

‘shopkeeper must be considered as warranting 

that any purchascr will ha. a good title to keep 

the goods purchased. 

A harp having been pledged to deft., a pawn- 
broker, by a party who had no title to it, deft. 
being ignorant of that fact, sent it for sale to an 
auctioneer after the expiration of the time for 
redemption. The auctionecr, describing the sale 
as consisting of unredeemed pledges & other 
effects, sold the harp to pltf., who having been 
compelled to restore it to the truce owner, brought 
an action against deft. on an alleged breach of 
title to sell, & for money had & received :— 
Held: as the auctioneer had no authority to sell 
the harp, except as a forfeited pledge, deft. was 
to be considered as selling that right only which 
he himself had, & as undertaking merely that the 
article was a forfeited pledge, & that he was not 
cognisant of any defect of title. Semble: pltf. 
could have recovered back the purchase-moncy 
for it on the count for money had & received, as 
upon a consideration that had failed, if there had 
been a mutual understanding that the bargain 
should be rescinded provided the seller should 
prove not to have a good title—MoRLEY v. 
ATTENBOROUGH (1849), 3 Exch. 500; 18 L. J. 
Ix. 148; 12 L. T. O. S. 5382; 13 J. P. 427; 18 
Jur. 282; 154 E. R. 943. 

Annotations :-—Distd. Sims v. Marryat (1851), 17 Q. B. 281; 
Buddle v. Green (1857), 27 L. J. Mx. 33... Consd. Hall v. 
Conder (1857), 2 C. B. N. S. 22. Apld. Kichholtz v. 
Bannister (1864), 17 C. B. N. S. 708. olld. Ltichardson 
v. Crosbie (1876), cited in Turner on Pawnbrokers Act, 
1872, 2nd ed. ae 63, nn. Apld. Raphael v. Burt (1884), 

Cab. & El. 325, Consd. Calipe v. Thomson (1902), 66 J. P. 


313. Refd. Bandy v. easy (1853), 8 Exch. 913; 
Aiken v. Short (1856), 1 H. N. 210; Emmerton v. 


Mathews (1862), 7 H. & N. 586; Bagueley v. Hawley 
(1867), L. R. 2 C. P. 625; Wood v. Baxter (1 83), 49L. T. 
45; Benton v. Campbell, Parker, [1925] 2 K. B. 410. 


Mentd. Collen v. Wright (1857), 8 E. & B. 647: Smith v. 
Neale (1857), 2 C. B. N. 8S. 67; Baylis v. London (Bp.), 
(1913) 1 Ch. 127; Re Thellusson, Hr p. Abdy (1919), 
88 L. J. K. B. 1210. 





tion—Breach of warranty of title.}— 
BroaD v. NICKLE (1896), 3 Terr. L. R. 


—Credit to one 
382.—CAN. 


a. What. amounts to 
purchaser of excess 
goods delivered to another—Failure of 


SALE oF GOODS. 


2682. -.|—Though there is no 
warranty of title on the mere sale of chattels, it 
may be implied from the declaration or conduct 
of the vendor. 

Deft., a professed dealer in prints, bought some 
in his shop, & then & there resold them to pltf., 
who afterwards discovered that they had been 
stolen, & gave them up to the real owner :—Held : 
deft. sold as owner, & pltf. was entitled to recover 
from him the price he had paid for them.—EKIcH- 
HOLZ v. BANNISTER (1864), 17 C. B. N. S. 708; 
5 New Rep. 87; 341. J.C. P. 105; 11 Jur. N.S. 


15; 18 W. R. 96; 144 E. R. 284; sub nom. 

EIcouTz v. BANNISTER, 12 L. T. 76. 

Annotations :—Apld. Kk. v. Sampson ey 52 Te ToT 12s 
Refd. Bagueley v. Hawley (1867), L. R. 2 C. P. 625 ; Wood 


v. Baxter (1883), 49 L. T. 45; Raphacl v. Burt (1884), 
aa Tee 325; Benton v. Campbell, Parker, [1925] 2 
«Ae ), 


2683. .|—Pltf. bought a motor 
car from deft. & used it for several months. It 
then appeared that deft. had had no title to it, 
& pltf. was compelled to surrender it to the true 
owner. Pitf. sued deft. to recover back the pur- 
chase-money that he had paid as on a total failure 
of considcration :—Held: notwithstanding that 
he had had the use of the car the considcration 
had totally failed, & he was entitled to get the 
purchase-money back. The use of the car that 
he had had was no part of the consideration that 
he had contracted for, which was the property 
in & lawful possession of the car, whereas what 
he got was an unlawful possession which exposed 
him to the risk of an action at the suit of the true 
owner.— ROWLAND v. DIVALL, [1923] 2 K. B. 500 ; 
92 L. J. K. B. 1041 ;°129 L. T. 757; 67 Sol. Jo. 
703, C. A. 

2684, —-— Goods not answering descrip- 
tion.]}—An unstamped bill of exchange, indorsed 
in blank, purporting to be a foreign bill, was sold, 
without recourse, by the holder, who was not a 
party to the bill. It proved to have been drawn 
in this country, & was therefore unavailable for 
want of a stamp, & could not be enforced against 
the partics. The vendor & purchascr at the time 
of the sale were both alike ignorant of this defect : 
—Held: the purchaser was entitled to recover 
back the price from the vendor, on the ground 
that the article sold as a foreign bill did not answer 
the description by which it was sold. Though 
it would have been otherwise, the sale being 
without any warranty, & there being no fraud, 
had the latent defect been one consistent with the 
article being a foreign bill—GoMPrERTz v. BART- 
LETT (1853), 2 KK. & B. 849; 2 C. L. R. 3895 3 23 
L. J. Q. B. 653; 22 L. T. O. S. 99; 18 Jur. 266 ; 
2W. RR. 433; 118 Ih. R. 985. 


Annotations :-~-Consd. Hall v. Conder (1857), 2 C. B. N.S. 
22. Distd. Kennedy v. Panama, etc. Mail Co. deen 
L. R. 2 Q. B. 580. Refd. Gurney v. Womersicy (1854), 
4K. & B. 133; Pooley v. Brown (1862), 11 C. B. N.S. 
566; Azemar v. Casella (1867), L. R. 2 C. P. 677; Leeds 
Bank v. Walker (1883), 11 Q. B. D. 84; Raphael v. Burt 
(1884), Cab. & Kl. 325; Re Addlestone Linoleum Co. 
(1887), 37 Ch. D. 191. Mentd. Aiken v. Short (1856), 1 
H. & N. 210; Ze Lawrence, Mortimore & Schrader (1861), 

4L.7T.184; Joliffe v. Baker (1883), 11 Q. B. D. 255. 


2685. Non-delivery.|—-PoRTMAN v. 
MIDDLETON, No. 2576, ante. 

2686. Action against infant 
trader.]|—-Where an infant trader enters into a 
contract for the sale of goods & is paid the price 
by the purchaser, but subsequently fails to deliver 
the goods, the purchaser cannot recover the price 
in an action for money had & reccived, even 
though the contract was for the infant’s benefit, 




















consideration purchaser to deliver excess.)—FEATHER- 
STONE Uv. VANALLEN (1884), 12 A. R. 


133.—CAN. 


Part VIII].—BREACH OF THE CONTRACT. 


unless it can be proved that in substance the 
cause of action arose ex delicto.—COWERN v. 
NIeELD, [1912] 2 K. B. 419; 81 L. J. K. B. 865; 
ae T. 984; 28 T. L. R. 423; 56 Sol. Jo. 552, 


Annotations :—Consd. Roberts v. Gray, [1913] 1 K. B. 520; 
Stocks v. Wilson, (1913] 2 K. B. 235. efd. Leslie v. Sheill 
[1914] 38 K. B. 607. 


2687. .|—By a contract dated 
Dec. 4, 1925, resp., Aronson, bought from applts. 
1,000 Russian cubic fathoms of Leningrad pulp- 
wood ‘‘ now ready for shipment.’”’ ‘The contract 
provided (inter alia) that if any of the goods 
should not be removed before the closing of the 
navigation season they should remain at the risk 
of the buyers & at the expense of the sellers. 
Resp. paid the price of the pulpwood on Dec. 19, 
1925, but was not able to remove any of it before 
the navigation season closed. In June, 1926, 
when navigation was again open, he sent a steamer 
to Leningrad for the wood, & he then found that 
applts. had meanwhile resold half of the total 
quantity to other buyers. Applts. tendered 
fresh cut pulpwood in place of that which they had 
wronglully resold. Resp.’s local agent at Lenin- 
grad protested that the fresh cut wood did not 
comply with the contract ; but in order to avoid 
having to pay a large sum for dead freight he 
allowed the fresh cut wood to be loaded on the 
steamer, while reserving the right of resp. to claim 
damages. The claim was referred to arbn. in 
accordance with an arbn. clause in the contract, 
& the arbitrator awarded resp. £1,000 damages, 
subject to the opinion of the ct. on a special case. 
It was admitted in the arbn. that the fresh cut 
pulpwood which was actually shipped, although 
it did not comply with the terms of the contract, 
was equal in value to the wood which should have 
been shipped :—Held: the property in the pulp- 
wood bought by resp. passed to him on payment 
of the price in Dec. 1925, & by subsequently 
reselling part. of the wood to other purchasers 
applts. had been guilty of conversion for which 
they were liable in damages; or as applts. had 
been unable to deliver goods which they had sold, 
resp. could claim a return of his money on the 
ground of failure of consideration. The umpire 
had fixed the amount of the damages, of applts. 
were liable in law, at £1,000; & as the amount 
of the damages was a question of fact for him, 
the ct. would not interfere with his finding.— 
ARONSON v. MOLOGA HOLZINDUSIRIE A/G LENIN- 
GRAD (1927), 32 Com. Cas. 276, C. A. 

2688 Order prohibiting delivery.]— 
The Food Controller, by an Order dated May 16, 
1917, directed that all cargoes of beans, peas & 
pulse which had arrived, or should thereafter 
arrive, in the United Kingdom should be placed 
& held at the disposal of the Food Controller. 

A cargo of beans arrived in London on May 13, 
1917, & on May 16, pltf., under a contract dated 
Apr. 18, 1917, for a part of it, was given a delivery 
note, & he paid the invoice price. The Order was 
announced in the daily newspapers on the morning 
of May 17, & the public were not aware of it 
earlicr. Pltf. claimed that under this Order defts. 
could not give delivery, that there was a total 
failure of consideration under the contract, & that 
it should be cancelled :—Held: the day on which 
the Order came into operation was that on which 
it was made known to the public, May 17, & not, 
as would have been the case with an Act of Parlia- 
ment, on May 16, on the first moment after mid- 
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night of May 15; & therefore pltf. was not entitled 
to have the contract cancelled.—JOHNSON v. 
SARGANT & Sons, (1918]1 K.B.101; 87L. J. K.B. 
122; 118 L. T. 95; 62 Sol. Jo. 88. 


Annotations :—Consd. Brightman v. Tate (1919), 35 T. L. R- 
209. Mentd. Sbhutler v. Rolfe (1920), 36 T. L. R. 828. 


2689. Deposit—Agreement to rescind.|— 
To entitle the purchaser to maintain an action for 
money had & received to recover back a deposit 
paid on a contract for the sale of goods, there must 
be either an agreement to rescind or circumstances 
upon which a special action for a breach of the 
contract would lie.—Fuirr v. CASSANET (1842), 4 
Man. & G. 898; 5 Scott, N. R. 902; 12 L.J.C. P. 
70; 134 E. R. 369; sub nom. Pitt v. CASSANET, 6 
Jur. 1125. 

2690. ——— ——— Resale by seller—While buyer 
in default.|-Paar v. COWASJEE EDULJEE, No. 
2387, ante. 

2691. Circumstances supporting special 
action for breach.|—Firr v. CassANET, No. 2689, 
ante. 

2692. Fraud of seller.|—Pltf. agreed 
to purchase a motor car from deft., & in accord- 
ance with the agreement he paid a deposit. Pltf. 
afterwards purported to repudiate the contract, 
wrongfully, as the judge found. During the 
pendency of an action by him for the recovery of 
the deposit pltf. died, & his exors. were sub- 
stituted as pltfs., & they then discovered that at 
the time the contract was entered into deft. had 
promised, without the knowledge of pltf., to give 
pltf.’s chauffeur a share of the profit on the sale 
of the car if pltf. bought it. On the ground of 
that secret arrangement the exors. now sought to 
avoid the contract & to recover the deposit :— 
eld: the surreptitious dealing between deft. & 
pltf.’s chauffeur was a fraud on pltf.; the fact 
that pltf., when he purported to repudiate the 
contract, was not aware of the fraud, did not 
prevent his exors. from now relying upon it; & 
they were entitled on the ground of the fraud to 
avoid the contract & to recover the deposit.— 
ALEXANDER v. WEBBER, [1922] 1 K. B. 642; 91 
L. J. K. B. 320; 126 L. T. 512; 38 T. LR. 42. 

2693. Paid by bill—-Proof in bank- 
ruptecy on dishonour.|—An agreement was entered 
into for the purchase of 4,000 tons of iron rails, 
at £12 12s. 6d. per ton, according to a section to be 
delivered by Nov. 1. 1846; & £11,500 was to be 
paid by the purchaser by way of deposit. Accord- 
ing to the custom of the trade, this deposit was to 
be retained by the seller as a security against any 
damages from the non-performance of the contract. 
The deposit was paid in bills of exchange. In 
June, 1846, the purchaser became bkpt. On the 
bills becoming due they were dishonoured :— 
Held: the vendors were entitled to prove upon 
two of the bills remaining in their hands.—Le 
MACLEAN, L'a p. BoLcKkow (1850), 3 De G. & Sm. 
656; 64 EB. R. 648. 

2694. Right of buyer to resist payment —Resale 
by seller—While buyer in default.|—-PaGE v. 
COWASJEE EDULJEE, No. 2387, ante. 





























SUB-SECT. 8.—RECOVERY OF SPECIAL DAMAGES. 
See Sale of Goods Act. 1893 (c. 71), s. 54, &, 
generally, DAMAGES, Vol. XVII., pp. 78 et seq. 
Immediate or proximate cause.|—See DAMAGES, 
Vol. XVII., pp. 96-99, Nos. 115, 116, 121-123, 
130, 137-141. 


goods cannot sue for general damages 
before paying the full pice therefor, 
but he may sue for special damages.— 


yment 
Niw HAMBURG Mra. Co. v. WEBB 
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Sect, 3.—Remedies of the buyer: Sub-sect. 8. Part 
IX. Sects.1 & 2: Sub-sect. 1.] 


2695. Circumstances must be in contemplation 
of parties—Loss of anticipated profits by sub- 
purchaser.|—-The measure of damages in the case 
of a breach of a contract to deliver goods at a 
specified time, is, the difference between the con- 
tract price & the market price at the time of the 
breach of contract, or the price for which the 
vendee had sold; but the latter cannot recover, 
as special damage, the loss of anticipated profits to 
be made by his vendecs.—PETERSON v. AYRE 
(1853), 13 C. B. 353; 1388 E. R. 1235. 

Annotation :—Refd. The St. Cloud (1863), Brown. & Lush. 4. 








2696. -|}—Borriks v. HUTCHINSON, 
No. 2590, ante. 
2697. Additional freight & insurance.|— 





BORRIES v. HUTCHINSON, No. 2590, ante. 

2698. Loss of profit on resale.|—In an 
action for breach of contract to deliver goods it 
was shown that the goods were not procurable in 
the market, that pltf. had entered into a contract 
of subsale, which in consequence of the non- 
delivery he could not perform, that such contract 
was not known to deft. at the time of sale, but that 
he knew that the goods had been purchased by 
pltf. for resale :—Held: pltf. was not entitled to 
recover damages for loss of profit on the resale. 
THOL v. HENDERSON (1881), 8 Q. B. D. 4573; 46 
L. T. 483; 46 J. P. 422. 

Annotation :—Distd. Grebert Borguis v. Nugent (1884), Cab. 

& El]. 337. 

2699. ; 

WILson, HOLGATE & Co., No. 2520, ante. 
.|—See DAMAGES, Vol. XVII., pp. 103-106, 
Nos. 178, 174, 178, 180, 182-194. 

2700. Costs & expenses—Cost of carriage—Goods 
intended for abroad.|—-MoLLInG & Co. v. DEAN & 
Son, Lrp., No. 1870, ante. 

2701. Compensation to sub-purchaser.|— 
B. sold copra cattle cake to R., who resold it to 
C., who resold it to first pltfs. On the sale by C. 
to first pltfs. C. stated that the cake was ‘“ free 
from castor.’’ In fact the cake had in it so large 
a quantity of the deadly castor bean that the 
article supplied was not copra cake at all, but 
first pltfs., having received the above statement 
from C., resold the cake to various distributors, 
& when it was given to cattle by farmers it caused 
serious illness. The farmers claimed damages from 
first pltfs. who settled the claims & then claimed 
damages from C., & C. claimed from R., & R. 
claimed from B. :—Held: the damages claimed by 
first pitfs. from C. were not too remote, & as the 
real character of the article was not patent first 














(1911), 18 O. W. R. 216; 2 O.WLN, d. Duty 
5 


88; 23 O. L. R. 44.--CAN. 


of buyer to 
damages.J—STEVIN (A. & P.), LTb. v. 


SALE oF Goons. 


pltfs. were entitled to deal with it on the assump- 
tion that it was the article contracted for, & there- 
fore they could recover from C. all the damages 
claimed, including the compensation paid to sub- 
purchasers, & C, was similarly entitled to recover 
against R., & R. against B.—BRITISH OIL & CAKE 
Co., LTD. v. BURSTALL & Co., BURSTALL & Co. v. 
RAYNER & Co., RAYNER & Co. v. BOWRING & Co., 
Lrp. (1923), 39 T. L. R. 406; 67 Sol. Jo. 577. 
2702. -.|—In an arbn. concerning a 
dispute between the parties to a contract of sale 
of certain goods, which were also the subject of a 








series of sub-sales, the umpire stated a special case 


in which he made three different awards, leaving 
the ct. to decide which was right. The first two 
awards were made on the footing that the sellers 
were liable to the buyers for breach of contract in 
that the goods did not answer the description in 
the contract; the second award was for a con- 
siderably larger sum; the third was made on the 
footing that there had been no breach of contract. 
The judge in the K. B. Div. having decided that 
the first award was right, the buyers demanded & 
obtained payment of the amount of that award & 
gave arcceipt therefor. They then appealed from 
the decision of the judge & contended that the 
second award was the right one. Upon a pre- 
liminary objection to the appeal :—Held: having 
demanded & accepted payment under the first 
award applts. were precluded from contending 
that it was wrong. 

The appeal therefore fails on this preliminary 
point. But it may be some satisfaction to applts. 
to know that in view of the matcrials before us the 
umpire seems to have been clearly right in holding 
that he would not accept the amount awarded in 
the former arbn. as the measure of damages in the 
present one. It is uncertain how that amount 
was arrived at; claimants in that arbn. had sold 
the goods under a description which represented 
them as above their agreed value; they claimed 
£6,000 & were awarded £3,745, but upon what 
grounds we do not know. In these circumstances 
it. is impossible to apply the amount recovered by 
a sub-purchascr as the measure of damages 
recoverable against the original seller (BANKKs, 
L..J.).—DEXxTERS, Lrp. v. HILL CrREst O1L Co. 
(BRADFORD), [1926] 1 K. B. 3483 sub nom. Re 
DEXTERS, LTD. & HILLCREST OIL Co. (BRADFORD), 
95 L. J. K. B. 386; 1384 L. T. 494; 42 T. L. R. 
212; 31 Com. Cas. 161, C. A. 

.|—See DAMAGES, Vol. XVII., pp. 110-114, 
Nos. 214, 215, 219, 220, 228, 230, 235. 

On sale of animals.|—See ANIMALS, Vol. II., 

pp. 271, 272, 296, 297, Nos. 487-496, 666-670. 





minimise Dick (Alta.) (1914), 27 W. L. R. 578 ; 
860.—CAN. 
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Part 1X.—Misrepresentation and Fraud. 


SEcT. 1.—TRANSFER OF PROPERTY. 

See Sale of Goods Act, 1893 (c. 71), 8. 61 (2), & 
generally, MISREPRESENTATION & EFravup, Vol. 
XXXV., pp. 6 ef seq. 

2708. ’ Whether property passes—Purchaser de- 
luded as to value—Vendor having knowledge of 
delusion.|—The agent of the vendor of a picture, 
knowing that the purchaser labours under a de- 
lusion with respect to the picture which materially 
influences his judgment, permits him to make the 
purchase without removing that delusion. The 
sale is void.—HILL v. GRAY (1816), 1 Stark. 434; 
171 BH. R. 521, N. P. 

Annotations : -—Consd. Pilmore v. Hood (1838), 
97; Keates v. Cadogan (1851), C. B. 591; Peek 4 
Gurney alot a)s i. Rh. 6 H. L. 317.) Refd. Groge v. Wells 
(1839), 3 Jur. 555. Mentd. Smith v. Hughes Ais 40 
L. J. Q. B. 221; Said v. Butt, [1920] 3 K. B. 

2704. Fraud on seller.|—A gale 6E ‘goods 
effected by fraud does not change the property in 
them. Therefore, where deft. had fraudulently 
colluded with J., who was in insolvent circum- 
stances, to obtain wines from pltf., the proceeds of 
which eventually came to deft.’s hands, in satis- 
faction of a debt before due to him from I. :—Held : 
pltf. was entitled to recover in an action for money 
had & received.—ABBOTTS v. BARRY { 1820), 2 


5 Bing. N 





Brod. & Bing. 369; 5 Moore, C. P. 98; 129 BE. h. 
1009. 
Annotations :—Refd. Selway v. Fogg (1839), 5 & W. 83. 


Mentd. Bradbury v. Anderton eee 1 Cr. MT &R. 486; 
Nicol v. Hennesscy (1896), 44 W. RR. 584. 


2705. 
pay for goods on delivery, obtains possession of 
them by giving a cheque, which is afterwards 
dishonoured, he gains no property in the goods, 
if at the time of giving the check he had no reason- 
able ground to expect that it would be paid.— 
HAWSE v. CROWE (ASSIGNEE OF RAMSROTTOM) 
(1826), Ry. & M. 414, N. P. 

2706. J—Liquidating debtor who had 
not obtained his discharge, engaged in trade. He 
ordered some goods from a wholesale house, who 
sent the goods to him in the belief that the order 
had come from a firm with whom they were 
acquainted, & whose name resembled that under 
which debtor traded. The trustee claimed the 
goods :—Held: debtor had acquired no property 
in the goods, & the trustee was bound to return 
them to the persons who sent them.—Re RrED, 
Hx p. BARNETT (1876), 3 Ch. D. 123; 45 L. J. Key. 
120; 341. T. 664; 24 W. Rh. 904. 

2707. — .|—Where a sale of goods is 
induced by the fraud of the purchaser, the vendor, 
on discovering the fraud, is entitled within a 
reasonable time to disaffirm the sale & retake 
possession of his goods, although he does so with 
notice of the act of bkpcy. on which the purchaser 
is subsequently adjudicated bkpt.; for in such a 
case the trustee in fed has no higher or better 
title than the bkpt e HASTGATE, Hx p. WARD, 




















PART IX. SECT. 1. 


No property passes—Sale in de- 
fr aud of creditors.J—RODENHISER vv. 
Pi ps (1894), 27 N.S. Rh. (15 Re & G.) 





False 


PART IX. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 1. 


f. Right to recover possession — 
Sale in defraud of creditore—By udgment for 
vendor.J—REID & DONNELLY v. MOORE EILLY (1880), 1 
ear ae” L. R. 575; 12D. L. R. 


.|—If a ponds under terms to’ 


g. 
purchaser as to his solvency.J}—Wh 
an action of replevin was brought for 
goods sold by pltfs. 
73.—CAN. was evidence to justify the judge in 
es coming to the conclusion that deft. had pict. his intention to pay for the flour 
made false representations to pltfs. 
as to his solvency, knowing them to be 
false, the ct. aes te to disturb the 


Itfs 

. & G. 388.—CAN. 
h. ——— Absolute sale o 

short terms of credit—Set-off by buyer.]— 


[1905] 1K. B. 465; 741. J. K. B. 324; 92 L. T. 

207; 21 T. L. R. 198; 12 Mans. 113; sub nom. 

Re EASTGATE, Ex p. TRUSTER, 53 W. Rh. 432. 

Annotation :-—Folld. Tilley v. Bowman, [1910] 1 K. B. 745. 
2708. ——~-.]—TILLEY v. BOWMAN, Ltp., 

No. 2720, post. 
2709 











Contract voidable—Disposal by 
buyer before avoidance.]—Where a seller is induced. 
to sell by the fraud & false pretences of the buyer, 
though it is competent to the seller by reason of 
such fraud to avoid the contract, yet, till he does 
some act to avoid it, the property remains in the 
buyer.—MOoyYcE v. NEWINGTON (1878), 4 Q. B. D. 
323; 481. J. Q. B. 125; 391. T. 535; 43 J. P. 
191 ; 27 W. R. 319; 14 Cox, C. C. 182. 

Annotations :—Consd. R. v. Central Criminal Court JJ. 


(1886), 55 L. T. 486; Bentley v. Vilmont (1887), “a ies 
Saved 471. Refd. Babcock v. Lawson (1879), 4 Q. 


2710. — Sale in defraud of creditors.|-BoWrEs 
v. FOSTER, No. 1034, ante. 

2711. .|—PItf., in order to defeat his 
creditors, assigned & delivered certain goods to A, 
deft. being privy to the transaction. A., without 
the knowledge of pltf., & not in furtherance of the 
fraud agreed on between himself & pltf., & while it 
remained unaccomplished sold the roods to deft. 
No composition was made by pltf. with his 
creditors, none of whom were paid or settled with : 
—ITIeld: pltf. was entitled to recover back the 
goods.—TAYLOR v. Bowers (1876), 45 L. J. Q. B. 
163; 34 L. T. 263; affd., 1 Q. B. D. 291, C. A. 


Annotations zo Distd. Re Great Berlin Steamboat Co. (1884), 
54 L. J. Ch. 68. Dbtd. Kearley v. Thomson (1890), 24 
Q. B. y 742. Consd. Hermann v. Charlesworth (1905), 

74 «I. J. K. B. 620. Apld. Petherperinal Chetty v. 

Muniandy Servai (1908), 24 T. L. R. 462. Consd. Gordon 

». Metropolitan Police Comr., [ re 2 ie B. 1080. Refd. 

Wilson v. Strugnell (1881), 7 Q. B. D. 548. 

Sale or pledge under “voldable title.] —Sce 

Part 1LV., Sect. 2, sub-sect. 4, ante. 

2712. Question for jury——Alleged misrepresenta- 

tion in invoice.|—Morns v. Heyworta, No. 2729, 

post. 


Remedies of parties.]—-Sce Sect. 2, post. 











Sitcr. 2.—REMEDIES OF PARTIES. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—SELLER. 

See, generally, MISREPRESENTATION & FRAubD, 
Vol. XXXV., pp. 6 et seq. 

2713. Action for money had & received—Against 
defendant fraudulently inducing sale—Sale to third 
party unable to pay-——Resale by third party to 
defendant.|-ABBOTTS v. BARRY, No. 2704, ante. 

2714. Right to recover possession—Sale in de- 
fraud of creditors---By vendor.| -— Bowks vw. 
Fostmer, No. 1034, ante. 

2715. 
No. 2711, ante. 





a 





.|—TAYLOR v. BOWERS, 


representation by 
ere 


Pitf. with the intention of parting with 
the possession & property in certain 
flour, made an absolute sale of the 
same on apparently short terms of 
credit to deft., who withheld from 


to deft.. & there 


y setting off a claim he had acquired 
against pltf. :—Zleld:> this did not 
constitute a fraud on deft.’s part so as 
to entitle pltf. to disaffirm the contract 
& pepieyy the flour.—BAKER v. FISHER 
(1890), 19 O. R. 650.—CAN. 


k. Right to 


.—HOSssocK _ U. 


flour on 
rescind contracl— 
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Sect, 2.—Remedics of parties: Sub-sects. 1 & 2.) 


2716. Knowledge of act of bankruptcy by 
sols = He HASTGATE, Ex p. WARD, No. 2707, 
ante. 

2717. Right to disaffirm sale—Within reasonable 
time.|—Re EastuatTE, Wx p. WARD, No. 2707, 
ante, 

2718. Rescission of contract—-No intention of 
buyer to pay for goods.]—-On Nov. 23, S. was served 
with a debtor’s summons for a debt slightly exceed- 
ing £50, & on Dec. 1, committed an act of bkpcy. 
by non-compliance with it. On Dec. 3, the creditor 
filed & served a petition for adjudication. On 
Dec. 5, S. bought wool at an auction, & called for 
it on Dec. 12. The vendor, being unaware of his 
embarrassed circumstances, allowed him to take 
it away without his paying for it, & without his 
making any representation as to payment. On 
Dec. 14, S. was adjudged bkpt., not having taken 
any steps to oppose the adjudication. He had not 
sold any of the wool, nor did it appear that he had 
attempted to raise money on it; semble: if it 
had been made out that S. did not intend to pay 
for the wool, the vendor would have been entitled 
to rescind. 

If it were clearly made out that... he [the 
buyer] did not intend to pay for them, I should 
consider that a case of fraudulent misrepresenta- 
tion was shown (MELLISH, L.J.).— Re SUACKLETON, 
Ke p. WHITTAKER (1875), 10 Ch. App. 446; 44 
L. J. Bey. 91; 32 L. T. 443; 23 W. R. 555, 
Li. JJ. 

Annodions :—Consd. Kdgington v. Fitzmaurice (1885), 29 








os a 459. Mentd. Re Wilsor Ex p. Salaman, [1926] 
2719. —-— No fraud in napa dietanerpans ar 
The ct. will not grant rescission of an executed 


contract for the sale of a chattel or chose in action 

on the ground of an innocent misrepresentation. 

In order for pltf. to succeed in such a case fraud 

must be proved.—SEDDON v. NORTH EASTERN SALT 

Co., Lrn., [1905] 1 Ch. 326; 74 L. J. Ch. 199; 91 

L. T. 793; 53 W. R. 232; 21 T. L. R. 118; 49 

Sol. Jo. 119. 

Annotations :—Refd. Hindle v. Brown (1907), 98 Tu. T. 44; 
Ange] v. Jay, [1911] 1 K. B. 666; Armstrong v. Jackson, 
[1917] 2 K. B. 822; Compagnie Chemin De Fer VParis- 
Orleans v. Leeston Shipping Co. (1919), 36 T. L. R. 68; 
Huet National] leinsurance v. Greenfield, [1921) 2 K. B. 


2720. Damages caused by fraud—Right to set 
off against claim for return of purchase-money.| 
A sale of goods upon credit was induced by the 
fraud of the purchaser, who upon obtaining them 
pledged them with a pawnbroker. After the 
purchaser had paid part of the price a receiving 
order in bkpcy. was made against him. The 
vendor then discovered the fraud & disaftirmed the 
contract, retaking possession of the goods upon 
payment to the pawnbroker of the sum advanced 





ey, of evidence of fraudulent 
Cc 








intent.}—ScoTr FELL & Co. v. LLOYD D. 138.—I 
ares 78. RN. S. W. 512; 24 o. 
. Ss. WwW. W. N. 22.—AUS. given 
lL —— ——.]—SMALL v. GLASEL 
(1898), 28 N.S. R. 245.—CAN. chaser give in payment 
— ——.J—PRICE vv. ORD- 


m. 
WAY, VEILLEUX v. ORDWAY (1903), 
$4 Ss. C. R. 145.—CAN. 








hacine ae ae eh on i pur- 

c 00 om A., indorsed over 

to A. a document purporting to be the pneu the 
promissory note of B., whom pltf. 45) alice 


represented to be a solvent person. 
The goods were shipped & consigned to 

Itf. The promissory note was on an 

sufficient stamp, & there was evidence 
of the insolvency of B., & also that the 
note was a a tot :—Held: evidence 
of fraud clent to nullify the 
contract for the purchase of the goods. 


COMBRINCK wv, 
Ss. C. 405.—S., AF. 


Pee eal a JAMES (1839), 1 Craw. & 


Worthless 

by purchaser.J—On a sale of 

goods for ready pate if the pur- 
che 


he then knows he has not funds in the 
bank to meet, this amounts to a false 
representation of a material 
which vitiates the sale & entitles the 
seller to rescind the contract: 

urchaser at the time 

ad reasonable grounds 
,» that the cheque would 
be paid.—LOUGHNAN vv. 
BYRNE (1872), I. R. 6 C. L. 457.—IR. 


pP—- — Fraudulent 
tradesman's name.}—Gous v. DE Kock, 
DE Kock (1888), 5 


qa. ——- Hffect of Sale 


SALE OF GOODS. 


upon them. The purchaser having been adjudi- 
cated bkpt. his trustee in bkpcy. brought an action 
against the vendor, claiming (a) to recover the 
goods or their value after giving credit for the sum 
paid to the pawnbroker to redeem them; or 
(bo) in the alternative to recover the amount paid 
to the vendor on account of the purchase price :— 
Held: (1) upon the authority of Re Hastgate, 
Ex p. Ward, No. 2707, ante, the trustee acquired 
the property in the goods subject to the right of 
the vendor to disaffirm the contract of sale & to 
retake possession of the goods; the vendor had a 
right to disaffirm the contract after the date of the 
receiving order & therefore the trustee was not 
entitled to recover the goods or their value; (2) 
upon the authority of Jack v. Kipping (1882), 9 
Q. B. D. 113, the vendor was entitled, under 
Bkpcy. Act, 1888 (c. 52), s. 38, to set off the 
damages caused by the fraud of the bkpt., in this 
case the sum paid to the pawnbroker to redeem the 
goods, against the amount paid on account of the 
purchase price.—TILLEY v. BOWMAN, Lrp., [1910] 
1K. B. 745; 79. J. K. B. 547; 102 L. T. 318; 
54 Sol. Jo. 342; 17 Mans. 97. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—BUYER. 
See, generally, MISREPRESENTATION & FRAUD, 

Vol. XXXV., pp. 6 et seq. 
2721. Right of action.]|— ANON. (1507), Keil. 91 ; 

72 FE. R. 254. 

Annotations :—Consd. Barr v. Gibson (1838), 1 Horn & H. 
70. Expld. Burnby v. BoHett (1847), 16 M. & W. 644. 
2722. Although retaining possession of 

goods.|—-A person purchasing a chattel or goods, 

concerning which the vendor makes a fraudulent 
misrepresentation, may on finding out the fraud 
elect to retain the chattel or goods, & still have 
his action to recover any dainage he has sustained. 

—HovuLtpswortn v. City oF GLASGOW BANK 

(1880), 5 App. Cas. 317; 42 L. T. 194; 28 W. R. 

677, H. L. 

Annotations :-—~Reid. Ludgater v. Love (1881), 44 L. T. 694 ; 
Thorne v. Heard, [1894] t Ch. 599; Lloyd v. Grace, Smith, 
[1912] A. C. 716. entd. /ée Hall & County Bank, 
Jurgess’s Case (1880), 15 Ch. D. 507; Chapleo v, Bruns- 
wick Permanent Bldg. Soc. (1881), 6 Q. B. VD. 696; Me 
Great Australian Gold Mining Co., Zr p. Appleyard (1881), 
18 Ch. D. 587; Re Addlestone Linoleum Co. (1887), 37 
Ch. D. 191; British Mutual Banking Co. v. Charnwood. 
Forest Ry. (1887), 18 Q. B. D. 714; Simson & Mason wv. 
New Brunswick ‘Trading Co. (1888), 5 T. L. K._148; 
McKeown v. Boudard Peveril Gear Co. (1896), 65 I. J. Ch. 
446; Re Railway Time ‘lables Publishing Co., Welton’s 
Claim (1898), 79 L. T. 679; Whitechurch v. Cavanagh, 
[1902] A. C. 117; Hambro v. Burnand, (1903) 2 K. 2B. 399 ; 
Citizens’ Life Assce. v. Brown, [1904] A. C. 423; Pratt v. 
British Mcdical Assocn., [1919] 1 K. B. 244. 

2723. Representation must be fraudulent.|— 

Where upon the sale of goods the purchaser does 

not require a warranty, he cannot recover In an 





Ordinance, c. 39, C. O.J-—-LYNCH v6 
JACKSON (1917), 13 Alta. L. R. 344.— 
cheque CAN. 

r. False representation by _ seller’s 
agent—Cancellation of order by pur- 
chaser—-Whether seller right of action 
against purchaser.J—-NICHOLS & SHE- 
PARD Co. v. Ross (1911), 18 W. L. BR, 
398; 4 Sask. L. lt. 194.—CAN. 


PART IX. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 2. 


27231. Lepresentation must be fraudu- 
lent.|-—BRADY v. BELL (1886), 7 R. & 
G. 356; 7C. L. T. 408.—CAN. 


t. Knowledge a falsity of repre- 


que which 


fact, 


even 


ARRY & 


sentation—Necessity for proof of know- 
ledge. }—-When the declaration is framed 
in case, charging a false & deceitful 
warranty, knowing it to be untrue, 
pltf. may recover on proving the 
warranty only, without the scienter.— 


use of 


of Goods 


Part ]X.—MISREPRESENTATION AND FRAUD. 


action on the case for deceit upon a mere represen- 

tation of the quality by the seller, unless he can 

show that the representation was bottomed in 
fraud.—ORMROD v, livuT (1845), 14 M. & W. 651 ; 

14 L. J. Ex. 366; 5 L. T. O. S. 268; 153 Wi. R. 

636, Ex. Ch. 

Annotations :—Consd. Morley v. Attenborough (1849), 3 
Exch. 500. Apld. Thom v. Bigland (1853), 8 Exch. 725. 
Distd. Osborn v. Hart (1871), 23 L. T. 851. Apld. Dickson 
v. Reuter’s Telegraph Co. (1877), 2 C. P. D. 62. Consd. 
Joliffe v. Baker pee) 11 Q. B.D. 255. Reta. Collen v. 
Walent (1857), & B. 301; Hall vw Conder (1857), 

2C. B. N.S. 30) Collfas b. Cave (1859), 4 H. & N. 225; 
Rogers v. Hadley (1861), Jur. N. 8S. 733; Udell v, 
Atherton (1861), 7 H. & N. tab. 


2724. Knowledge of falsity of representation— 
ve gia for.|—ANON, (1507), Keil. 91; 72 E.R. 
20 
Annotations :-—Refd. Barr v. Gibson (1838), 1 gare & If. 70; 

Burnley v. Bollett (1847), 16 M. & W. 645 

2725. —-— -|-~DowDInG v. 
(1798), 2 Hast, 450, n.; 102 K. R. 440. 


Aninianen: :—Refd. Willlaindon v. Allison (1802), 2 East, 





MorvTrimMER 


2726. Evidence of fraud.|—Ormrobp v. 
HutuH, No. 2723, ante. 
2727. Examination of seller as to know- 





ledge.|—-In an action against a vendor for mis- 
representation on the sale of goods if it is shown 
that a material representation has been made by 
the vendor to induce the purchaser to buy & that 
such representation is not true in fact & it is 
proved that it was untrue to the vendor’s know- 


675 ; 


CHISHOLM v. PROUDFOOT (1856), 15 
‘ 62.—SCOT. 


. Cc. R. 203.—CAN 

a. Rescission of contract — False re- 
presentution as to quality & Jitness.|— 
pes RON & Co. v. L. SLUTZKIN Pry., 

LTpb., [1923] V. L. RR. 491.-—-AUS, 


——-.J—If a pltf. is in- 





m. 
months before 





42 Se. L. R. 542; 





1. 
Hucror, (1912) 5S. C. 3£8.—SCOT. 


Retention 
discovery of misrepre- 
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ledge, he cannot be asked in chief whether he 
believed the representation to be true.—HINE v. 
CAMPION (1877), 7 Ch. D. 344. 

2728. Recovery of purchase-money—Property 
retained after discovery of fraud— Further matters 
of fraud discovered.|—If a vendee after discovering 
the sale to be fraudulent, deals with the property 
as his own, he cannot recover the purchase-money, 
upon subsequently detecting further circum- 
stances of fraud in the sale.-—CAMPBELL v. FLEMING 
(1834), 1 Ad. & El. 40; 3 Nev. & M. K. B. 834; 
3L. J. K. B. 136; 110 H. R. 1122. 
Annotations :—Distd. Wontner v. Shairp (1847), 4 C. 

Imperial Ottoman Bank . Trustees, 

Securities Insce. Corpn. (1895), 13 R. 287. Consd. Re 

Duncan, Terry v. Sweeting, (18991 1 Ch. 387. Refd. 

Ricketts v. Bowhay (1847), 3 C. B. 889; Stevenson ». 

Newnham (1853), 13 C. B. 285 ; Horsfall v. Thomas (1862), 

6 L. T. 462; London & County Banking Co. v. London & 

River Plate Bank, Ltd. (1887), 4 T. L. R.179. Menta. Kast 

Anglian Rys. v. Kastern Counties Ry. (1851), 11 C. B. 775; 

Steele v. Williams (1853), 1 C. L. RR, 258. 

2729. Misrepresentation question for jury.|]— 
A cargo of coffee was sold by a broker, for H. P. & 
co., of Liverpool; & the words ‘ invoiced to the 
sellers as of first shipping quality,’’ were intro- 
duced into the bought & sold notes. At the same 
time the invoice was shown to the buyers, which 
stated the cargo to be shipped by H., Brothers & 
co., consigned to H. P. & co. for sale on account 
& risk of whom it may concern—3,150 bags ‘‘ first 
shipping quality.’ JL., Brothers & co. were a 
branch house at Rio de J anciro, composed of the 


B. 404; 
Executors & 


i3S.L. Tb 9 ANDRIES | _v. WRIGHT (Man.), [1924] 


2 a L. R. 556.—CAN. 

—— ——-- ——.]— A contract for 
the sale of goods cannot be rescinded 
on the ground of an innocent mis- 
representation inducing the contract 
unless the misrepresentation was such 


J—EpDGAR wv. 


for sevcral 


duced by false representations of deft. 
respecting the quality & fitness of 
an article munufactured by him, & 
intended for a particular purpose i 
enter into a contract. of pe 

pays a portion of the purchase money, 
a bill in equity lies to obtain repay- 
ment of the money, on the article 
turning out defective, though the pltf. 
would have a remedy at law for breach 


of the warranty.—HAGGERT MAaANv- 
FACTURING Co. 0. oe (1887), 26 
N. A ht. 223.—CA 

Deas iH HANLEY, 








WANLEY v. COHEN (1907), 3 1. I. Rk. 
137.—CAN. 


er re es ere eevee 


d. -}— McCuLLouagHy vw. 
aun (1909), 11 W. LL. RR. 524.—CAN. 
.}—EISLER 7. =CANA- 
re FAIRBANKS Co. (1912), 22 W. L. R. 








888; 8 DL. Kh. 390; 8 W. W. RR. 
753.—CAN. 
f. -—Deft. sold pltf. a 








motor car, representing to her that it 
was a perfectly new car, which was 
untrue; 48 soon as pltf. discovered 
that the car was not a new one, but 
had been used, damaged, & repuired, 
she repudiated the contract ; but sho 
had then used the car for seven or 
elght months :—Held: the untrue 
representation made by deft. was 
made with intent to mislead pltf., & 
was a fraudulent misrepresentation, 
upon which the pltf. relied, & by which 
she was induced to purchase the car, & 
she was entitled to rescind. -- ADDISON 
vy. OTrawa AvTO & Taxtr Co. (1913), 
5 O. W.N. 479; 16 D. L. RR. 3185 30 
O. as RR. 51.—CAN. 





SHACKLETON  v. 


i 
Tivo Be ), (1920) 1 W. W. RR. 7443 





61 D. 940, —CAN 
h-—_— -— .J}—LEaRIS & BRas- 
BARD Vv. MONAB-YouNG Co. (Sask.) 
erle 66 D. L. R. 788.—CAN. 
Modern imitations 
of 5g a ]—PATTERSON v. LANDS- 


BERG & SON (1905), 7 If. (Ct. of Sess.) 


sentation.]— A solr. who was induced to 
buy aset of law books on the false, but, 
innocent, misrepresentation by the 
seller’s agent that another solr.’s name 
was not on the books, did not discover 
the mixrepresentation until he i age te 
them several months after their deli- 
very. Inthe meantime he had insured 
them in his own favour & accepted 
bills of exchange for the purchase 
price :—Held: the property in the 
books had passed to the deft. & the 
misrepresentation was not a ground for 
rejecting the goods.---CANADA LAW 
Boor Co., UT. vw. Youw (Sask.), 
[W918] 2 W. W. 1. 983; 41 DL. RR. 
746.—CAN. 





n Retention d& user after 
discovery of misrepresentation.|—A pur- 
chaser of a& mare was not allowed 
rescission on the ground of what the 
ct. found wus an innocent misrepre- 
sentution as to her being in foal to a 
celebrated stallion, because after dis- 
covery that the mare was not in foal he 
repeatedly attempted to get her in foal 
by breeding her to another stallion, 
this being held to umount to an 
aflirmance of the contract.—MONTI- 
CELLO STATE BANK v. GUEST, [1920] 
3 W. W. RR, J4.-—CAN. 


o. —-— .J—-A purehaser of 
goods was refused rescission of the 
contract on the ground of fraud 
because after discovering the alleged 
fraud he had used & retained the 
goods & bad thereb ait clected to main- 
tain the contract. 1. Cask THRESH- 
Co., INCORPORATED v. 





ING MACHINE 


WEBB, [1920] 1 W. Me R. 338; 13 
Pp. ---—— ~ .|— EEFE V. 
OTTAWA CAR CO. (Gat . [1923] 4 


I). L. RK. 45.—CAN, 


q. —— ——.]—Ramson v. Mirt- 
CHELL (1845), 7 Dunl. (Ct. of Sess.) 
813 !7 8c. Jur. 423.—SCOT. 


Innocent misrepresentation 
ay ust alter substance of contract.) 





that there is w complete difference in 
substance between the thing bargained 
for & the thing obtained, so as to 
constitute a failure of considcration.—- 





Rippironyp v. WARREN (1901), 20 
N. 4 da. R. 572.—-N.Z. 

aa, —— —-—,]—-DURR v, BAM 
(1890), 8S. C. 22.—S. AF. 








bb. Sale of bonds.J— 
Bonds of a Dutch company, havin 
property iu America, were purchase 
on the faith of a representation that 
they were a charge on the property. 
They were not. uw charge on the property, 
but the representation was made 
innocently :—-Held: the salo could 
not be set aside.—LECKY v. WALTER, 
[1914] 1 £. R. 378.—IR. 


co. Goods sold subject to 
seller obtaining loan for purchaser.J— 
Where a contract for the purchase of 
goods is subject to a condition that 
the seller will obtain a loan for the 
purchaser & the loan is obtained, the 
purchaser is not entitled to rescission of 
the contract on the ground solely of 
the seller’s misrepresentation of the 
goods, for the purchaser’ cannot 
restore to the seller the benefit of the 
latter’s efforts in procuring the loan.— 
LEE v. CHAPIN Co., LTp. (1915), 9 
Alta. L. R. 74; 9W.W. RR. 228; 32 
W. L. It. 509 ; 25 D. L. 2. 299.—CAN. 


dd. Non-disclosure of material 
fact.j-—-Where although representations 
inducing the making of a contract are 
true so far as they go they do not 
cover the whole truth, the non-dis- 
closure, whether fraudulent or inno- 
cent, may, according to circumstances, 
sO relate to the essence of the contract 
as to entitle the representee to rescis- 
sion.—CANADIAN ‘ARM IMPLEMENT 
Co., Lrp. v. ALBERTA FOUNDRY © 
MACHINE Co., LTp. (Alta.), [1927] 2 
D. L. R. 871; [1927] 1 W. W. R 
1025.— CAN. 


eo. Or damages — Option of 
purchaser.J—AMAAN v. HANDYSIDE 
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Sect. 2.—Remedies of parties: Sub-sect. 2. 


same partners as the firm of H. P. & co. 
action on the case against H. P. & co. for deceit :— 
it was a proper question for the jury, 
whether the invoice imported that the coffee was 
invoiced to defts. by distinct parties as the sellers 
thereof.—MorENsS v. HEYWoRTH (1842), 10 M. & W 


Held: 


SALE OF GOODS. 


Part X.] 


Inan “413: 


304 3 


147; H. & W. 138; 10 L. J. Ex. 177; 152 E. R. 


Annotations :—Refd. Gorsuch v. Cree (e800), 2L. T. 567: 
Udell v. Atherton (1861), 7 H. & N. 172; 
Commercial Bank of New Brunswick (1874), L. R. 5 I : 

London Assce. v. Mansel (1879), 11 Ch. D. 363; 

Derry v. Peek (1889), 14 App. Cas 337; Joel v. Law Union 

v. Crown Insce., |1908) 2 K. 

Insce., [1918] 1 K. B. 662. 


Mackay Sh 


B. 431; Yorke v. Yorkshire 


Part X.—Sale Under Particular Colonial Statutes. 


(1865), 3 Macph. (Ct. of Sess.) 526,— 
SCOT. 


f.—— Duty to restore goods— 
Except when perished through defect 
complained of.}—The general rule of 
law that when a contract is set aside 
even on the ground of fraud, the 
person seeking relicf must tender to 
restore what he has obtained under 
the contract has no application where 
in a contract of sale after delivery but 
without any fault on the part of the 
purchaser tho subject-matter of the 
contract has perished owing to the 
very defect complained of.—MaRkKs, 
Lrp. v. LAUGHTON, [1920] App. D. 12. 





—S. AF. 
*  g. .J—Moorr v. Scotr (1907), 
16 Man. L. R. 492.—CAN. 

h. Freess paid for goods by 
mutual mistake—Whether recoverable 


from seller.J—GRIMWOOD- v. SMITH 
(1880), 6 V. L. R. (L.) 433.—-AUS . 

k. Effect of knowledge by buycr of 
misrepresentation.)—A claim for repay- 
ment of moneys paid under an agrce- 
ment for sale of timber on the ground 
of misrepresentation as to title to the 
timber was rejected, the ct. finding 
that the purchaser knew all the facts, 
paid his money voluntarily, & had 
received a benefit under the contract.— 
CLARK v. MILLIGAN, [1920] 1 W. W. R. 
1044,.—CAN. 


PART X. 


l Under Bulk Sales Acts— To 
what sales applicable—Sale of furniture 
in hotel.}—Bulk Sales Act does not 
apply to the sale of the furniture 
used in an hotel.—BARTHELS, SHEWAN 
& Co. v. SLOANE (1914), 30 W. L. ht. 
101.—CAN. 





m. Sale of real estate.|— 
Bulk Sales Act does not apply to the 
sale of real estate.—-BARTHELS, SHEWAN 
& Co. v. SLOANE (1914), 30 W. L. Rh. 


101.—CAN. 

n. Sale of  ‘‘ goods, 
wares or merchandise ’’—Whether livery 
stable with flatures & horses included. \— 
A transfer of a livery stable, including 
the horses, fixtures, harness, wagons, 
goodwill of the business, etc., is not such 
a * sale or transfer of a stock of goods, 
wares or merchandise’ as to come 
witbin Bulk Sales Act, B. C., 1913.— 
BROWN v. MCLEOD (1915), 8 W. W. It. 
110.—CAN. 








——n 








oO. Transfer of ltabili- 
ties of vendor with property sold.j—Bulk 
Sales Act (Sask.), 8. 3, does not apply 
in a case where an owner of a stock of 
goods sells under an agreement pro- 
viding that the urchaser should 
assume all the vendor’s Habilities in 
connection with the business with 
two exceptions & pay the balance of 
the price by transferring certain real 
estate & the agreement is not a docu- 
ment within that sect.—PEART 
BroTruERs, LTD. v. MACDONALD (A.) 
Co., Lrp., [1917] 1 W. W. BR. 1118; 10 
Sask. L. ice 6.—CAN. 

A Sale to creditor— 
Where claim of creditor exceeds r- 
chase price.}—A debtor sold his stock 








See Cases infra. 


of goods to a creditor, the creditor to 
pay certain claims & also set off its own 
claim, which was found to exceed the, 
purchase-price :—Held: the transac- 
tion was within Bulk Sales Act, 1913, 
8s. 3, & not complying therewith, was 
void as against unsatisfied creditors.— 
PAISLEY vw. LEESON (RB. C.). [1920] 1 
W.W. RR. 479; affd., [1920] 2 W. W. fh. 


511.—CAN. 


eee 








q. “Cash or oan 
credit.”"}—HIGuins v, KLLIOTT (N. 8.) 
(1922), 65 D. L. R. 154.—CAN. 

Yr. Sale out of usual 
course of business.}—DouceT v. SALEM 
nae & Co. (1916), 49 N. S. R. 492.— 





ee 








; -J—Under an 
exccution issued on a judgment re- 
covered against W. T. & co., Ltd., the 
sheriff levied upon the goods in the 
shops of pltfs., claimed to be the 
property of the co. The evidence 
showed that at the time the goods in 
question were sold to pltfs. the W. ‘I’. 
co. was in a condition of hopeless 
insolvency, & that the sales were made 
at less than cost for the purpose of 
raising funds to pay notes or other 
claims falling due:—-Held: the sales 
were made out of the usual course of 
business & were clearly within Bulk 
Sales Act; & sects. 2 & 3 of the Act 
apply not merely to the sale of the 
whole of a stock, but to sales of parts of 
the stock out of the usual course of the 
business or trade of the vendor.— 
WEBBER v. IHLALL, ARANOFF v. HALL, 
MOSnER v. HALL (1921), 54 N.S. 1, 











192; 56D. L. R. 253.--CAN. 
a. Sales by manufac- 
turers, traders or merchants—Whether 


job printer a “* manufacturer.” }—A job 
printing co., whose general sub- 
stantial business is printing upon the 
receipt of orders, is not a ** manufac- 
turer ’’ within the meaning of the 
term ‘f manufacturers ”? in Bulk Sales 
Act, 1922,. 8. 3, defining “ traders & 
merchants ” to whom the Act applies. 
The fact that it makes odd sales of 
envelopes or ve of paper, such 
sales being quite out of the line of its 
regular business, does not make it a 
“trader or merchant’? within said 
sect.— JOHN MARTIN PAPER Co., LYTb. 
v. AMERICAN Tyrk FOUNDRY Co., 
{1924} 3 D. L. R. 1080; [1924] 2 
W. W. R. 975; 20 Alta. L. RR. 504.— 
CAN. 

b. Sale of machine with 
which seller ‘‘ carries on any business trade 
or occupation’’—Sale of machine never 
used by seller.J—Bulk Sales Act (O.), 
1917, must be strictly construed, &, 
where the assets of a business pur- 
chased included a machine which the 
purchaser of the business nover used, 
the subsequent sale of that machine by 
the purchaser was held not to be 
within the Act, it could not be said to 
be a machine with which the debtor 
‘‘carries on any business trade or 
occupation.’’—BANK OF MONTREAL Vv. 
IDEAL KNITTING MILLS, LTD., [1924] 
4D. LL. R. 429; 55 O. L. R. 410.—CAN. 

| i aceaas Sale by farmer_ en 
bloc of live stock & cquipment.}—Bulk 











Sales Act (O.), 1917, eppues to a gale 
by a farmer en bloc of his live stock & 
equipment.—WORTHINGTON wv. Lon- 
BINS & CADIGAN (1924), 56 O. L. R, 
285; (1925) 2 D. L. IR. 80.—CAN. 

d. Sale by way of ex- 
change — Application to deferred pay- 
ments part of consideration.|—A transac- 
tion under which a merchant received 
chattels & land in part payment for 
his stock-in-trade & the land & 
premises on which the business was 
carried on & gave credit for the balance 
held not to be governed by Bulk Sales 
Act, 1913, as it stood in Aug. 1919, 
except, if at all, with respect to the 
deferred payments.— TOLLEY v. GUERIN, 
[1925] 3 D. L. R. 693; [1925] 3 
W. W. Jt. 1; 21 Alta. L. R. 408.—CAN. 

e. —-—- Loan by creditor be- 
fore sale to pay off other debis—Agrce- 
ment for original debt & loan to be first 
charge on proceeds of sale.}——-Scorr v. 
Waycock & Nuri, [1926] 1D. L. kh. 
430; 58 O Th. RK. 179.—CAN. 

aa. Kffect of non-compliance with 
statute—Sale void as against creditors 
of seller.] —S. tinding himself unable 
to pay his creditors & being sued by 
some of them, conspired with defts., 
one of whom was his brother, to remove 
& in pursuance of such fraudulent 
scheme did remove a large portion of 
his goods to defts.’ place of business 
for the purpose of cheating & defraud- 
ing his creditors :---J/eld - tho transac- 
tion being out of the usual course of 
business, & in contravention of Bulk 
Sales Act, was to be deemed fraudulent 
& absolutely void.— DOUCET v. SALEM 
Pk & Co. (1916), 49 N.S. R. 492.— 























A Postponement 
of creditors of purchaser under assign- 
ment for bencfit of creditors.]—DRAPER 
v. JACKSON (1916), 33 W. L. R. 796; 
10 W. W. It. 78.—CAN. 


cc. ———— ——-—- JVhen attacked 
within sixty days of sale.J)\—An action 
under Bulk Sales Act, 1917, for a 
declaration that a sale of goods by the 
deft. W. to the deft. S. was void, 
because the proceeds were not dis- 
tributed in accordance with tho Act, 
was dismissed because pltfs., creditors 
of W., had notice of the sale more 
than sixty days before the commence- 
ment of this action. —GooDYEAR TIRE 
& RUBBER Co. Or CANADA, LYD. v. 
WOODEN, [1923] 2 D. L. R. 462; 52 
O. L. R. 5.—CAN. 


dd. ——- ——- —— _ ——..] —— Non- 
compliance with Bulk Sales Act, 1917, 
has the effect of rendering a sale of 
oor. in bulk void as against creditors 

the transaction is attacked within 
sixty days from the date of sale; but 
this is the only penalty for non- 
compliance; &, when the transaction 
is not attacked within the sixty days, 
the transaction stands as though the 
Act had not been passed.—ALLEN v. 
ma (1925), 57 O. L. R. 287.— 











Who may raise va- 
of transaction — Right of pur- 


ee. 
lidity 
registration of 


chaser—Estoppel by 


Part X.—SALE UNpER PARTICULAR COLONIAL STATUTES. 


tranafer & acts of 
prope tt * urchaser of an hotel 
usiness cannot raise the question of 
non-compliance with Bulk Sales Act 
after he has obtained a transfer to the 
property: registered the transfer, ex- 
ecuted a mortgage & promissory: notes 
in accordance with the agreement of 
sale, entered into possession of the 
property, made very material altera- 
ions in the building, taken a transfer 
of the license, & thereafter continued 
to occupy the property.—NAaATIONAL 
TRustT Co. v. NADON (1915), 30 W. L. R. 
588; 7 W. W. R. 1067.—CAN. 


ownership over 








m. — —_— Right of 
trustee in bankruptcy of debtor.}-—The 
trustee in bkpcy. of the estate of a 
debtor has no status to attack a sale 
of goods made by the debtor as being 
void under Bulk Sales Act, 1917.— 
Re PACKER, [1927] 3 D. L. R. 330; 60 
QO. L. R. 402.—CAN. 


n. —— —— Waiver by creditors— 
Proof by debtor.}—Where a trader is 
endeavouring to uphold a transaction 
which, without the waiver of his 
creditors, would be in vie disregard 
of Bulk Sales Act, it is his duty to show 
that the statute does not apply to the 
transaction by the clearest proof of 
such waiver as the statute calls for.— 
WALTER v. LEDUC LUMBER ('0, (1915), 
8 W. W. KR. 360.---CAN. 


fled by statutory declaration.} —- Anv 
sale falling within the Bulk Sales Act 
(Q.), 1917, is void as against the 
creditors of the vendor, wnless the 
vendor furnishes, & the purchaser 
obtains, a written statement, verified 
by a statutory declaration, giving the 
names & addresses of all creditors of 
the vendor, with the amount of his 
indebtedness to each, & unless the 
purchaser on obtaining this declaration 
either obtains a written waiver from 
the creditors or puts the whole of tho 
purchase-money into the hands of a 
trustee for distribution pro rata among 
the creditors.—INTRRLAKE TISSUE 
MILLS Co., Lrp. v. GEORGE EVERALL 
Co., LTp. (1921), 64 D. L. R. 206; 
50 O. L. KR. 165.—CAN. 


p. Whether sale void as 
between vendor d& purchaser.}] —- Non- 
compliance with Bulk Sales Act, 1913, 
8s. 5, does not make the agreement 
void between the vendor & purchascr. 
—Scotr v. MILLER, [1921] 3 W. W. Kh. 
163.—CAN. 














4. Rights of creditors — On 
Jailure to claim against trustee for debt.) 
—There is nothing in Bulk Sales Act, 
1920, which precludes a creditor from 
claiming against his debtor a portion 
of his debt which he, for some reason 
or another, has not claimed from the 
trustee. A creditor who, it was 
admitted, was entitled to interest from 
deft., the debtor, on overdue accounts, 
but who filed his proved claim with the 
trustee for the amount due for principal 
& interest accrued up to the date of 
the claim, without claiming subsequent 
interest, was, therefore, held entitled 
to recover such interest from the 
debtor.—J. H. ASHDOWN ILARDWARE 
Co. v. COOPER, Ae 3D. L. R. 246; 
[1927] 2 W. W. R. 188; 21 Sask. L. K. 
500.—-CAN. 


r. Right of official assignee— 
To sue for property before assignment. | 
—Bulk Sales Act does not give the 
official assignee thereunder the right 
to sue for money or propery before it 
has been transferred or assigned to 
him.—NaATIONAL TRUST Co. v. NADON 
(1915), 30 W. L. R. 588; 7 W. W. RR. 
1067.—CAN. 





t. —— Right of trustee—As assignee 
of mortgage by debtor — Recovery of 
| bala ea interest from debtor & 
ransferee of mortgaged land.|}\—Where & 
trustee under Bulk Sales Act, 1922, 
takes an assignment of a mtge. made 
by the vendor & makes payments to 
the mtgee. out of the proceeds of the 
sale in bulk he is entitled to recover 
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against the vendor & also against the 
transferee of the mtged. land, where 
the covenant implied by Land Titles 
Act, 1922, s. 54, has not been negatived 
or modified in the transfer, the amount 
due on the mtge. for principal & interest 
without deduction for any of the pay- 
ments made to the mtgee.—SANFORD v. 
FRIZZLE & ELLIOT?, [1925] 3 D. L. R. 
750; [1925] 2 W. W. R. 601.—CAN. 

a. Under Conditional Sales Acts — 
Formation of contract—Must be in 
pedals 2 aapatns Ordinance respecting 
Hire Receipts & Conditional Sales of 
Goods only requires that evidence of 
the fact of a sale must be in writing, & 
that such writing must contain the 
special conditions as to the retention 
of the right of the property or posses- 
sion by the vendor.—-WENBOURNE v. 
CasE (1916), 34 W. L. R. 265; 10 
W. W. RK. 183.—CAN. 


b. Retention of oumer- 
ship by seller essential. |—HARRIS v. 
WHITEHEAD (1914), 30 W. L. R. 32; 
25 Man. L. R. 105; 7 W. W. RR. 660; 
19 D. L. KR. 722.—CAN. 
——. J —WENBOURNE 
34 W. i. . 265.— 











c. 
v CASE (1916), 
CAN. 





p Description of subject- 
matter— Sufficiency of -- Description of 
horse by reference to brand imark.)— 
ARICINSKI v. ARNOLD (1906), 6 ‘Perr. 
L. RK. 2403 4 W. L. 2. 556.-- CAN. 

@.--- - -- * Alotor 
cycle.?) BOWSER v. GOODWIN (1911), 
19 W. I. KR. 873.— CAN, 
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; f. dmissi- 
bility of oral evidence.j-—1n determining 
whether the deseription of an article 
covercd by a conditional sale agreement 
is sufficient, the judge is entitled to the 
aid of oral evidence of surrounding 
circumstances, & the sufficiency is 
rolative to the rarity of the article in 
the particular Ipcality where the 
document directs that it is to be found. 
~~BRANDON 1% PLIMLEY (B. C.), 
[1918] 1 W. W. KR. 831.—CAN. 


g- 
mobile described by wrong engine 
number.J—A. lien note covering an 
automobile described it by the wrong 
engine nuinber. It was the only 
automobile bought by tbe purchaser 
from the vendor & the only one of its 
kind in the vicinity :—Jl/eld: the 
engine number was not essontia) to the 
description, the error was not mis- 
leading, & it did not avoid the Hen 
note.— Foss v. WILMOTH (Sask.), [1920] 
2 W. W. KR. 291.—CAN. 

h. ——- Duty of seller’ to 
stamp name on goods—W hether abbrevi- 
ations allowed.|—Upon a piano made 
by a@ company whose corporate name 
was ‘' The Mason & Risch VPiano Co., 
Ltd.,’’ & place of business Toronto, 
claimed by them in replevin as against 
a mtgee. thereof, there was painted the 
words ‘f Mason & Risch, Toronto ’’ :— 
IIeld ; if the transaction came within 
Conditional Sales Act, 1897, this was 
not. a compliance with sect. 1 of that 
Act.—-MASON wv. LINDSAY (1902), 4 
O. L. R. 365; 22 Cc. L. T. 371: 1 
O. W. R. 561.—-CAN. 

k. —-—- .I—Cock- 
SHUTT PLOW Co. v. COWAN (1910), 13 
W.L. R. 256; 3 Sask. L. lt. 47.— CAN. 


1. —-, ERICSSON 
MANUFACTURING Co. ELK LAKE 
TELEPHONE & TELEGRAPH CoO. (1912), 
24 O. W. R. 161; 3 O. W. N. 1309; 
4D. lL. R. 576.—CAN. 


eter 
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aa. Effect of oab- 
literation of name by purchaser.}—The 
lien of an unpaid vendor of @ manu- 
factured article is not invalidated if, 
without his direction or connivance, the 
purchaser paints out or obliterates the 
name & address of the veudor, which 
were, pursuant to 51 Vict. c. 19 (O.), 
properly marked on the article at the 
time of the conditiona] sale.—WETT- 
ary v. ScoTr (1893), 20 A. R. 652. 
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bb. ——- ——- ——- ———.]— The 
removal of the manufacturer’s name- 
plate, the affixing of which on a 
machine dispenses with the necessity 
of recording the conditional sale con- 
tract under Conditional Sales Act 
(O.), will [not, where the name-plate 
is taken off by the purchasing co., 
prevent enforcement of the seller’s 
right on default to the possession & 
property in the machine as against, 
sub-purchasers from them who were 
aware that the machine was supplied 
to their vendors by the manufacturer 
claiming the lien.—CANADIAN WEsT- 
INGHOUSE v. MURRAY SHOE Co. (1914), 
31 0. L. R. 11; 20 D. L. RR. 672; 5 
O. W. N. 5.—CAN. 


oc 











‘ .—UNION BANK 
OF CANADA v. IRISH, [1926] 1 D. 
LL. R. 529; [1926] 1 W. W. R. 248; 
35 Man. L. R. 349.—CAN. 

dd. ——- —— Affidavit of bond 
fides—Sufficiency of—Mistake in date 
on jurat.}—Ross v. WRIGHT (1896), 3 
Terr. L. R. 361.-—- CAN. 


davit in the following words: ‘* That 
the copy of the within agreement truly 
sets forth the agreement between the 
parties mentioned therein, & that the 
agreement therein set forth is bond’ fide 
& not to protect the goods in question 
against the creditors of the said buyer 
or bailee,’”’ held not to be a compliance 
With sect. 3 of the Act respecting Lien 
Notes & Conditional Sales of Goods, 
1909.—THEATRE AMUSEMENT Co., LTpD. 
rv. SQUIRES (Sask), [1918] 3 W. W. RR. 
831; 43 D. L. R. 496.—CAN. 

ff. oe .J—An affi- 
davit filed with the copy of lien note 
which says the agreement ‘“ is bond 
jide’”’ sutticiently complies with the 
requirement of the Act that the 
afidavit state that the agreement 
‘‘was entered into bond fide.’’—F¥oss 
v. WILMOTH (Sask.), [1920] 2 W. W. BR. 
29 1.—CAN. 























gE. .}—The affi- 
davit of bona fides on a conditional 
sale agreement in stating merely that 
the writi es aly sets forth the 
agreement between the parties ’’ there- 
to & ‘* the agreement therein set forth 
is bond fide,’’ not stating that the agree- 
ment ‘‘ was entered into bond fide,” 
is fatally defective under Ordinance 
Respecting Hire Receipts & Conditional 
Sales of Goods.-— /e . H. KERR 
Morors, LTp. & DE Lone, [1920] 
3 W. W. it. 245.—CAN., 

bh. Registration—-Necessity for.] 
--In order to obtain the benefit, 
of C. S. N. B. 1903, c. 143, s. 8, the 
vendor cf a chattel, under a contract 
that the sale shall not pass the title 
until the chattel is paid for, must file 
a copy of such contract with the 
registrar of deeds of the county in 
which the conditional purchaser ro- 
sided at the time of the sale within 
fifteen days from the delivery of 
possession of the chattcl mentioned in 
the contract.—HARRISON wv. NEPISIT- 
QUIT LUMBER Co, (1911), 11 FE. L. RR. 
314.—CAN, 

o_o Lffect of non-regis- 
tration —~ Contract void against pur- 
chaser for value.]-—-Where lien notes 
were not registered, as required by the 
Ordinance respecting Hire ee & 
Conditional Sales of Goods :—Held: 
the vendor had not a valid Hien as 
against pltf., a subsequent bond fide 
purchaser for value, & were not 
entitled to take possession.— DIONNE 
v. Massey-Harris Co. (1910), 13 
W.L. RR. 557; 3 Sask. L. R. 18.—-CAN. 

le A pur 
chaser for value with notice of the 
existence of an unregistered lien is a 
purchaser in good faith for valuable 
consideration, & the effect of the Act 
respecting Lien Notes & Conditional 
Sales of Goods is to render the lien 
void.—-FERRIE v. MEIKLE (1915), 30 








W. L. R. 913; 8 W. W. R. 338.—CAN. 
mm, —— —— —-— Whether goods 
YY 
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subject to execution for debt of purchaser 
wncurred prior to sale.J—Although a 
conditional sale agreement has not been 
registered as required by Conditional 
Sales Act, 1924, the goods are not 
subject to seizure by a ereditor of the 
buyer under an execution with respect 
to a debt which was outstanding prior 
to the making of the conditional sale.— 
UNITED ELECTRIC Co., LTD. v. WATSON 
(B. C.), [1927] 1 W. W. R. 87.—CAN. 

6. Whether rights 
of landlord of purchaser affected.J|—The 
fact that a lien note given by a tenant 
to a seller of goods has not been pro- 

erly registered does not bring the 
andlord within the protection of sect. 
1 of the Act respecting Lien Notes & 
Conditional Sales of Goods.—THEATRE 
AMUSEMENT Co., LTp. v. SQUIRES 
(Sask.), [1918] 3 W. W. Rt. 831; 43 
D. L. R. 496.—CAN. 

f. Power to — register 
charge on land sepurate frum order for 
chattel.}-—Lien Notes Act, 1902, s. 4, 
docs not forbid the registration of a 
separate document creating » charge 
on the land of the parson signing it, 
for a named sum of money, or of a 
caveat founded on such document, 
although it is really given to secure the 
pura money of a chattel bought by 

iin under a conditional sale ugreement 
siinultaneously entered into, if the 
document registered does not contain as 
a portion thereof & has not annexed 
thereto or endorsed thereon any order, 
contract, or agreement for the purchase 
or delivery of any chattel.-- SMITH v. 
AMERICAN-ABELL ENGINE & 'THRESHER 
Co. (1907), 6 W. L. R. 179; 17 Man. 
L. R. 5.—CAN. 























g. . Of assignment of 
interest of vendor—Necessity for.|— 
Where a ‘vendor, after a conditio ral 
sale of chattels, assigns to a third 
person his interest in them, the assign- 
ment, to give it validity against any- 
one, does not require registration under 
Act respecting Lien Notes & Con- 
ditional Sales, R. 8S. 8., c. 145.--—RErp 
v. MOORE (1914), 27 W. L. R. 616; 
Hck L. Rh. 561 hs 7 Sask. L. Rh. 69.— 


h. To what contracts applicable 
—Promissory note reserving property 
cd: right of possession in vendor till 
payment.}—A promissory note given 
for the price of a horse provided that 
the title, ownership, right of property & 
ae bo of possession in the property for 
which the note was given should 
remain in the vendor or holder of the 
note, until the note should be fully 
paid :-—Held; this instruinment was 
neither a receipt note, nor a_ hire 
receipt, nor an order for chattels 
within Lien Notes Act, 1892, 6. 2, & 
an endorsee of the note was entitled to 
the horse as against an innocent 

urchaser for value.—SUTHERLAND . 

TANNIX (1892), 8 Man. L. R. 541.— 
CAN. 

k. —— ——.] -- INTER- 
NATIONAL HARVESTER CoO, OF CANADA 
ae (1914), 27 W. L. R. 41.— 








I. -———~ Goods to be paid for 
as used—Coods supplied for packing 
other goods-~Price of goods added to 
price of goods purchased.\—Ite GLAVEKS, 
Ea p. SWAN (Ont.), [1924] 4 D. L. R. 


320; 45 C. B. R. 78.—CAN. 
m. -—— —— Contract for work 
done cd: materials supplied.}—AGRI- 


CULTURAL DEVELOPMENT Bb. v. DE 
LAVAL (o., Lrp., [1925] 4 D. L. R. 
981.—CAN. 

n. New agreement after 
default in payment. |-—Conditional Sales 
Act, s. 8 (5), has no application to a 
new arrangement made after the 
occurrence of default under the terms 
of a conditional sale.-—Brooks & SON 
v. Drury, (19271 2 D. L. R. 399; 60 
O. L. R. 192.--CAN. 


oO. Rights of unpaid vendor— 
To retake foc of goods.)—The 
vendor or his assigns have the legal 
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right, the purchase money being in 
arrear & unpaid, to enter upon the 
promises where the property is, in order 
o resume actual possession, giving 
notice & using all care in so doing, but 
it would be illegal for him to take 
possession by force, & an injunction 
might properly issue to restrain acts 
of force on bebalf of the vendor, but 
only on the terms that the assignee of 
the vendee be likewise enjoined from 
using force in resisting the vendor.— 
TRADERS BANK OF CANADA v. BROWN 
(G. & J.) MANUFACTURING Co. (1889), 
18 O. R. 430.—-CAN. 





ie What amounts 
to seizure—Precise act or form of word 
not essential.|—-PETERSON v. JOHNSTON 
(Sask.) (1911), 17 W. L. R. 596.—CAN. 


q. Right to add 
expenses of keeping goods to charge.|}— 
PEASE v. JOHNSTON (1905), 7 Terr. 
L. ht. 416; 1 W. L. KR. 208.—CAN. 

r. Time extended 
but not erpired.}—BRIDGMAN v. ROBIN- 
BON (1904), 24 C. L. T. 214; 70.L. RB. 
591; 3 O. W. R. 503.—CAN., 


: Right to retain 
possession d> credit value of goods to 
purchaser— Whether right to balance 
affected.|] --Where, in an agreement for 
conditional sale, it is provided that 
upon default the seller may take 
possession of & hold the goods until 
payment, or sell the same & apply the 
proceeds on the purchase price, & 
recover the balance, & the seller takes 
possession & retains the goods, the 
contract is not thereby rescinded, but 
he may recover the purchase price 
under the contract after crediting the 
value of the goods.—HOPKINS »v. 
DANROTH (1907), 7 W. L. R. 303; 1 
Sask. L. R. 225.—CAN. 


a. Power to seize 
goods before maturity of note—Necessity 
for declaring note due.J]—When a lien 
note contains a provision empowering 
the payee to declare it due & take 
possession of the property covered by 
the note before maturity it is unlawful 
to take possession before maturity 
without first declaring the note duc & 
serving notice thereof on the party 
liable.—COLWILL ¥. WADDELL (1902), 
7 Terr. L. R. 139.—CAN, 
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rm : _ Where note 
deemed insufficient security.J— TROTTER 
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vy. RUSSELL (N. W. FP.) (1906), 5 
W. L. KK. 67.—CAN, 
ce -——- ares me] = FAR 
MAN @. GRAY-CAMPBELL, LTD., [1925] 
2D. L. R. 904; £1925) 1 W. W. kk. 
1134; 19 Sask. L. R. 526.—CAN. 
Sa SS Goods 


moved from premises by purchascr.)— 
Hoopusss v. LONG (1921), 51 O. L. R 
419; 67 D. L. R. 600.- -CAN. 

aa. ———— —— On _ sale of 
goods by purchaser. |\—UTTERSON 
LUMBER Co. v. PETRIF (H. W.), LTp. 
(1908), 17 O. I. R. 570; 13 0. W. RK. 
104.--CAN. 
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bb. Assignment 
in bankruptcy.) A vendor secured 
by a lien note may seize the goods & 
obtain an order for sale under the Act 
respecting EKxtra-Judicial & other 
Seizures, notwithstanding that prior 
to such seizure the purchaser has made 
an assigninent under a ee Act.— 
Re EMPIRE TRACTION Co., LTD., [1920] 
3 OW. W. XK. 515.-—CAN, 


ce. Whether right 
wmaired by acceptance of payment after 
default.|\—By accepting penne after 
default, the vendor, having a power of 
sale, docs not waive his right to retake 
possession.—StTock v. MEYERS & Cook 
(1920), 46 O. L. R. 420; 51 D. L. R. 
328; 17 O. W. N. 297.—CAN. 


dd. On abandon- 
ment of possession by purchaser.)—If 
the purchaser has made default & has 
abandoned the de facto possession of 
the goods, the vendor has the ht 
to possession & the legal possession 
attaches to such right. Physical 








contact by the vendor with the goods 
is not essential.—ANKER v. BACKSON & 
OBERKIRSCH (Sask.), [1923] 3 D. L. R. 
897: [1923) 2 W. W. KR. 858.—CAN. 

ee. —— Effect of aban- 
donment of possession by vendor.) --An 
abandonment of a seizure under a 
conditional sale agreement & of the 
interpleader proceedings resulting from 
such seizure is not necessarily an 
abandonment of the right of property 
in the goods.—CANADIAN KHiQUIPMENT 
& SuPPLY Co. v. CUSHING (Alta.), 
(1917] 3 W. W. R. 618.—CAN. 
Whether amounting 
to rescission.}—-WHITE v. SMITH (1895), 
28 N.S. R. 5.—CAN. 

gg. ee ae ae ——.]) — Pltfs. 
sold an automobile to deft. under a 
conditional sale agreement. After 
making several payments deft. made 
default. Plitfs., without any previous 
notification to deft., seized the car & 
took it into their own possession. 
Pitfs. did not notify deft. as to what 
their intentions were, & so far as deft. 
knew, pltfs. treated the car as their own 
& might have sold it :—Held: pltfs., 
upon resuming possession of the auto- 
mobile with an apparent intention of 
retaining possession thereof forever as 
against deft., rescinded the original 
contract in reference thereto, & thereby 
disentitled themselves to enforce pay- 
ment of the note.—BOYCE CARRIAGE 
Co. v. SQUIRES (1914), 29 W. L. RR. 934 ; 
a ens L. R. 47; 7 W. W. RR. 555.— 
AN. 
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hh. — —— —— ——.}—The 
repossession by a seller in accordance 
with a provision therefor in an agrec- 
ment for the sale of goods on deferred 
payments is not a rescission of the 
agreement & a bar to recovery of the 
purchase-price.—NICHOLS & SHEPARD 
Co. ». CHAMBERLAIN, [1918] 3 W. W. R. 

308.—CAN. 
-——.] —- Con- 


kk, ] 
ditional Sales Act, 1914, 8. 8, has altered 
the rights of vendor & purchaser & the 
vendor may no longer, if default is 
made, put an end to the purchaser’s 
rights by taking possession.—STOCK ?. 
MEYERS & Cook (1920), 46 O. L. RR. 














420; 51 D. L. RR. 328; 17 0. W. N. 
297.—-CAN. 

li. apes ——— Neglect of 
vendor to take proper care of goods 


after seizure.|-—The buyer of an article 
under a contract of sale conditioned 
upon the property in the article 
remaining in the vendor until paid for 
is entitled to treat the contract as 
rescinded if the seller takes possession 
of the article & neglects to take proper 
care of it.—ROBERT BELL ENGINE & 
THRESHER Co. v. FARQUHARSON, [1918] 
1 W. W. R,. 924; 11 Sask. L. RK. 813 
39 JD). L. Rk. 625.--CAN. 

mm, —- Use after 
seizure.J}—Where a buyer of a motor 
car under a contract of conditional 
sale defaulted in his payments & the 
seller rctook possession, the contract 
providing for retaking of possession & 
resale, but before selling the car used 
it for his own purposes in such a way as 
to justify the buyer in concluding that 
the seller had repudiated the contract, 
the buyer was held entitled to have 
the contract declared rescinded & to 
cancellation of the notes yet unpaid.— 
LAMBERT v. SLACK, [1926] 2 D. L. R. 
166; [1926] 1 W. W. RR. 614; 20 
Sask. L. R. 422.---CAN. 

nn. Resule—Notice to pur- 
chaser — Necessity for—-Where goods 
stamped with name of vendor,|}—GREAT 
West LiFE ASSURANCE Co. v. LEIB 
(1912), 21 W. L. R. 877; 2 W. W. R. 
781.—CAN. 


STONE 9. SooTt (1908), 9 W. L. BR. 257. 














—_—_— 








By regis- 
oboe mail.J]— The. notice of intended 
sale which the Act respecting Lien 
Notes & Conditional Sales of Goods, 
8. 8, requires to be given to the buyer 
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may be sent to him by registered mail, 
even though he be not absent.—ToTH 
v. HILKEVics, [1918] 1 W. W. R. 905 ; 
11 Sask. L. R. 95.—CAN, 


eee 








: a Sufficiency 
of contents.}—- NIcHoIS & SHEPARD 
Co., Inc. v. McCuLuLouaH, [1920] 1 
W. W. R. 885.—CAN. 


c. ——— ——-- —— Hffect of 
failure to give notice—Rescission of 
contract.|}—If a vendor under a lien 
note resells without giving the notice 
required by sect. 8 of the Act respecting 
Lien Notes & Conditional Sales of 
Goods it amounts to a rescission of 
the contract. -~ ADVANCE  KUMELY 
THRESHER Co., INCORPORATED _ v. 
DANKERT, [1920] 1 W. W. R. 246; 
ae L. R. 144; 13 Sask. L. R. 104.— 


d. —— -————- —_— ——  —— Whether 
purchaser released from liability Jor 
balance. |—Conditional Sales Act does 
not clearly indicate that the failure 
to give notice required by sect. 8 shall 
operate to release the purchaser from 
his liability to pay the deficiency 
upon a resale.—BROOKS & SON», 
Drury, [1927] 2 D. L. hk. 399; 60 
O. L. R. 192.—CAN. 

e. ———-  --— )— Defective 
notice— Whether purchaser released from 
liability for unrealised balance. |—W here 
a notice relied on as a compliance with 
Conditional Sales Act, 1924, s. 10, 
stated that the balance due was 
$1,799.52 whereas it was in fact 
$132.79 less than that amount, the 
notice wus held to be defective, & 
a judgment for the seller for the 
deficiency on the resale of the goods 
was reversed.—ASH TEMPLE (‘o., Lp. 
v. WESSELS, [1926] 1 D. L. R. 1063; 














[1926] 1 W. W. RR. 654; 36 B.C. RR. 
424.—-CAN. 
f.—— —--~ WHairer— 


By express agreement. j—--A clause in a 
contract under the Act respecting 
Lien Notes & Conditional Sales of 
Goods that in the event of the vendor 
resuining possession ‘* the purchaser 
hereby waives all legal notice ’’ was 
held not sufficiently definite to be 
construed us a waiver of the notice 
required by sect. 8 of the Act.— 
ADVANCE RUMELY ‘THRESHER CoO., 
INCORPORATED v. DANKERT, [1920] 1 
W. W. RR. 246; 50D. LR. 144; 13 
Sask. L. ht. 104.—CAN. 


g. ———- fj 
attendance of buyer at sale.j—-sStrict 
compliance with Conditional Sales Act, 
1922, s. 11, which provides that 5 days’ 
notice of the intended sule shall be 
given the buyer, is waived where he 
attends & bids at the sale.—SoIck v. 
HAFFNER (Alta.), (1927) 2 D. L. RR. 
1148; [1927] 2 W. W, KR. 1.--CAN. 


h. mee me - Pight of vendor 
to bid at auction.}-—Where the vendor 
of goods sold under a lien note pur- 
chases them himself at 4 public 
auction held after default on the note, 
the position is the same as if there had 
been an abortive sale by auction. — 
Toru v. HILKEVICS, [1918] 1 W. W. RR. 
905; 11 Sask. L. lt. 95.——CAN., 


k. With leave 
of court.}— Where goods sold under 
a conditional sale agrcement have 
been seized thereunder, & an_ order, 
in accordance with Ixtra-Judicial 
Seizures Act, has been made for an 
auction sale of the goods by the sheriff, 
the vendor cannot, at least without 
leave, bid at the sale. The result of 
his bidding & buying without leave is 
to make the sale abortive.—-GRayY- 
CAMPBELL Co. v. MORRISON, [1924] 2 
D. L. R. 487; [1924] 2 W. W. R112; 
20 Alta. L. RK. 328.—CAN. 


























— 
—_ — ee, ners ——— 


l. s 
Under Extra-Judicial Seizures Act, 
1922, a judge making an order for tho 
removal & sale of goods seized under a 
conditional sale agreement has power 
to give the seller the right to bid at the 
sale.—SOICE v. HAFFNER (Alta.), [1927] 


2). L. R. 1148; [1927] 2 W. W. ht. 1. 
—-CAN 


m. af 
The master has jurisdiction to give 
the seller under a conditional sale 
agreement leave to bid at a sale under 
kKxtra-Judicial Seizures Act, 1922.— 
MINNEAPOLIS STEEL & MACHINERY Co. 
v. PAULERROU (Alta.), [1927] 4 D. L. R. 
404; [1927] 3 W. W,. Rh. 145.—CAN, 

n. Right to sue 
for unrealised balance.|— After default 
in payment by the purchuser of a 
machine under an agreement. whereby 
the property was not to pass until 
payment in ful, with a provision that 
on default the whole price should fall 
due, & that the vendors should be at 
liberty to resume possession, nothing 
being said as to resale, the vendors 
seized the machine & resold it, & after 
crediting the proceeds, brought this 
action to recover the balance of the 
original price :—//eld: by the resale 
the original agreement had been put 
an ond to, & pltfs. had no right of 
action.—- SAWYER tv PRINGLE (1891), 
18 A. R. 218.—CAN. 

Oo. —-— .}}-ARNOLD 
», PLAYTER WATEROUS KNGINE WORKS 
Cae CLATM (1892), 22 O. RR. 608,— 


























p. : ~~  -,] —HARRIS 
vu. CUMMINGS (1893), 3 Terr. L. R. 
189.—-CAN. 





q.- —- J—Default 
having been made the vendors re- 
sumed possession & sold the goods, & 
sned the vendee upon promissory notes 
for the price, crediting the proceeds of 
the sale:— Held: the vendor must 
fail because the contract did not 
expressly provide that on a resale 
defts. were to remain liable notwith- 
standing the provision for sale ‘‘ to- 
wards paying the amount remaining 
unpaid.’’°—ABELL-. t. CAMPBELL, 21 
Cc. L. T. 303.—CAN. 

ro a J JONES DV, 
OKADA (1908), 8 W. L. R. 557.—CAN. 
-}—PEEBLES 
eo (1908), 9 W. L. Rt. 616.— 
C 








t. —-- —— ——- — 











a. Where 
possession dad resale after judgment for 
price. |J— DONNELLY, WATSON & BROWN, 
trp. ve. RoBierkrs (1B. GC.) (1912), 22 
W. Ja. R. 379.—CAN. 

aa. ——— 
payment for goods 
GAAR Scorr Co. v. MITCHELL (1912), 
20 W. LR. 6; 1 DD. dl. KR. 2833 1 
W. W. RR. 761; 22 Man. L. lt. 474.— 
CAN. 


Where 
by instalments, |— 

















b. Bo gee. HJ Where 
a vendor under a conditional sale con- 
tract retakes possession of & reselis the 
property, he cannot, sue the purchaser 
for the unrealised balance of tbe price 
unless the agreement so providex.— 
ADVANCK RUMELY THRESHER Co., 
INCORPORATED vt. COTTON, [1919] 2 
W. W. R. 912; 47 DD. L. RK. 5665 12 
Sask. L. ht. 327.—CAN. 

cc. --—--~ ~ -— Commission on 
resale— tra commission oy special 
agreement.|}—Defts. sold: machinery to 
pitfs. on conditional sale agreciment, 
possession to be vendors’ until price 
paid. Default having been made in 
payments, defts. reporsessed & re- 
sold. Under agreement. defts. were to 
get 20 per cent. commission on price 
for which machinery was resold :— 
Held: such seizure as took place here 
comes within Saskatchewun RK. Ordi- 
nance, c. 34, which tixes the rate of 
commission & expressly forbids parties 
having, taking, or receiving larger 
commissions. —ALBERTAN PUBLISHING 
Co. v. Minter & RiIcHARDS (Alta.) 
(1909), 10 W. L. R. 528.---CAN. 

dd. Authority of 
sales. ayent--To authorise removal_ of 
property. |— ROBB ENGINEERING Co., 
LTp. v. RINES (1906), 39 N.S. R. 274.— 
CAN 

ee. -———- 








aScioeies: = eee 


--— When right of 
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purchaser to surplus proceeds arises— 
Receipt by vendor.J}—CANADIAN PORT 
HURON Co. v. FAIRCHILD (1910), 14 
W.L. a. 525; 3 Susk. L. R. 228.—CAN. 
_ ff. ae Whether amount- 
ing to rescission — Sale contrary to 
agreement.) — SAWYER  v. PRINGLE 
CE 20 O. RK. 111: 18 A. RR. 218.— 











gg. 4 
HARRIS SON & Co. v. Dustin (1892), 
1 Terr. L. R. 404.—CAN, 


bh. pees 
FAIRCHILD Co. v. HAMMOND (1903), 
7 Terr. L. R. 20.—CAN., 


: ——- —-——, }—In 
the case of a conditional sale which 
reserves the property in the goods sold 
to the vendors, a resale by the vendors 
operates as a rescission of the contract, 
unless such resale was provided for 
in the agreement.—AMERICAN-ABELL 
KINGINE & THRESHER Co. v, WEIDEN- 
WILT (1911), 19 W. L. R. 730: 1 
W.W. It. 3215 4 Sask. L. 1. 388.—CAN, 

Nl. oe 
SAWYER-MAsSSEY Co. +. Dag@ (1911), 
Ne L. Kk. 612; 4 Sask. L. R. 228,.— 


nm. -—-— —— . 
GRAY-CAMPBELL Co. v. MORRISON, 
(1924) 2 D. Le Re. 4873 (1924) 2 
W. W. i. 132; 20 Alta. L. R. 328.— 
CAN. 


nn. —— —-—— Where goods attached 
to premises.) —Josern HALL MANU- 
FACTURING CO. v. HAZLITT (1885), 11 
A. Rh. 7419.--CAN, 
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00. --— —-~- ----.J]-—-If a pur- 
chaser of uw chattel annexes it to land 
in such a manner that it would ordi- 
narily become a part of the realty, it 
cannot be deemed to remain a chattel 
because of an agreement between the 
purchaser & the vendor that, until paid 
for, the property in it should remain in 
the vendor, & that, in case of default 
of payment, the vendor might detach it 
& tuke it away. Such an agreement 
merely confers a lhceense to enter on 
the land & sever what is no longer a 
chatte] so as to make it aguin wu chattel 
& to remove it, & a purchaser of tho 
realty without notice of the agreement 
is not bound by it, nor can the vendor 
of the chattel recover possession of it, or 
dumages for its conversion from him, 
—ANDREWS t. Brown (1909), 19 Man. 
L. lt. 4.—CAN., 








pp. = -—,]-~—Theretention 
of title by agreement till payment 
is immade for goods sold & attached to 
the premises of the purchaser. even 
where the agreement contains & lease 
of the goods with a right to the lessee 
to purchase, is in no way inconsistent 
with the statutory lien given by 
Mechanie’s Lien Act (Man.) on the 


lund. The retention of title is in the 
nature of a specific lien upon the 
identical goods furnished: it is not 


inconsistent with the Hien given by the 
statute upon the premises upon which 
the goods are placed or erected. The 
incorporating in the agreement of the 
provisions as to leasing the goods, 
does not in substance make the agree- 
ment other than one for sale, & the 
provision that it shall be regarded as a 
Jease is for the purine of giving the 
vendor an additional remedy he is not 
bound tu exercise. ‘The other remedies 
at law on the covenant, or under the 
Act remain open to the vendor.— 
Unirkep STATES CONSTRUCTrION Co, v. 
Rat PORTAGE LUMBER Co. (1915), 33 
W.L. R. 101: 9 W. W. RR. 6575 25. 
D.L. R. 162; 29 Man. L. R. 793.—CAN. 

aq. —-—- --— —— Attachment con- 
ditional on goods becoming property 
of landlord.) --Grill & kitchen fixtures 
were supphed & installed by their 
owners in an hotel, under a conditional 
sale agreement with the lessee of the 
hotel whereby they were to remain the 
property of the owner until they were 
paid fur. The agreement was not 
filed under Sale of Goods Act. The 
landlord allowed the lessee to attach 
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the said fixtures to the premises upon 
the understanding that the articles 
were to remain attached to the free- 
hold & become the landlord’s property : 
—Held: in an action by the vendors 
for the recovery of the articles, they had 
no title to them as against the landlord. 
—Haywakp & Dops v. LIM BANG 
(1914), 19 B. C. R. 381.—CAN. 

Agreement by 
purchaser with landlord not to remove 
goods.}—Haywakp & Dopps_ vw. 
one (1914), 27 W. L. R. 922.— 








t.-—— 








a. Goods built into ship 
by purchaser. }— HOOVER-OWENS RENT- 
SCHLER Co. v. GULF NAVIGATION Co. 
Inc., [1924] 3 D. L. R. 1003; 54 
O. L. KR. 483.—CAN. 


b. Sale covering present 
ad: future orders—Whether lien ertended 
to future orders.|—Re CANADIAN CAMERA 
& OPTICAL Co., WILLIAMS (A. R.) Co.’s 
CLAIM (1901), 22 C. L. TT. Oce. N. 677; 
20. L. R. 677.—CAN. 


Cc. ———- —— Leight to sue for in- 
stalments.)—- TRAVIS v. Wavy (1901), 
33 N. 8. It. 551.—CAN, 








= ve ewes ‘proviso 
for retention of partial payments as 
liquidated damages on default.)}—Under 
a conditional sale contract which con- 
tains in addition to the reservation of 
property in the goods until paid for, a 
stipulation that in case of default the 
sellers may retain all partial payments 
as liquidated damages, & may also 
retake possession, the sellers may avail 
themselves of their common law right 
of suing for the instalments as they 
become due or prove against the 
purchasing co. in liquidation pro- 
cecdings, & still retain the property 
in the goods.—CANADIAN WESTING- 
HOUSE UV. MURRAY SHUE Co. (1914), 1 
O. L. R. 11; 20 D. L. R. 672: 
W.N. 5.—CAN 


e ou. 


» 
e 


en 





_ & Iexiension of time sub- 
ject to payment of part of profits to 
vendor— ight of vendor to sue third 
parties for profits.}\-SAwWYER-MASSEY 
Co. v. STAHL (1914), 29 W. L. R. 274; 
20 D. L. Lt. 88.—CAN. 


f. Liffect ‘of taking chattel 
mortgage as collateral securuy—Opera- 
tion as acknowledgment of titic of 
vendor.}—Taking from one of two 
conditional purchasers, to whom the 
interest of his co-purchaser has been 
transferred, a chattel mtge. on the 
chattels conditionally suld, docs not 
operate as an acknowledgment of title 
in the mtgor. or terminate the title of 
the conditional vendor or put an ond 
to the liability of the conditional 
purchasers on the lien notes. - CAMP- 


BELL ¥. HELMKA (1914), § LL 
297.—CAN. pin pepe te 








= _ ooo Whether right 
of action on lien nole nostponed.}--- 
aking from one of two conditional 
purchasers, as collateral sccurity for a 
claim covered by lien notes, a mtge. 
maturing at a date later than the date 
of maturity of the notes does not 
postpone or suspend the right of action 
on the notes.— CAMPBELL v. LIELMKA 
(1914), 28 W. L. R. 297.—CAN. 


_h. Lo mortgage intercst 
in goods.)---Both the seller & buyer, 
on a conditional sale of goods, have 
such an interest therein ag may be 
ha Ee NTT 

-u. KR. 150; 23 D. L. R. 636; 2 
B.C. It. 584.—CAN. ; 


k. ——- == To claim. under 
mechanic's lien.}—Where the claimants 
of a lien upon land for materials 
supplied for the erection of a building 
under Mechanics & Wage-Earners Lien 
Act, 1914 insist upon the terms of a 
conditional sale contract whereby they 
have a lien upon the materials until 
payment. they cannot rank as lien- 

olders & compete with others who have 
no right as against the materials.— 


Few w an Cte 2 ee 
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; Defective sale— Priority 
against landlord distraining for rent.) 
—The fact that a conditional sale 

ment does not comply with 
Conditional Sales Ordinance does not 
disentitle the vendor from setting up a 
claim to the goods comprised in such 
agreement as against a landlord dis- 
training for rent.—HRe OsBORNE & 
Hupson’s Bay Co. (1915), 8 W. W. R. 
821.—CAN. 








m. Acceptance of sur- 
render & extension of time on same day— 
Whether surrender absolute.|}—A farm 
implement co. accepted an absolute 
written surrender of its debtor’s 
interest in farm machinery formerly 
sold by the co. to him under lien notes 
& chattel mtge., & on the same date 
also accepted another document ein- 
bodying an arrangement for extending 
the period of payment of the debtor’s 
notes in resp ofthe machinery. The 
extension arrangement lapsed & the co. 
acting as an absolute owner removed 
the machinery without process of law: 
— Held : the surrender was absolute & 
not a mere sccurity.—Cox v. J. I. 
Cask THRESHING MACHINE Co. (Alta.), 
{1922) 3 W. W. RR. 712; 70 D. L. Rh. 
506.—CAN. 


n. -—— Power to recover on 
lien note when deemed insecure —— Neces- 
sity for proof of insecurity.|—Where a 
lien note gives the vendor the right, if 
he deems the note or any renewal to 
be insecure, to declare the note or any 
renewal duc & payable at any time, he 
must show, in an action brought to 
recover the amount of the note—that 
the notes were deemed insecure at the 
time they were declared insecure.— 
Harris v. MARK (1915), 32 W. L. RR. 
563; 8 Sask. L. lt. 90.—CAN. 


oO. Extension of lien to 
cover expenses of repair of goods— 
Where purchaser liable for repairs.J— 
Re BROWNING PrEss, {1923} 1 D. L. R. 
407; 3C. B.R.425; affd., 24 O.W.N 
106; 4C. B. RR. 177.—CAN. 


p. —— Goods delivered by 
vendor to sub-purchaser by agreement— 
Right of vendor to recover govds on 
default of purchaser.}-——INTERNATIONAL 
HARVESTER Co. OF CANADA, LTD. ¥v. 
SVEICER (Sask.), [1927] 3 DD. L. RR. 
1140; {1927] 3 W. W. Rh. 77.--CAN. 


_q. tights of purchaser—Autho- 
rity to sell goods— Where goods bought 
Jor resale---Purpose known to. seller.) 
—When a person makes a_con- 
ditional sule of a team of horses, & 
delivers them to one whom he knows 
to be a dealer in horses & to be buying 
them for the purpose of reselling them 
ata profit, although be takes an agree- 
ment in the form usually called a Hen 
note on the horses to secure the price, 
he thereby clothes the purchaser with 
implied authority to sell the horses & 
to transfer a good title, free from the 
lien, to a be Jide purer who has 
no notice or knowledge of the existence 
of the lien.--BRE?T v. FOORSEN (1907), 
HRs I. R. 133; 17 Man. L. R. 241.— 

















sold a motor cur to M. & H., a firm of 
dealers in motor cars, under a con- 
ditional sale agreement, Tho vendors 
assigned the benefit of the agreement 
to the defts.; the agreement was duly 
registered in accordance with Con- 
ditional Sales Act, 1914, & its regu- 
larity was not questioned :—Held: 
although M. & H. were dealers in cars, 
this car was not sold to them “ for the 
P ose of resale in the course of 

ess,”’ & upon a resale by them, 
even to an innocent purchaser, the 
property in & ownership of the goods 
did not pass.—-DULMAGE v. BANKERS 
FINANCIAL CoRPN., [1923] 1 D. L. R. 
1185; 51 0. L. RR. 433.-—CAN. 


aa. —— —— ——.]-— INTER: 
NATIONAL BUSINESS MACHINES Co. v. 
GUELPH BOARD OF EDUCATION, [1927] 
4D. L. R. 632; 61 O. L. R. 85.—CAN. 


bb. —— —— Zo mortgage interest 





in goods.}—Both the seller & buyer, 
on a conditional sale of goods, have 
such an interest therein as may be 
mortgaged.—SHARP v. INGLIS (1915), 
32 W.L. R. 150: 23 D. L. R. 636; 21 
B. C. R. 584.—CAN. 


oc. To authorise repairs 
_ subject goods to lien therefor.}— 
COMMERCIAL FINANCE CORPN., LTD. 
v. STRATFORD (1920), 47 O. L. R. 392 ; 
18 O. W. N. 156.—CAN. 


di. ——— Where express 
agreement to maintain goods free from 
charges.)—-ALLIANCE FINANCE 
STANDARD Morors, LTD. v. SIMONS 
GaRAGE & GoopcHaP (1925), 36 
B. C. Rt. 117.—CAN. 


38. —— To surplus proceeds 
on resale by seller.)--On the buyer’s 
default under a conditional sale agree- 
ment the seller repossessed & resold 
the chattel, realising a sum in excess of 
the unpaid instalments :—Jleld: 
view of the terms of the eement & 
the wording of its clauses the relation- 
ship of the parties did not differ 
essentially from that of mtgor. & 
mtgee., with an obligation for payment 
by the former, & therefore the surplus 
roceeds of the resale belonged to the 
uyer.—C. C. Morok SaLxEs, LYp. v. 
CHAN (B. C.), [1926] 3 D. L. R. 712; 
(1926) S. C. Rt. 485.—CAN. 
ff. Right to redeem after 
possession retaken by vendor.j)—-Con- 
ditional Sales Act, 1914, s. 8, has 
altered the rights of the vendor & 
purchaser as those rights existed before 
the statute; the vendor may no 
longer, if default is made, put an end 
to the purchaser’s rights by. taking 
possession, but the purchaser is given 
the right, for twenty days after 
possession is taken, to redeem: the 
effect is to postpone the right to exer- 
cise the power of sale until the expira- 
tion of twonty days from the time 
ossession is retaken.—STockK 2. 
EYERS & CooK (1920), 46 O. L. Kt. 
420; 51D. L. RR. 328; 17 O. W.N. 
297.—CAN. 


gg. ——--~—-—-- Right to relief after 
time expired.|-—Re STANLEY & BUNT- 
ING (Ont.), (1924) 3D. L. R. 599; 5 
C. B. R. 18.—CAN. 

hh. Remedy for wrongful 
resale by vendor-——-Measure of damages 
— Difference between true vale & amount 
realised.}—-BOUCHER wv. LUNN (1911), 
18 W. L. KR. 694.—CAN. 

kk. Rights of third parties — 
Assignee of vendor—light to possession 
on surrender by purchaser to vendor. |— 
'TUDHOPE-ANDERSON Co. v. KERR 
(1913), 25 W. L. R. 3382; 5 W. WwW. 2. 
1352.—CAN. 

HW. —-—-- -—-— Warehouseman— Lien 
for storage charges as against vendor.|\-— 
Pitf. sold to R. a quantity of furniture 
under a lien & hire agreemcnt, in the 
usual form, duly registered, by which 
the property in the furniture was 
retained by pltfs. It., before making 
all her payments, stored the furniture 
with deft., a warehouseman, without 
the consent or knowledge of pltf. 
After the furniture had remained with 
deft. for some months, pltf. demanded 
it under the agreement, but deft. 
refused to deliver it up until his ware- 
house charges had been paid, & pltf. 
brought this action for damages for 
the wrongful detention & conversion of 
the goods :—Held: deft. was not 
entitled to retain the goods until his 
warehouse charges were paid.—SMITH 
v. CAMPBELL (B. C.) (1911), 17 W. L. R. 
493.—CAN. 






































mm. Assignee of purchaser 
—For valuable consideration without 
notice—A ssignment after sale & before 
lien note given. ]—PItfs., claiming under 
a lien note made by the persons 
from whom deft. S. bought the goods, 
sued for possession of certain cattle 
& other goods or to recover their value 
& damages for their detention :—Held : 
upon the evidence, the lien note was 
not given until the year after the sale 
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by pltfs., to deft. S.’s vendors, & it was 
invalid as against deft. S., who had no 


705.—CAN. 


consideration with notice—Goodsa re- 
moved to another district without registra- 
tion.}—Deft. while pasturing D.’s 
horse removed it, on at least implie 
instructions from D., &, along with 
other horses he was Mag ued to 
grazing lands he owned in another 
registration district. Before the re- 
moval pltf. had informed deft. that 
he held a lien note on the horse. 
Subsequent to the removal deft., to 
whom D. was indebted for pasturing, 
purchased the horse from D., paying 
the balance of the price in oats :— 
Held: deft. was a purchaser “ in good 
faith for valuable consideration,” & 
owned the horse free from pltf.’s claim 
under the lien note which had not 
been registered, as pod uted by statute, 
in the registration district to which 
the horse was removed.—BARKRBOUR v. 
Moore, [1921] 3 W. W. R. 576.—CAN. 

n. : Assignment for 
benefit of creditors.}—A conditional sale 
effective between the parties is also 
effective as against the assignee for the 
benefit of the croditors of the buyer & 
against a receiver who by the order 
appointing him is given the same rights 
as he would have had if he had been an 
assignee for the benefit of creditors.— 
CANADIAN JKQUIPMENT & SUPPLY CO. 
v. CUSHING (Alta.), [1917] 3 W. W. Rh. 
618.—CAN. 











ome-~__~-- 





Vendor of mineral claims 
with lien on goods on claims sold.) 
SULLIVAN MACIIINERY Co. v. BANK OF 
MONTREAL (B. C.), [1918] 3 W. W. BR. 
16.—CAN. 











p. To lien for repairs-— 
Goods deposited for repairs by vendor 
after retaking possessiun—Sale under 
lien before expiration of purchaser’s 
right of redemption.)]) —~ WHiTNniy- 
MORTON Co., LTD. v. Suorr (B. C.), 





{1922]) 2 W. W. RR. 1014; 67D. L. RB. 
573.—CAN. 

q. -~-—— Reight of vendor of 
land reacquiring by surrender land to 


which goods conditionally sold attached.) 
—-If a vendor under an agreement of 
sale of land reacquires, by surrender, 
the purchaser’s interest in the land, & 
obtains, for a consideration, lininediate 
possession, & during the purchascr’s 
possession the latter bought, under 
conditional sale ement not com- 
lying with Conditional Sales Act 
Alta.), articles, such as stable fittings, 
which were affixed to the realty, the 
land vendor, on reacquiring the interest 
& possession as aforesaid, is not a 
‘* purchaser from the buyer or bailee 
of such goods in good faith for valuablo 
consideration,”’ so as to entitle him to 
the articles.—KNI@nT SuGAR Co., LTD. 
® BEATTY BROTHERS, LTD. (Alta.), 
(1923) 4 D. L. KR. 743; [1923] 3 
W. W. R. 1120.-- CAN. 


Yr. -j——Where an agree- 
ment for the sale of land provides 
that all buildings now on or te be 
erected on the land shall become part 
of the freehold & shall not be removed 
without the consent of the vendor, & 
the purchaser buys a building under 
a conditional sale agreement reserving 
the ownership to the seller, & after- 
wards releases by quit claim, to the 
vendor of the land all his interest. in 
the land & its appurtenances, the 
vendor of the land is not by virtue of 
such agreement for sale & quit claim a 
purchaser for value within the meaning 
of Conditional Sales Act, 1920, 5. 2, 
& is, therefore, not entitled to the 
building as ainst the seller thereof 
because of the lack of registration of the 
lien agreement.—HELMER v. GRAIN, 
(1925) 2 W. W. R. 509; 19 Sask. L. R. 
541.—CAN. 


t. Rescission— By new 
ment—Repair & 














agree - 
return of damaged 


goods uith delivery of further | pee 
RoBB ENGINEERING Co., TD. wv. 
RINES (1906), 39 N. 8S. R. 274.—CAN. 

a. -——— Breach of condition by 
vend or—Failure to credit to account of 
purchaser profits from hire of goods. |— 
A conditional sale of a_ threshing 
separator was held to be rescinded, b 
reason of the vendors’ conduct in deal- 
ing with the machine & renting it to 
a third person, although the moneys 
paid for its use were to be applied on the 
purchascr’s indebtedness.—STUBLEY v. 
AULTMAN-TAYLOR MACHINERY Co. 
(Alta.), [1923] 2 W. W. R. 897.—CAN. 

b. Combined sale of land 
& goods—ZJtescission of sale of land by 

uw claim rescinding sale of COE 
1 ] 











COTT v. IRVING (Sask.), 
D. L. R. 35.—CAN. 


C. Breach of warranty—Right 
of purchaser to set up against seller— 
Whether paswtng of property essential. }—~ 
FRYE v. MILLIGAN (1885), 10 O. R. 509. 
—CAN. 

d. ——. ]—Tom- 
LINSON v. MORRIS (1886), 12 O. li. 311. 
e. e / 4 
LAND v. HAMILTON (1893), 9 Man. 

L. R. 143.—CAN. 

emer: In reduction of 
price.J—In an action between vendor & 
purchaser for the price of a machine 
sold under a conditional sale, deft. may 
show that the machine was not as 
warranted & so reduce the claiin by the 
difference between the value of the 
machine as warranted & its actual 
value.---CULL v. ROBERIS (1894), 28 
O. R. 591.—CAN. 
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g. —-—.J— Dan- 
ages for breach of warranty may be 
set up in diminution or extinction of 
the purchase-price of goods sold under 
a lien note.—WESTWOOD v. MCMILLAN 
(Sask.), [1920] 2 W. W. R. 857; 53 
PD. L. KR. 317.—CAN. 








3 Right of  sub-pur- 
chaser against vendor—Where sale by 
purchaser urith consent of vendor,.\— 
Goods sold under a conditional sale 
agreement were sold by the conditional 
purchaser to defts. at a price larger 
than the amount due to the conditional 
vendor. The conditional vendor as- 
sented to the sale, & defts. agreed to 
pay to it the amount of its claim. 

udgment was given in the conditional 
vendor’s favour for this amount, & it 
was held that it was not concerned 
with the coutention of defts. that the 
conditional purchaser had given to 
them a guarantee us to the condition 
of the goods & that _ this guarantce 
had been broken.—J.I. Cask THriEsi- 
ING MACHINE Co. v. WRENSHALL (1915), 
30 W. L. kR. 521.—-CAN. 

k. Ertension of time for pay- 
ment—Authority of agent to grant.}— 
SAWYER-MASSRY Co. vw. Daca (1911), 
18 W. L. It. 612; 4 Sask. L. KR. 228.-- 
CAN. 

1. Validity—FfFictuious sale & 
resale without delivery.|—TAKGAR v. 
Rower (1908), 1 Sask. 1. It. 466, 9 
W.L. R. 129; affd. (1909), 10 W.L. lh. 
674; 2 Sask. L. lt. 109.--CAN. 

aa. —— ——— Lien note in blank 
—Unintentional omission.]—- BELL vt. 
ScuHuLrz (1912), 21 W. L. KR. 408; 
40, LL. R. 400; 2 W. W. ht. 491.—-CAN. 

bb. —— —-—— Non-compliance urth 
Act—Onua of proof.) Deft. must. 
affirmatively plead & prove any failure 
to comply with the Act respecting Lien 
Notes & Conditional Sales of Goods, 
upon which he intends to rely.— 
MounT v. HOLuLANv (Sask.), [1917] 
1 W. W. I. 1188.—CAN. 


cc. Whether property passes.) 
—M. received from pltfs. certain 
articles of furniture, under the following 
written memorandum, signed by her, 
“ Received from Messrs. W. F. & Son 
the following articles of furniture, for 
which I am to pay two hundred & 
twenty dollars & twenty-five cents or 
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more, in monthly payments of twenty 
dollars each month from date. The 
said furniture to remain the Deeper 
of W. F. & Son, till paid for in full, 

in the event of non-payment monthly 
the said W. F. & Son can take the 
furniture back ’”’:—Held: possession 
delivered on condition till payment 
should be made does not pass the 
property, & the part payment made 
will be forfeited, if the agreement be 
not fulfilled.—IFRaAsER v. WALLACE 
eee) 2R.&C. 337; 28.C. R. 522.— 


dd. Suret for payment — 
Jtelease by surr by purchaser to 
vendor of part of goods—Where full 
value credited to purchaser.J—Where 
&® purchaser under a lien note, of 
cer chattels by ment with the 
vendor, surrendere sone of the 
chattels to him & received a credit 
upon the amount of the note & it was 
not shown that the chattels returned 
would under any other conditions or 
circumstances of sale have realised a 
ereatcr price, or that if the lien note 
had been turned over to him & he had 
proporac’ under it, the chattels would 

ave brought more, the surety who 
signed the note was not released.-— 
TOOVEY v. BROocK & BRocK (1916), 34 
W. iL. Lt. 973.—CAN. 

ee. incidence of risk—-Ayreement 
by buyer to insure for seller.|—Where 
&® lien note provides that the owner- 
ship of the goods is to remain in the 
seller until the note is paid, but that 
the risk usually incident to ownership 
is tu be in the buyer as long as the 
seller has the ownership, & the goods 
for which the note was given are 
seized by the seller for default in pay- 
ment of the note &, while under 
seizure & in possession of the seller 
pending resale, are destroyed without 
fault. of the seller, the buyer is Hable 
for the amount of the purchase-price 
remaining unpaid. Under a_condi- 
tional sule agreement the fact that the 
buyer agreed to insure the goods for an 
amount sufficient to proerey the interest 
of the seller therein is relevant to show 
that it was intended that the buyer 
should take the risk.— HOLM v. MORGAN, 
f1921) 3 W. W. Rk. 671; 63 D. L. R. 
383; 15 Sask. L. R. 83.—CAN. 


ff. Exclusion by oral agree- 
ment amounting to absolute sale }—-An 
action on lien notes given for the 
purchase-price of farm  inachinery 
dismissed, on the grounds that the 
oral bargain between the parties was 
wholly different from that expressed 
in the notes, in the fact that it, the 
oral bargein, was an out-and-out sale, 
& the lien notes were not read to the 
purchaser, who was illiterate.—GILLE- 
SPIE v. TILLIE (Man.), [1922] 2 W. W. QR. 














300; 66 D. L. Rt. 779.—CAN. 
EE. Sale to which Farm 
Implement Act applies.}—Where a 


couditional sale is one to which the 
Farm Se pene ae Act, 1920, applies 
the provisions of said Act must be read 
together & ha Vonaare with those of 
Conditional Sales Act, 1920, as one 
body of law. In the case of such a 
sule, karm linplement Act, s. 22, does 
pot 1rmplHedly override the provisions 
of Conditional Sales Act with respect 
to the rights of the scller under a Hien 
note.-—-INTERNATION AL HARVESTER Co, 
Or CANADA, LTD. v. POSTNECOFF (Sask.) 
[1925] 2 W. W. R. 769.—CAN. 

bh. .]— Farm Implement 
Act, 1920, states exclusively the rights 
& liabilities of vendors & vendees under 
contracts & lien notes. The only right 
to a lien for unpaid purchase-money is 
that given by the Act, & the onl 
rights & liabilities attached to or inci- 
dental to the lien are those which are 
created by the Act. The whole object 
of the Act is tu define clearly & ex- 
clusively the whole agreement between 
the parties, & any attempt to enlarge 
the liabilities of the purchaser is of no 
effect. The statutory contract is the 
entire contract between the parties, & 


——ee 
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any lien notes taken by the vendor 
must not v. the terms of the contract 
in that regard.—CHURSENOF¥ v. BAILEY 
Hogs eae D. L. R. 1105; 

: eRe a : ; 
L. R. 234.—CAN, Nene Serer 





b. ——— Assignment of lien 
note—Whether property in goods trans- 
ferred..|—In Manitoba an assignment 
by a vendor of a lien note or lien agree- 
ment under Farm Implement Act, 1919, 
does not, in the absence of express 
terms, transfer the vendor's right of 
property in the chattels therein com- 
prised. It merely transfers the debt 
or chose in action. The combined 
effect of the lien agreement & Farm 
Implement Act, ss. 18 & 19, does not 
alter the result.—K1LGour v. WHITE 
(Man.), [1923] 3 W. W. R. 229.—-CAN. 


c. Under Farm Implement <Acts— 
Formation of contract—Must be in 
writing—In appropriate form.)]—W here 
the sale of farm machinery falls under 
Farm Implement Act, 1920, & is not 
evidenced by a contract in writing in 
appropriate form provided by the Act, 
the transaction is void.—DOoORSON 1. 
BARR & BRINKWORTH (Sask.), [1923] 
4D. L. R. 562;' (1923) 2 W. W. RR. 
260.—CAN. 














; .]—-A contract 
for the sale of a second-hand farm 
implement which is not in writing in 
the Form C. as required by Farm 
Implement Act, 1920, s. 14, is invalid, 
whether or not the implement be a 
large or small implement within the 
Act.— OGDEN v. GARRETT (Sask.), [19241 
4 oa R. 599; [1924] 3 W.W. RR. 314. 


__ & -}— SUMNER 1¥, 
SQUIRES, [1924] 4 D. L. Rk. 1309; 17 
Sask. L. R. 98; [1923] 2 W. WR. 
243 5 Cary vege AD as 1D. L. R. 1°52; 
11922) 3 W. W. RR. 1174.—CAN., 

f. Description of goods 
—Necessity for setling out horse power 
of engine.}—HAPrPpy FARMER Co., LTYp. 
Pe naa [1921] 3 W. W. RR. 259.— 














g. Duty of vendor to 
sale copy of contract to Heed peice ae 





DGINGTON vt JONES ‘TRACTOR & 
IMPLEMENT Co., Lrvp., [1921] 2 
W. W. i. 733.--CAN. 

h, ——~- -}—ELLARD  v. 


WATERLOO MANUFACTURING Co., [1926] 
3D. L. R. 207; [1926] 2 W. W. RR. 294; 
20 Sask. L. R. 601.—CAN. 


k. Contract must be 
read d: explained to purchaser unable to 
read English.}—Where a purchaser of a 
large farm implement dves not read 
English, Farm Implement Act, 1920, 
$s. 18, Is not complied with unless the 
whole contract is read over & explained 
to him in his own language, even though 
he understands some English &, after 
the whole contract has been read to 
him in English, those portions of it 
which he says he does not understand 
in English are read over & explained to 
him in his language, & he says he under- 
stands it all. Where said sect. has not. 
been complied with the contract of 
sale is invalid.—ADVANCE IUMELY 
THRESHER Co. v. YorGA, [1925] 4 
O. LL. kk. 5; 20 Sask. L. R.; [1925] 3 
W. W. R. 150; affd., [1926] S.C. Rh. 
397.—-CAN. 


1. ——- —— Exclusion of verbal agrce- 
ment by express stipulation in written 
contract.}— An alleged verbal agreement 
on the sale of an engine was not given 
effect to in view of the clause in the 
written contract of sale against any 
verbal agreement. — SERVICE v. AD- 
VANCE RUMELY THRESHER CO., IN- 
CORPORATED (Sask.), [1919] 2 W. W. R. 
646.-—CAN. 











m, T'o what contracts applicable 
—— Order for chattels containing lien.} 
—An order for chattels containing a 
lien entered into before the passing of 
the Farm Implement Act (Sask.), is 
not subject to sects. 16 or 17 of that 
Act.—Mountr v. HOuLANp (Sask.), 
[1917] 1 W. W. BR. 1188,.—CAN. 


SALE OF GOODS. 


n, ——- —— Isolated sale of farm 
implement.}—Farim Implement Act, 
1915, applies only to dealers in imple- 
ments & not to a person who makes an 
isolated sale of a farin implement.— 


ROBINSON ¥v. BURGESON, [1918] 2 
W. W. R. 879.—CAN. 
oO .J—J. I. Cask 











THRESHING MACHINE Co., & OSTER 0, 
WELSII, [1918] 3 W. W. R. 57.—CAN, 

p. .)— Farin Im- 
plemnent Act, 1917, docs not apply to 
an isolated sale of an agricultural 
implement by the owner thereof, even 
though such seller is an ‘* implement 











agent.’’-—-BoyYcE v. JOLLY, [1921] 1 
W. W. RK. 81; 55.D. L. R. 7143 14 
Sask. L. R. 16.—CAN. 








q. Sale of all imple- 
ments—A pplication to sale of second- 
hand large implement.J—¥Farm Imple- 
ment Act, 1917, applies to the sale of 
all *‘ implements ’’ as defined by the 
Act, & therefore where a contract of 
sale of a second-hand ‘ large imple- 
ment ’? is not in the form which the 
Act, preciites it is invalid, even 
though the vendor be not a dealer in 
implements. The distinction between 
dealers & persons making isolated sales 
is of importance only in respect to 
those sects. 5, 7, & 8, which require 
dealers to file with the Minister lists 
of their goods & statements of the 
selling price.—AITKEN v0. CURRIE, 
[1921] 2 W. W. R. 973; 14 Sask. L. i. 
397.---CAN. 








r. ~ ~=— Sale of second-hand 
small implement on eredit.}—On the 
sale on credit of a second-hand farm 
implement, if the contract is not in the 
form required by Farm lmplement 
Act, 8s. 14, no action can be brought 
thereon, even though the implement 
is a “* small implement ’? within the 
Act.—STEWART v. 'TOALFSON, [1921] 
3OW. W. KR. 154.—-CAN. 

t. Sale  . salesman of 
implement firm of ovum implements. j-— 
A person employed on salary by a farm 
implement co. as a travelling salesinan 
& collector is not a ** dealer”? within 
Farm Implement Act, 1920, & there- 
fore a sale by hin of his own imple- 
ments used by him in farming is not 
one to which the said Act applies.-— 
HARMON vt. RUSSELL, [1927] 3 D. L. RR. 
626; [1927] 2 W. W. RR. 505; 21 Sask. 
L. Rt. 686.—CAN. 

a. Warranties essential — to 
validity of contract- Sale of large 
implement— Warranty that machine ts 
“well made & of good materials.” |— 
Under Farm Implement Act, 1915 
(Sask.), there must be inserted in a 
contract: for sale of a ‘ large imple- 
ment’? the clause that ‘“‘ the vendor 
warrants that the said machinery is 
well made & of good materials,’’ with- 
out which clause the contract = is 
invalid.-— Frost ve. COMPAGNIE DES 
ree (Sask.), [1919] 2 W. W. R. 457. 
case A e 








aa. ---—— Machinery warranted 
designed to work for which it is intended. } 
— KOSTIUK v. BALL (1921), 59 D. L. KR. 
72.--CAN. 


bb. Duty of seller 
to incorporate current improvements. | 
It was within the intention of the legis- 
lature in imposing upon the implement 
cos. & warranty that imuchinery is so 
designed as to do satisfactory work, 
to impose upon them the obligation 
of keeping up to date in adapting, with 
reasonable promptness, improvements 
which have become cone recog- 
nised as such, & to the end that they 
are not to be permitted to go on selling 
their old stock of implements when 
it has become generally recognised that 
much more satisfactory implements 
adapted for the same purpose are on the 
inarket. Said statutory warranty goes 
far beyond the warranties implied by 
virtue of Sale of Goods Ordinance that 
the goods are merchantable & suitable 
for the purpose intended.— JOHN DEERE 
PLow Co. v. PALMER, (1923) 1D. L. R. 


132; 18 Alta. L. R. 471; [1922] 3 


W. W. RR. 883.—CAN, 


step Breach of warranty— Failure 

of purchaser to notify or remedy defect 
—Limitation of damages.|—A tractor 
in working lost compression because 
the pistons were too small for the 
cylinders & therefore it lacked the 
ower which it otherwise would have 
ad :—-Held ; this was a breach of the 
statutory warranty on sale contained 
in Farm Machinery Act, 5. 5; but 
because the purchaser, although com- 
plaining to the vendors of lack of 
power, failed to notify them of the 
defect which caused the trouble, al- 
though he knew of it & could have 
remedied it at small expense, his duty 
being to remedy it even if the vendors 
had been notified of it & had disre- 
garded it, his right to damages was 
limited to the cost of remedying it & 
incidental loss & expenses whilst this 
was being done.—NORTON v. SMITH, 
[1920] 2 W. W. QR. 121.—CAN. 

dd. Right to reject goods— 
Whether right lost by retention d& user 
—User pending efforts of seller to put 
goods in proper condition. |}— Purchasers 
were held entitled to rescission, where 








an engine sold was not such as was 
contracted to be sold, inasmuch as it 
did not, on being properly opérated, 
develop the horse power set out in the 
description of the engine in the con- 
tract. The use of the engine by the 
purchasers was held not to amount 
to ab acceptance, in view of repeated 
requests on their part to the vendors 
to make it work properly, the vendors 
having made two unsuccessful efforts 
to do §0.— DAVENPORT v. MINNEAPOLIS 
THRESHING MACHINE Co., [1920] 3 
W. W. R. 153.—CAN. 

ee. ~—— Tight of unpaid seller— Re- 
tuking possession~~ Duty of seller to 
have large implement appraised. )— 
The provision in Farm Implement Act 
(Sask.), 1920, s. 17 as amended by 
R.S.S. 1920, c. 128, 5. 24, that a vendor 
on repossessing a large implement must 
have the same appraised by arbitrators 
is not retrospective & is not applicable 
to a contract for the sale of a large 
implement made prior to the date of 
the Act.—J. I. Cask THRESHING 
MACHINE Co. v. WHITNEY (Sask.), 
11922] 3 W. W. hl. 643; 70D. L. 1. 

AN. 


if. - -—- Rights d> remedies on 
invalid contract—Light of vendor to 
return of goods.j--An agreement for 
the sale of machinery which does not 
comply with Farm Implement Act is 
invalid & will not support an action ; 
it is, however, not illegal & the vendor 
has an equitable right to the return of 
the property parted with or compensa- 
tion for the same.—WuHITE & SONS Co., 
LTD. v. JASHANSKY, [1917] 2 W. W. Wt. 
173; 34 D. L. R. 271; 10 Sask. L. h. 
81.—CAN. 











ge. ~——.J]— FROST v. 
COMPAGNIE Dis JARDIN (Sask.), [1919] 
2 W. W. R. 457.—CAN. 

hh. ——- —-——./— TAYLOR v. 
JONES (Sask.), [1919] 2 W. W. R. 789. 
- -CAN. 





kk. —--- — —,}]— DAVENPORT 
” MINNEAPOLIS THRESHING MACHINE 
Co., [1920] 3 W. W. lt. 153.—CAN. 

ll. ——--,] — HKDGINGTON 
vo. JONES TRACTOR & IMPLEMENT Co., 
Lrp., [1921] 2 W. W. R. 733.—CAN. 


mm. —~— With com- 
pensation for depreciation not due to 
ordinary use.J}—A purchaser of farm 
machinery, sold to him by an imple- 
ment dealer without a contract in 
writing, where that is required in the 
form prescribed by Farm Implement 
Act, 1920, on being sued for the price, 
may successfully set up as a defence 
the absence of such a contract, & may 
recover what he has paid on account 
of the purchase with interest. The 
cts., however, will not allow either 
party to enrich himself at the expense 
of the other party, but will order a 
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return to the vendor of the machinery, 
compensation for its use, & compen- 
sation for any depreciation not due 
to ordinary use, on the other hand. 
The return of the machinery will not 
be ordered to be made conditional on 
the return of the purchase money & 
notes.—SUMNER v. SQUIRES, [1924] 
4D. L. R. 1309; 17 Sask. L. R. 98; 
11923) 2 W. W. R. 243; varying, [1923] 


1D. L. R. 1192; [1922] 3 W. W. RB. 
1174.—CAN. 


. ee - - ————. ] — Where 
a contract of sale of farm machinery 
under Farm Implement Act, 1920, 
made after Mar. 31, 1920, is invalid by 
reason of failure to comply with sect. 
31 of the Act, the transaction is void & 
the vendor cannot recover the price 
nor can the purchaser recover dainages, 
but the vendor is entitled to the return 
of the machinery, payment by the 
purchaser for its use during the time 
it| was in his possession, & daimayos for 
any depreciation caused by the negli- 
gence of the purchaser.—SasKATCHE- 
WAN GRAIN GROWERS’ ASSOCN., LTD. 
v. HATLIN (Sask.), [1923] 4 D. L. R. 
611; [1923] 3 W. W. R. 282.—CAN. 


p. Return not 
conditional on repayment of purchase 
money.]—SUMNER v. SQUIRES, [19214] 
4). L. R. 1309; 17 Sask. L. R. 98 ; 
[1923} 2 W. W. RR. 243; varying, 
{1923} 1 D. Ih. Re. 1192; [1922] 3 
W. W. RR. 1174. —CAN. 


, Right of assignee of 
vendor—To recover purchase price from 
buyer.J—Where an order for a grain 
separator & the lien notes given in 
respect of the price were altered in a 
material particular after they had been 
signed by the purchaser, & where the 
contract under Farm Implement Act, 
1920, was admittedly invalid,  pltf., 
the assignee of the vendor, was held 
to be not entitled to recover the price. 
Pitf., however, was granted equitable 
relicf by way of a return of the sepa- 
rator & payment by the purchaser of 
any financial benefit which the latter 
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had derived from the use of the 
machinery, it being made a condition 
of the granting of such equitable 
relief that pltf. should repay to the 
purchaser the amount paid by him on 
account of the price together with the 
interest thereon at the legal rate, & 
should return to the purchascr the lien 
notes given in respect of the price.— 
ROYAL BANK OF CANADA v. FRANK, 
J1924)3 D. L. R. 479; [1924] 2 W. WLR. 
949; 18 Sask. L. R. 485.—CAN. 


Yr. Right of purchaser— 
Cancellation & return of lien notes d&: 
money paid.|—FROST v. COMPAGNIE 
DES JARDIN (Sask.), [1919] 2 W. W. R. 
457.—CAN. 














; ——,.]—-On the 
sale of a traction engine the vendors 
failed to deliver or post to the pur- 
chaser a copy of the contract as 
required by Farm Implement Act, s. 
19. The engine did not satisfy the 
warranty as to working properly & the 
vendors did not make it. work properly. 
The purchaser did not give the notice 
of rejection provided for by Form A. 
of the Act within the proper time. 
The purchaser’s use of the inachine was 
not such as to give rise to the pre- 
sumption that he had accepted it prior 
to his repudiation of the contract by 
letter :—Held: the purchaser was 
entitled to recover the moneys paid 
with interest, return of his notes, & 
cancellation of the contract, & costs; 
the vendor to have possession of the 
engine. —KDGINGTON v. JONES TRACTOR 
& IMPLEMENT Co., Ltp., (1921) 2 
W. W. R. 733.—CAN. 











a. — —-.}]—-Where 
a contract of saJe of farm machinery 
under Farm Implement Act, 1920, 
made after Mar. 31, 1920, is invalid 
by reason of failure to comply with 
sect. 31 of the Act, the transaction is 
vold & the vendor cannot recover the 
price nor can the purchaser recover 
damages, but the latter is entitled to a 
return of the lien note signed by him 
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See MARKETS AND FaIrs. 
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& of the money paid by him on account 
of the price.—SASKATCHEWAN GRAIN 
GROWERS’ ASSOON., LTD. v. HATLIN 
(Sask.), [1923) 4 D. L. R. 611, [1923] 
3 W. W. it. 282.—CAN. 


b. Return of 
purchase price less profits made on 
machine.|—Deft. sold to pitf. a tractor, 
but the written agreement purported 
to be made between M. co. & pitf., 
whereas M. co. had nothing to do with 
the sale. The ct. therefore found that 
there was no agreement in Form A. 
under Farm Implement Act between 
vendor & purchaser for the sale, & 
judgment was given to pltf. for return 
of the purchase-price less the profits 
made by him with the machine, & deft. 
to have  repossession.—TAYLOR _ v. 
JONES ae) {1919} 2 W. W. R. 789. 





— —— 





——_———— 





Cc. Return of purchase 
money—lIVaiver in absence of fraud by 
payment with full knowledge.j|—Al- 
though where a contract for the sale 
of a “large implement ”’ does not 
comply with Farm Implement Act, 
1920, it is not enforceable, it is, never- 
theless, the statute not being pro- 
hibitory, one which the parties may 
make & carry out if they wish; & 
where money has been paid volun- 
tarily thereunder, with full knowledge 
of all the facts, & there has been no 
fraud, compulsion, or undue influence, 
the money cannot be recovered,— 
HAUBRICH v. KEEFNER, [1922] 1 
W. W. RR. 1079; 65 DL. RR. 50; 15 


Sask. L. R. 271.—CAN. 
a3 - Rectification.}—A written con- 
tract of sale of a farm motor fajled 


to comply with Farm Implement Act 
in not stating the purposes for which 
it was to be used. On application by 
the vendors the ct. refused to rectify 
it, because the form of the agreement 
goes to the agreement itself.—DAVEN- 
PORT vv. MINNEAPOLIS ‘THRESHING 
NE Co., [1920] 3 W. W. R. 153.— 
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